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Abstract: This research examines the Tongtong system as a community-based Indigenous
justice mechanism in the Philippines. A sequential mixed-methods design was employed,
involving a quantitative survey of 455 respondents to assess perceptions of the effectiveness of
the Tongtong system across three dimensions: Peaceful conflict resolution, observance of due
process, and platform for grievance redress, followed by qualitative interviews and focus group
discussions to explore its underlying mechanisms. Quantitative findings revealed that the
Tongtong system was perceived as highly effective overall, particularly in promoting peaceful
conflict resolution. Qualitative findings further showed that the system’s effectiveness is
grounded in four foundational elements: (1) elder authority, (2) normative values, (3)
restorative practices, and (4) procedural neutrality. Elders were viewed as legitimate mediators
due to their experience, moral authority, and collective community recognition. Participants
likewise emphasized that accountability, humility, spiritual reverence, and inayan function as
culturally embedded regulatory values that strengthen community discipline and social
cohesion. Additional features such as neutrality, collaborative dialogue, and relationship repair
further contribute to long-term community harmony. These findings support the assertion that
the Tongtong system represents a viable, culturally embedded model of governance used to
create sustainable social development through the enhancement of social cohesion, the
facilitation of inclusive participation, and the generation of a resilient community. The findings
also continue to lend credence to the argument that Indigenous justice systems be recognized
as valid supplements to formal justice institutions, particularly in situations where culturally
appropriate and accessible mechanisms are crucial for establishing effective governance.

Keywords: Indigenous justice systems; Tongtong; community-based governance; restorative
justice; legal pluralism; social cohesion; cultural legitimacy; sustainable social development

1. Introduction

When justice is appropriately carried out and recognized by society, it serves to
help maintain social order, reinforce institutional credibility, and promote social
cohesion [1-11]. In societies where there are different cultures represented, dispute
resolution mechanisms will not only act as methods for settling disputes, but also serve
as institutions for governance that shape and provide authority [12,13], facilitate trust
[14], and aid in forming social identities [15,16]. Conflict resolution systems that are
effective, especially those based on community norms, are an integral part of peace
building and sustainable social stability; this is even more applicable when formal state
justice systems are geographically and culturally distant or inaccessible for Indigenous
peoples [17,18], especially where formal state justice systems remain geographically
distant, culturally unfamiliar, and less accessible to Indigenous populations.

The coexistence of various normative systems in one social arena that is
characterized by the simultaneous operation of both customary law and state law is
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known as legal pluralism [3,16,18-20]. The body of legal pluralism literature explains
that there exist diverse normative frameworks in society, and state legal systems do
not always satisfy all of the needs of communities for resolving disputes [21-24].

Conversely, indigenous justice systems are integrated into the local community,
providing culturally relevant and, therefore, accessible methods of resolving disputes
[25]. Furthermore, empirical evidence indicates that community-driven conflict
resolution systems are better at responding to local customs or norms and providing
immediate and contextually relevant justice outcomes than formal legal systems [26].

The historical evolution of law in the Philippines shows there are different laws
due to the effects of previous colonization and Indigenous customs [27-31]; this
means that there are multiple systems of law at any given time. Before colonization,
Indigenous people settled their disputes through mediation from their elders, using
collective decision-making and customary norms to create connections among
individuals to maintain a peaceful society. In spite of the legal changes due to
colonization and post-colonization, Indigenous systems of resolving disputes have
been able to coexist with the country’s legal system by continuing to exist in
communities across the country and being active forms of legal pluralism [32-34].

In addition, the 1987 Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines and the
Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act (IPRA) recognize that customary law exists for
Indigenous people and allows for legal pluralism to be recognized in the law of the
country [3,35,36]. The systems of customary justice contribute in many ways to
providing access to justice for Indigenous peoples and to inclusive governance that
incorporates learning from previous encounters for sustainable social development
[37-40].

In a legal sense, the Cordillera Administrative Region (CAR) in the Philippines
represents a major location where Indigenous people have shown long-term and
sustainable Indigenous governance/political structure [41-44]. Indigenous Peoples
known collectively as Igorots have successfully retained their customary institutions
for hundreds of years, despite many centuries of colonization and post-colonial
transformation processes [45-49]. Councils of elders continue as the traditional
custodians of customary law in the province of Benguet [50].

One of the core methods used within these traditional systems is through the use
of Tongtong [51-53]. Tongtong is a deliberative forum, whereby conflicts are
mediated by community elders through dialogue and consensus methods. The
principles of restorative justice underpin the Tongtong system through a focus on
healing relationships between the parties involved and community reintegration rather
than adjudicating through an adversarial approach [54]. The possibility of
systematically assessing the Tongtong system’s effectiveness with clear empirical
measurement has not yet been studied by academic communities, with the majority of
existing research being descriptive or ethnographic in their nature and therefore
offering little comparative or policy-relevant scholarship.

This research will define the effectiveness of the Tongtong system in terms of
three operationally defined dimensions: (1) facilitating conflict resolution peacefully,
(2) ensuring due process is followed in customary proceedings and (3) providing a
mechanism for redressing grievances through a publicly accessible forum. These
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dimensions represent both normative expectations regarding justice as well as
functional governance outcomes of sustainable communities.

The identification and analysis of how Indigenous governance systems contribute
to the overall success of community resilience, inclusion, and culturally based justice
creates a significant gap in socio-legal scholarship and sustainable social development.
Legal pluralism theory points to the existence of multiple legal orders [55,56], but
there is limited empirical evidence of how customary forms of governance actually
work [16,34].

To fill this gap, this study employs a Sequential Explanatory Design, as discussed
by James et al. [57], Siddiqui et al. [58], and Fetters et al. [59], to combine quantitative
measures of the effectiveness of the Tongtong process with qualitative community
members’ perceptions of its effectiveness. This approach will provide researchers with
the tools necessary to gather empirical evidence of how Indigenous justice systems
function as governance mechanisms within pluralistic legal systems.

This study is critical to the development of discourse regarding sustainable social
development globally, Indigenous governance, and restorative justice, by
demonstrating that culturally embedded institutions are effective in maintaining social
order, providing legitimacy for social structures, and promoting community-based
conflict resolution in pluralistic societies.

2. Theoretical framework

This research study uses the theoretical frameworks of restorative justice and
legal pluralism to help provide a structural and functional context for understanding
Indigenous conflict resolution systems like Tongtong. Legal pluralism demonstrates
how different normative orders, or sets of rules, can exist simultaneously within the
same social field; restorative justice explains the ways disputes are settled through
value-based and process-oriented mechanisms within the various Indigenous dispute
resolution systems.

Legal pluralism serves as the primary structural foundation for this research by
challenging the legal centralist belief that the state is the only legitimate source of law.
Legal pluralism acknowledges the existence of multiple legal systems (state,
customary, religious and Indigenous) co-existing in society at the same time [60—64].
Furthermore, Merry [65] argues that these multiple normative orders influence all
individuals’ perceptions of conflicts and how they choose to resolve those conflicts.
Therefore, the law should be thought of as a culturally contingent and socially
embedded phenomenon, not as a single united institutional system. As such,
Indigenous justice systems are not located at the periphery or as informal extensions
of state law, but rather they are considered “living law” that have their legitimacy
rooted in the community and in cultural continuity.

Additionally, de Sousa Santos [66] has introduced the notion of “interlegality,”
which is the process by which individuals move between different legal orders,
including both state and customary forums, to find the most accessible, culturally
appropriate, and effective way to resolve their disputes. Therefore, from a pluralist
perspective, Indigenous legal systems derive their legitimacy from ancestral tradition,
communal consensus, and socially recognized moral authority and do not exist in a
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subordinate position to state authority [55,67—70]. This theory provides an important
basis for recognizing Indigenous dispute resolution systems, such as Tongtong, as
autonomous and yet relationally co-existing institutions within the larger pluralistic
legal framework.

While legal pluralism provides the structural map, restorative justice provides the
functional philosophy that explains how Indigenous systems resolve conflict.
Restorative justice is a practical, philosophical expression of how Indigenous cultures
resolve conflicts. Under the restorative justice paradigm, instead of regarding crime
and conflict merely as violations of legal rules, we recognize that they result from
disruptions in social relationships which require restoration [71]. This social repair of
relationships from harm is at the heart of Zehr’s [72] conceptualization of restorative
justice: the focus is on “harm, obligation, and engagement.” This contrasts with formal
legal systems that tend to focus on punishment rather than community accountability
and healing [73-75]. In Indigenous contexts, this philosophy of restorative justice is
expressed through processes that bring about a harmonious relationship between all
individuals within the community; primarily, this will occur through the reconciliation
process, through apologies, and through making restitution.

Braithwaite [76] provides additional insight, through his theory of reintegrative
shaming, into how Indigenous cultures hold offenders accountable: They hold
offenders accountable to the community while simultaneously reintegrating them into
the community, thereby ensuring that the relationship between the offender and the
community (as well as other members of the offender’s extended family) is preserved
and that the offender does not suffer from long-term negative stigma. Llewellyn [77]
further expands this relational approach to restorative justice by asserting that
restorative justice is grounded in “relationality,” and that achieving justice requires the
restoration of social relationships and the restoration of balance within the community
[78]. Restorative justice places great emphasis upon restorative dialogue, community
participation, and moral transformation, as opposed to the adversarial and punitive
disposition of the formal court system, thus making it an ideal philosophical
framework for understanding Indigenous methods of dispute resolution based upon
the principles of consensus, reconciliation, and social healing as opposed to the
principles of incarceration or exclusion.

Legal Pluralism and Restorative Justice provide an integrated theoretical
framework for this research. Legal pluralism refers to the coexistence and legitimacy
of Indigenous justice systems within a broader state-based legal framework [79-81].
Restorative Justice provides an understanding of the internal logic or normative view
which guides how Indigenous people resolve disputes [68,82—86]. Together, these two
frameworks help to provide a complete understanding of Indigenous justice systems —
not just as cultural-based alternatives to state law; but rather; as cohesive, community-
based forms of legal orders that support social harmony through restorative and
relational principles.
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3. Materials and methods

The study was informed by an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design
that examined the effectiveness of the Tongtong Indigenous justice system in relation
to Indigenous community governance. The design used two phases of data collection
and analysis, with the first phase being the collection and analysis of quantitative data,
followed by qualitative inquiry to explain and enhance understanding of statistical
patterns. This approach allows for the interpretation of numerical findings alongside
the lived experiences and social context of Indigenous communities [59,87-96]. As a
result, the study was conducted over two integrated phases.

The quantitative phase measured community members’ perceptions of
Tongtong’s effectiveness in relation to conflict resolution, procedural fairness, and
grievance redress. The qualitative phase, guided by descriptive phenomenology, was
done by “bracketing” the researcher’s previous knowledge and experiences, and by
focusing directly on the individual participant’s description or account of their
experience [97,98].

Drawing on Almaki [99], this study applies descriptive phenomenology as a
methodological approach for understanding how individuals make meaning of their
lived social experiences within naturalistic settings. The qualitative phase of the
research explored how community members experienced, interpreted, and constructed
meaning through the operation of Tongtong in actual dispute resolution settings.
Because of this approach, descriptive phenomenological research can be used to
generate a systematic description of lived experiences (of individuals) within their
socio-cultural context. Part of the integration of qualitative findings was completed
during the interpretation phase of data analysis, whereby qualitative findings provided
insight into quantifiable trends, and thus were used to gain a more thorough
understanding of Tongtong as a community-based Indigenous justice system.

3.1. Study setting, population, and sampling

This study focused on selected Indigenous communities in the Province of
Benguet, Philippines where traditional knowledge still exists. These Indigenous
Groups are Kankanaey, Ibaloy, Karao, Iwak and Kalanguya. The criteria for selecting
these sites were based on consultations with the Indigenous leaders and local
stakeholders to ensure that study areas reflect active customary governance practices.
The quantitative phase used a stratified random sampling to select 455 total
respondents using Yamane’s formula to determine the proper selection of households
based on household population data as reported by the Philippine Statistics Authority
[100].

The qualitative phase used purposive selection of 23 key informants and 5 focus
groups discussions. The participants were: elders, barangay officials, members of the
Lupong Tagapamayapa, Indigenous Peoples Mandatory Representatives (IPMRs) and
National Commission on Indigenous Peoples (NCIP) personnel. Selection focused on
individuals directly involved in or knowledgeable about the Indigenous justice system.
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3.2. Instruments and validation

This research was carried out using two main tools: A very structured survey
questionnaire and a semi-structured interview guide. The survey tool was validated by
academic experts and representatives from Indigenous governmental structures to
determine that it was clear, relevant, and would provide cultural-based information.
Community validation sessions were also performed to ensure that the terminology
used was contextually accurate; this helped refine the questionnaire. The pilot testing
of the survey tool showed excellent internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha =. 926),
which indicates that it is a reliable instrument. Furthermore, the qualitative interview
guide was enhanced by initial quantitative data so that the qualitative phase matched
the quantitative phase.

3.3. Data collection procedures

Data collection was conducted in 2 sequential phases. The first phase consisted
of survey administration to determine how the Tongtong displays effectiveness in the
following three areas: (1) peaceful resolution of conflict; (2) observance of due process;
and (3) platform for addressing redress and grievances. The data collected were
summarized through descriptive statistics to depict key relationships that assisted in
the design of the qualitative phase. The second phase consisted of conducting in-depth
interviews and focus groups. All interviews and focus groups were conducted using
local cultural protocols, recorded with participant permission, and conducted in the
appropriate language or with necessary translation.

3.4. Data analysis and integration

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics to determine overall
and dimension-specific levels of perceived effectiveness. Qualitative data were
analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis, as discussed by Braun and Clarke [101]
and Roberts et al. [102], which allows themes to emerge from participants’ accounts
of their lived experiences. Integration of findings was done through joint interpretation,
identifying areas of convergence and divergence between quantitative and qualitative
results. This approach provided a more comprehensive understanding of how the
Tongtong system functions within Indigenous community governance.

3.5. Reflexivity

Throughout the study, the researcher was reflexive by critically examining her
own position and assumptions in relation to the way they may have impacted on their
collection of data and its interpretation. There was a strong focus on respecting
Indigenous communities, respecting their existence and their own systems of knowing.
As aresult, in field notes and interpretation were being reviewed on an ongoing basis
to ensure that conclusions drawn were based on the perspectives of the participants,
not on the external assumptions of the researcher.

3.6. Ethical consideration

The standards of ethics regarding the participation of Indigenous Peoples in
research are governed by the Republic Act No. 8371 —Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act
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and the National Commission on Indigenous Peoples’ (NCIP) regulations. Free and
Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) was obtained prior to data collection. Community
members were consulted with regard to: the purpose; the implementation; and the
potential contributions of the study, prior to conducting research; and the study
participants were required to provide their informed consent for inclusion.
Confidentiality, cultural sensitivity, and the right to withdraw were strictly observed
throughout the research process. Through member check, the results were provided to
each community to verify the accuracy of the information presented and to ensure the
integrity of the culture of the people being researched.

4. Results

4.1. Quantitative findings

Table 1 presents the ratings given by participants about how effective they
perceive the Tongtong system is across three dimensions: 1) peaceful conflict
resolution; 2) observance of due process; and 3) platform for addressing redress and
grievances. The overall effectiveness rating of the Tongtong system was 4. 39 on a
Likert Scale (1 = not effective; 5 = very strongly effective). Rating for the dimension
of resolving conflict peacefully was highest at 4. 52 (very strongly effective), and
observance of due process was rated comparatively lower but still considered as
effective. Therefore, the respondents rated the Tongtong system to be quite high for
each of the three dimensions evaluated.

Overall, participants believe that the Tongtong system is a highly successful
mechanism to promote peace in the community and to resolve disputes in the
community, particularly by supporting non-violent means of resolving disputes.

Table 1. Level of effectiveness of the Tongtong system.

Items Mean  Description

A. Peaceful resolution of conflict

1. The Tongtong system:

2. Encourages parties to think freely and express their thoughts. 4.65 VSE
3. Successfully promotes the positive transformation of offenders. 4.58 VSE
4. Facilitates healing between parties. 4.50 VSE
5. Upholds the concept of inayan/pit’dew/antatakot to promote 4.42 VSE
accountability.
6. Promotes that the compensation demanded by the victim is 4.42 VSE
reasonable and within the means of the offender to avoid undue
hardship.
7. Ensures that the offender fully compensates the victim for any stolen 4.40 VSE
or damaged property.
8. Encourages both parties to accept the result of the Tongtong. 4.63 VSE
9. Promotes that all parties involved keep their agreements. 4.60 VSE
Total 4.52 VSE

B. Observance of due process
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Table 1. (Continued).

Items Mean Description

1. The rules and procedures in handling disputes are followed. 4.44 VSE

2. All parties involved have a clear understanding of the process. 4.45 VSE

3. The accused is presumed innocent until proven guilty. 4.39 VSE

4. Complainants who cannot speak for themselves may appoint an 4.37 VSE
immediate family member or a trusted person to present the
complaint.

5. An agreement or decision is made only after both parties have 4.61 VSE
presented their sides.

6. The elders facilitating the resolution process are impartial and 4.45 VSE
unbiased.

7.  There are chances to appeal or reconsider decisions that have been 2.28 STE
made.

Total 4.14 STE

C. Platform for addressing redress and grievances

1. The Tongtong system protects the rights of indigenous communities  4.68 VSE
to their ancestral land.

2. Tongtong elders actively participate in discussions and actions to 4.66 VSE
protect the ancestral land from outside threats and intrusion.

3. The Tongtong system helps in regulating the extraction of natural 4.48 VSE
resources within the ancestral domain.

4. The Tongtong system successfully resolves disputes related to land ~ 4.23 VSE
ownership.

5. The Tongtong system ensures that natural resources like land, water, 4.28 VSE
forests, and wildlife are used and managed responsibly.

6. The Tongtong system prevents conflicts from escalating by offering  4.59 VSE
timely and efficient solutions.

7. The Tongtong system ensures fair outcomes for those seeking 4.57 VSE
resolution.
Total 4.50 VSE
Rall 4.39 VSE
Norm:

Range of Mean Values Over-all Description

4.21-5.00 Very Strongly Effective (VSE)

3.41-4.20 Strongly Effective (STE)

2.61-3.40 Moderately Effective (ME)

1.81-2.60 Slightly Effective (SLE)

1.00 - 1.80 Not Effective (NE)

4.2. Qualitative findings

The qualitative phase of the study followed and explained the results of the
quantitative phase by investigating the underlying factors that contribute to the
effectiveness of the Tongtong system in promoting peaceful ways of resolving
conflicts. The qualitative phase examined the characteristics, practices and beliefs
from the perspective of members of the communities and key stakeholders that affect
the effectiveness of the Tongtong system. Findings from the interviews and focus
groups revealed four interrelated themes that accounted for the effectiveness of the
Tongtong system: (1) relational authority and elder-led governance; (2) culturally
embedded norms and ethical frameworks; (3) restorative and transformative justice
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process; and (4) procedural neutrality and normative mediation. The themes and codes
on the effectiveness of the Tongtong system in achieving peaceful conflict resolution
is found in Table 2.

Table 2. Themes and codes on the effectiveness of the Tongtong system in achieving peaceful conflict resolution.

Themes Frequency  Codes Interview sources
4 De-escalation of conflict or (P1, P2, P3, P6)
misunderstandings
1 Reduction of tension (P10)
Relational authority and elder-led 8 Profound respect for elders (P2, P5, P6, P7, P9, P11, P20,
governance P23)
4 Strong trust in elders (P3,P9,P13,P14)
5 Wisdom and guidance of elders (P3, P4, P15, P21, P23)
13 Communicate respectfully without (P1, P2, P3, P4, P6, P§, P12,
raising voices P14, P17, P18, P20, P22, P23)
6 Humility (P5,P8, P11, P18, P19, P22)
Culturally embedded norms and ethical 3 Recognition of guilt (P8, P10, P19)
frameworks 6 Spiritual reverence for God (P5, P16, P17, P18, P20, P22)
2 Adherence to inayan (P5, P6)
3 Non-retaliation following Tongtong (P12, P19, P21)
3 Respect for cultural traditions (P9, P12, P16)
5 Strengthens relationships (P5, P7, P8, P9, P21)
Restorative and transformative justice
process 3 Promotes personal growth and (P5,P7,P11)
transformation
5 Appointment of a moderator (P12, P13,P14, P17, P23)
4 Experiential advises from elders (P5, P13, P20)
Procedural neutrality and normative 1 Peaceful conflict resolution depends on (P19)
mediation the facilitator
1 The elders offer suggestions to help (P21)

parties reach a compromise

4.2.1. Relational authority and elder-led governance

Elders are the main carriers of legitimacy and authority in the Tongtong system,
thus are at the forefront of the mediation process. Elders act as mediators by relying
on customary law, cultural knowledge, and collective memory to assist parties in
reaching resolution through accountability, reconciliation, and restoring social
harmony.

The explanatory qualitative phase reinforces the quantitative findings by
identifying elder leadership as a key mechanism for effectiveness in the Tongtong
system. Sixteen of twenty-three participants credited the success of Tongtong’s use in
resolving disputes to the authority of elders to de-escalate conflict and foster
credibility in the process. Elders are not only a source of social legitimacy, they have
moral legitimacy and are established in the culture.

Participants consistently framed elder authority as relational rather than
institutional, emphasizing that legitimacy is derived less from formal designation and
more from culturally recognized wisdom, lived experience, and communal trust.
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Across the interview, elders were repeatedly portrayed not merely as mediators of
disputes, but as custodians of social harmony whose presence stabilizes dialogue and
prevents conflicts from escalating into long-term divisions within the community.
Participants indicated that elders provide relationship based authority rather than
authority from a formal institution. All four participants indicated that without the
elder, there would likely be an inability to resolve disputes resulting in prolonged
conflicts within the community, which will result in a gradual weakening of social
cohesion. Elders, therefore, are viewed as being the structural anchor of the indigenous
justice system.

Participant experiences reflect this role of elder:

“The Tongtong provides a peaceful way of resolving the community dispute so
that individuals hold no grudges towards one another... elders ask why an individual
committed a wrongful act... the elder also assists to cleanse the individual of the
wrongful act so that the individual may start their new life. ” (P6).

Participants further emphasized that elders perform important de-escalatory
functions during mediation by redirecting emotionally charged interactions toward
dialogue, reflection, and reconciliation.

Another participant referenced the de-escalatory functions of elders:

“Elders will calm participants in an argument. The argument will not escalate
from discussion to yelling or hitting. > (P10).

The participants indicated that deference and respect for elders enhances the
parties’ willingness to comply with and accept the resolution of disputes. The
participants indicated that the authority of the elder is culturally based and
acknowledged voluntarily. Compliance with decisions therefore appears to emerge not
through coercive enforcement, but through shared recognition of the elders’ moral
credibility and culturally embedded authority.

“When elders speak during a Tongtong, the people listen. Their words have
weight and assist to keep order in the discussion. ” (P5).

All of the above accounts support the fact that the elder provides a foundation, in
both a moral and procedural sense, for the Tongtong system. Collectively, these
findings suggest that elder-led governance within Tongtong operates as a relational
mechanism of social regulation in which legitimacy, participation, and conflict
resolution are sustained through communal trust, moral authority, and culturally
grounded accountability.

4.2.2. Culturally embedded norms and ethical frameworks

The underlying theme of Tongtong is the values-based foundation through which
the system maintains its effectiveness through deeply rooted socio-
cultural/moral/spiritual norms that regulate actions both during and after the process
of resolving the dispute. Rather than functioning solely through procedural rules,
Tongtong appears to sustain compliance and legitimacy through collectively
internalized ethical expectations that shape behavior, communication, and
accountability within the community.

The values defined through empirical research were humility, accountability,
spiritual reverence, adherence to inayan, non-retaliation after a settlement is reached,
and respect for customary law. These collective values are a significant part of both

10
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procedural conduct during the process of resolving disputes, as well as compliance
after resolution. Participants consistently described these values not merely as abstract
cultural ideas, but as everyday normative principles that actively guide interpersonal
conduct and influence the willingness of disputants to participate sincerely in the
mediation process. The importance of humility and accountability was consistently
stressed by participants.

Elders continually remind both disputants at the beginning of Tongtong to
conduct themselves with the proper disposition of humility and accountability:

“The elders advise both disputants to be humble before they begin Tongtong.”
(P22).

Participants in this study identified reverence for spirituality as a key part of using
Tongtong. Prayer supports the seriousness of an individual’s morals and maintains
sincerity. Spiritual practices were consistently portrayed as mechanisms that reinforce
honesty, reflection, and moral restraint during mediation, thereby strengthening the
sincerity of the reconciliation process.

“We start with prayer in Tongtong... individuals are conscious of their words due
to the presence of God in the interaction. ”” (P16).

The participants said that when there is divine witness, there is greater
accountability:

“There are watching eyes from God... and you won’t do anything unjustly,
because there are consequences. ” (P17).

Using the principle of inayan, which is interwoven culturally into participants’
lives, is a hindrance to doing wrong. Participants frequently framed inayan as
internalized form of moral regulation that extends beyond formal sanctions by linking
individual behavior to broader social, moral, and spiritual consequences.

“Once you have broken a bond, inayan becomes a heavy burden. .. and you won’t
be doing any forward movement in life.” (P6).

Ensuring that no retaliation happens, denotes finality and peace after the
conclusion of the settlement. The absence of retaliation was repeatedly associated with
the restoration of social balance and the preservation of long-term communal harmony
following mediation.

“The outcome would be considered, and not be avenged on both sides.” (P12).

These values also lead to the expectation that communication will be done
respectfully (i. e. no aggression or yelling). Participants mentioned that maintaining a
calm and respectful tone while communicating is beyond being a matter of etiquette;
it is ingrained in culture and intended to uphold the dignity of those involved in the
interaction, thereby preventing emotional escalation during mediation. Respectful
communication was therefore perceived not simply as procedural courtesy, but as a
culturally embedded mechanism for preserving relational dignity and maintaining
constructive dialogue throughout the conflict resolution process.

“It is required that we engage in respectful communication, without yelling,
although at times we may become emotional. ” (P19)

All of the norms and values noted by participants, as seen in use of Tongtong, is
indicative of a morally controlled system that uses traditional beliefs and collective
ethical expectations to sustain compliance. The findings suggest that the effectiveness
of Tongtong is deeply anchored in culturally internalized moral frameworks that

11
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reinforce accountability, relational harmony, and voluntary adherence to communal
norms even beyond the formal conclusion of disputes.

4.2.3. Restorative and transformative justice process

This theme underscores that Tongtong acts as a form of restorative justice
through its relational and developmental aspects. Tongtong is more than just a dispute
resolution mechanism; Tongtong allows for restoration of relationships, empathy, and
personal change as well. Participants consistently described the process as on that
prioritizes reconciliation and relational repair rather than punishment allowing
conflicts to become opportunities for reflection, emotional healing, and social
reintegration.

Dialogue was identified by participants as a key element of reconnecting.
Through open communication and guided mediation, disputants were encouraged to
understand each other’s experiences and perspectives, thereby reducing hostility and
fostering mutual empathy. Participants learned from communication with each other:

“When you hear the other side, you start to understand the other person and your
anger starts to disappear.” (P9).

Another participant commented on the importance of maintaining the
relationship over time:

“One incident should not end a bond created over a long time and a relationship
is more important than pride.” (P21).

These statements demonstrate that Tongtong can reclassify conflict as having the
potential for repairing relationships rather than separating them. Rather than producing
adversarial “winner-loser” outcomes, the process appears to encourage disputant to
preserve long-standing social relationships and prioritize communal harmony over
personal resentment or retaliation.

In addition, participants identified personal change as a result of the process.
Through the guidance of elders, participants were encouraged to think about their
actions, to accept responsibility, and to commit to making changes in their future
actions. Participants repeatedly framed accountability not as externally imposed
punishment, but as reflective and internally motivated process shaped by dialogue,
communal expectations, and elder guidance.

“Tongtong changes a person. . . you reflect, admit mistakes, and try to become a
better person.” (P11)

This transformation included a renewed sense of responsibility and social
awareness once participants were reintegrated into the community. The findings
therefore suggest that Tongtong facilitates not only the resolution of disputes but also
the moral and relational transformation of individuals within the broader context of
community life. As such, Tongtong functions as both a restorative and transformative
justice system simultaneously.

4.2.4. Procedural neutrality and normative mediation

Neutrality is an essential element of the Tongtong system as it also determines
the legitimacy and effectiveness of the process. Participants described fairness in terms
of a procedural structure as well as through an ethical level of impartiality that results
in trust and participation. Participants consistently associated procedural neutrality
with the ability of the Tongtong system to create a safe and trustworthy environment
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where disputants feel heard, respected, and fairly treated throughout the mediation
process. Six participants cited that it was critical for the parties involved in the dispute
to have a neutral moderator who is not connected with either of them.

“If the moderator is not neutral then the process will be ineffective... if they are
neutral then both parties will feel safe to express their views.” (P14)

Being neutral helps to create an environment of openness, eliminating suspicion,
and increasing acceptance of outcomes. Neutrality was therefore perceived not merely
as procedural formality, but as a culturally expected form of ethical conduct that
reinforces confidence in the legitimacy of the mediation process. Elders also use
narrative mediation techniques to share previous resolutions to conflicts to create a
reflective element in the dispute and encourage reconciliation.

Participants explained that elders occasionally draw from previous community
experiences or ancestral lessons to guide disputants toward reflection and
reconciliation. These narratives function as culturally grounded mechanisms for moral
reflection and relational learning, enabling disputants to situate their conflicts within
broader communal experiences and shared social values.

“The elders would often recall similar conflicts in the community, drawing
parallel to the present situation. They would narrate how those involved in past
disputes eventually reconciled after taking the time to listen to one another and accept
guidance. They would also share how, overtime, both parties were able to rebuild their
lives and even prosper. Hearing these stories helps the parties realize that conflicts can
still be resolved peacefully, and that relationships can be restored when both sides are
willing to understand each other. (P18)

“Elders share that conflicts have been resolved using Tongtong... it gives us hope
that our conflict can be resolved.” (P20)

The stories elders tell are more pedagogical than coercive in nature, and enable
disputants to reframe how they view the conflict in a more positive light and possibly
lead to a peaceful resolution. Rather than imposing outcomes through authority alone,
elders appear to use storytelling as a restorative communication strategy that promotes
empathy, reflection, and voluntary reconciliation among disputants. In summary, the
neutral aspect in Tongtong is both structurally as well as through moral storytelling,
creating trust, dialogue, and constructive resolution.

5. Discussion

The preceding section demonstrates that the effectiveness of the Tongtong system
is not derived from a single procedural element, but from the interaction between
cultural norms, relational authority, restorative processes, and community-based
governance mechanism operating within a plural legal environment. To synthesize
these interconnected dimensions and illustrate the theoretical relationships emerging
from the findings, Figure 1 presents the conceptual framework of the Tongtong
system as a relational, restorative, and human-centered governance ecosystem.
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Figure 1. Framework of the Tongtong system as a relational, restorative, and
human-centered governance ecosystem within a plural legal context.

Figure 1 illustrates how legal-historical conditions, Indigenous cultural norms,
and community-based authority structures interact to shape restorative and relational
governance processes within the Tongtong system.

At the institutional level, the framework highlights the central role of elders as
culturally recognized mediators and custodians of communal legitimacy. Embedded
cultural values such as inayan, humility, respect, collective responsibility, and spiritual
accountability function as normative foundations guiding behaviour and dispute
resolution. These values inform restorative processes including dialogue, storytelling,
consensus-building, and reflective mediation, which collectively reinforce procedural
legitimacy, trust, reconciliation, and social reintegration.

The framework further demonstrates how these relational governance
mechanisms contribute to broader restorative and developmental outcomes, including
peaceful conflict resolution, social cohesion, healing, and sustainable community
governance. Positioned within a human-centered governance lens, the framework
conceptualizes Tongtong as a culturally grounded and relationally embedded
governance system that contributes to contemporary discussions on restorative justice,
legal pluralism, and sustainable social development.
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5.1. Integration of quantitative and qualitative findings

The sequential explanatory mixed methods design enabled the qualitative
findings to provide deeper interpretive insight into the strong quantitative perceptions
regarding the effectiveness of the Tongtong system. While the quantitative phase
established that respondents perceived Tongtong as highly effective in promoting
peaceful conflict resolution, procedural fairness, and grievance redress, the qualitative
narratives clarified the relational, cultural, and governance mechanisms underlying
these perceptions.

The highest quantitative ratings were associated with peaceful conflict resolution
(M =4.52), particularly indicators relating to free expression acceptance of outcomes,
accountability, and maintenance of agreements. The qualitative findings suggest that
these perceptions are strongly linked to restorative orientation of Tongtong, where
disputes are approached not merely as legal disagreement but as disruptions in social
relationships requiring reconciliation and relational repair. Participants consistently
described the process as one that prioritizes dialogue, emotional de-escalation,
collective reflection, and reintegration into the community rather than punitive
sanctioning. The narratives further revealed that elders play a central role in redirecting
disputes away from confrontation and toward restorative compromise, thereby
reinforcing social harmony and long-term communal cohesion.

Similarly, the strong quantitative ratings associated with due process were further
contextualized by participants’ description of procedural neutrality, participatory
dialogue, and culturally embedded accountability practices. Respondents perceived
fairness not only through procedural order but also through the visible impartiality of
elders, equal opportunity for disputants to speak, and collective community oversight
during deliberations. The qualitative findings therefore demonstrate that procedural
legitimacy within Tongtong is sustained through socially recognized norms of fairness
and relational accountability rather than through formal bureaucratic enforcement
alone.

At the same time, the comparatively lower mean score obtained by the item
concerning opportunities to appeal or reconsider decisions (M = 2.28) reveals a
nuanced dimension within the procedural structure of the Tongtong system. While
respondents generally perceived Tongtong as highly effective in ensuring fairness and
peaceful conflict resolution, the limited availability of formal reconsideration
mechanisms appears to reflect the community’s preference for consensus-based
finality and the immediate restoration of social harmony following mediation. Within
Indigenous restorative process, prolonged disputes and repeated contestation of
decisions are often viewed as disruptive to communal cohesion and relational balance.
Consequently, the acceptance of final decisions functions not merely as procedural
closure but also as a culturally embedded mechanism for preserving social stability
and preventing the continuation of interpersonal conflict. At the same time, the
findings indicate the absence of more formalized appeal structure may represent a
procedural limitation when evaluated using formal due process standards commonly
associated with state legal systems. This highlights an important tension within plural
legal systems, where Indigenous restorative mechanisms prioritize relational closure
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and communal harmony, while formal legal frameworks place greater emphasis on
procedural review and institutional safeguards [103—106].

The integration of quantitative and qualitative findings demonstrates that the
effectiveness of Tongtong is not solely procedural in nature but fundamentally
relational, cultural and restorative. The qualitative findings explain how elder-led
mediation, culturally embedded ethical systems, restorative communication practices,
and collective accountability mechanisms communally underpin the strong
quantitative perceptions associated with peaceful conflict resolution, procedural
legitimacy, and community-based justice.

5.2. Tongtong as a relational and restorative governance system

The findings demonstrate that the Tongtong system is widely perceived as an
effective mechanism for peaceful conflict resolution, procedural fairness, and
community-based grievance settlement. More importantly, its effectiveness extends
beyond the immediate settlement of disputes and reflects its capacity to restore social
harmony and preserve long-term communal relationships. Participants consistently
emphasized that the process encourages reconciliation, reflection, accountability, and
reintegration rather than punishment alone. In this sense, Tongtong functions not only
as a dispute resolution mechanism but also as a relational governance institution rooted
in restorative principles.

The study further found that the effectiveness of Tongtong is strongly associated
with restorative justice values that prioritize healing, collective harmony, and the
repair of damaged relationships. Rather than isolating offenders through adversarial
procedures, the process encourages disputants to acknowledge wrongdoing, reflect on
the consequences of their actions, and restore relationships within the community. This
supports restorative justice scholarship which argues that justice is most sustainable
when it focuses on relational repair, moral accountability, and reintegration rather than
punitive enforcement alone [72,107-111].

Participants also described how Tongtong facilitates relational transformation by
converting conflict into opportunities for reflection, reconciliation, and community
healing. Such outcomes align with restorative justice literature emphasizing healing,
accountability, reintegration, and the restoration of social balance as central objectives
of justice systems [25,73,107,108,110,112,113]. The findings therefore suggest that
the legitimacy of Tongtong is not solely based on decision-making authority, but also
on its ability to sustain social cohesion and communal trust over time.

Furthermore, the study indicates that Tongtong contributes to social stability and
collective resilience by transforming disputes into opportunities for strengthening
communal relationships. By prioritizing healing over adversarialness, the system
reinforces long-term social harmony and community solidarity [73,107,110,114,115].
Such characteristics position Indigenous justice systems as important contributors to
sustainable social development and community well-being [116].

5.3. Cultural legitimacy and community-based justice

The findings show that the long-term sustainability of the Tongtong system is
closely tied to its institutional legitimacy, particularly the extent to which its
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procedures, authority structures, and moral expectations are collectively recognized as
socially and culturally legitimate within the Indigenous community. Unlike formal
legal systems whose authority is primarily derived from codified law and state
enforcement, legitimacy within Tongtong emerges from collective recognition,
relational trust, and cultural continuity.

This finding strongly supports legal pluralism theory, which argues that multiple
normative systems coexist within a single social arena and that authority is not
exclusively monopolized by state law [16,55,64,65,117—121]. Within this context,
Tongtong operates as a form of “living law,” where institutional authority is sustained
through communal practice, social acceptance, and customary governance
mechanisms. The findings therefore reinforce the view that Indigenous justice systems
coexist alongside formal legal institutions while continuing to shape community-based
dispute resolution processes.

The effectiveness of Tongtong is also associated with procedural consistency and
socially recognized governance structures. Participants highlighted the importance of
orderly dialogue, balanced participation, and elder-guided mediation in maintaining
perceptions of fairness and legitimacy throughout the process. Such findings support
arguments that customary institutions attain procedural legitimacy when their rules are
clear, collectively accepted, and consistently implemented [122—125].

A significant component of this legitimacy rests on the role of elders. Participants
consistently viewed elders as legitimate custodians of justice whose authority is
grounded in moral credibility, life experience, wisdom, and communal trust rather than
bureaucratic appointment. Their authority reflects a relational governance structure in
which legitimacy is sustained through ethical leadership and social recognition.
Existing scholarship similarly argues that Indigenous justice systems derive authority
from moral legitimacy, communal acceptance, and cultural continuity rather than
coercive enforcement [21,68,126—130].

The study likewise demonstrates that culturally embedded ethical norms serve as
important foundations for governance effectiveness within Tongtong. Participants
repeatedly identified humility, accountability, spiritual reverence, non-retaliation, and
adherence to inayan as guiding principles that regulate behaviour during and after
conflict resolution. These norms function as internalized psychosocial mechanisms
that encourage self-regulation and preserve social harmony. This supports scholarship
emphasizing that culturally embedded values are essential to long-term governance
because they encourage individuals to behave according to collectively recognized
moral expectations outside formal institutional control [52,126,131-134].

In particular, the principle of inayan illustrates how Indigenous moral systems
integrate social, spiritual, and ethical accountability. By linking human actions to
broader social and spiritual consequences, inayan expands the meaning of justice
beyond formal legal procedures into everyday communal life. This finding aligns with
literature emphasizing the importance of cosmological and ethical belief systems in
strengthening collective responsibility and moral behaviour within Indigenous
governance structures [135-138].

Spiritual practices such as prayer and appeals to divine witnessing further
reinforce sincerity, honesty, and moral accountability during mediation. These
spiritual dimensions are not peripheral to the process but are integral to the system’s
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restorative  orientation. Indigenous and decolonial governance scholarship
increasingly argues that justice systems cannot be separated from broader cultural and
cosmological worldviews [132,139-142]. Within Tongtong, therefore, justice is
understood holistically as a process that restores legal, moral, social, and spiritual
balance within the community.

5.4. Communication, storytelling, and indigenous mediation practices

The findings further reveal the importance of communication practices in
sustaining procedural legitimacy and social trust within the Tongtong system.
Participants consistently emphasized neutrality, respectful dialogue, and balanced
facilitation as essential components of effective mediation. The structured
appointment of moderators by elders and the expectation that participants
communicate respectfully without hostility contribute to perceptions of fairness,
transparency, and procedural trust. Such observations are consistent with mediation
literature emphasizing neutrality, participation, and procedural fairness as critical
factors influencing voluntary compliance and acceptance of outcomes [143—148].

Beyond neutrality, however, Tongtong incorporates culturally grounded
communicative practices that distinguish it from many formal legal systems. Elders
frequently utilize storytelling, references to previous disputes, and historical
communal experiences to guide reflection and facilitate understanding among
disputants. These narratives function not only as communication tools but also as
mechanisms for moral instruction, knowledge transmission, and cultural continuity.

Participants described how storytelling allows current disputes to be interpreted
within the broader context of collective experience and ancestral wisdom. By
connecting present behaviour to historical situations and communal values, elders
encourage empathy, reflection, and moral accountability among disputants. Existing
scholarship similarly recognizes storytelling and oral narratives as important
components of Indigenous justice systems because they reinforce social norms,
strengthen communal memory, and promote restorative reflection [58,71,124,149—
151].

These practices also align with restorative communication approaches that
prioritize empathy-building, dialogue, and shared understanding over adversarial
confrontation [111,152]. Rather than focusing solely on legal violations, storytelling
within Tongtong helps disputants understand the relational consequences of their
actions and encourages reconciliation within the broader community context. The
findings therefore suggest that procedural legitimacy within Indigenous justice
systems is sustained not only through neutrality and procedural order, but also through
culturally meaningful forms of communication that reinforce collective identity and
social cohesion.

5.5. Transferability of indigenous governance principles across contexts

While the Tongtong system is deeply rooted in the cultural traditions and social
structures of Indigenous Cordilleran communities, the findings suggest that several of
its underlying governance principles may hold broader relevance across diverse
contexts. The study indicates that the effectiveness of Tongtong does not solely depend
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on culturally specific rituals or procedures, but also on relational principles such as
empathy, participatory dialogue, collective accountability, moral responsibility,
restorative healing, and community-centered decision-making.

These findings suggest that Indigenous justice systems may provide important
insights for alternative dispute resolution, restorative governance, and community-
based peacebuilding initiatives in contexts where formal institutions are perceived as
inaccessible, adversarial, or culturally disconnected. In particular, the emphasis on
relational accountability and participatory mediation demonstrates how governance
systems can maintain legitimacy through social trust and collective engagement rather
than reliance solely on bureaucratic authority [17,18,40,84,86].

At the same time, the study does not suggest that Indigenous systems should be
uniformly replicated across societies. Indigenous justice mechanisms are inherently
shaped by distinct histories, cultural values, social structures, and cosmological beliefs.
Their effectiveness is therefore closely connected to contextual legitimacy and
communal acceptance. What may be transferable across contexts are not the exact
procedures themselves, but the foundational principles underlying them.

Consequently, the findings support a principle-based adaptive approach to
governance wherein communities identify locally meaningful mechanisms grounded
in empathy, participation, social legitimacy, and restorative accountability
[60,61,68,70]. Such an approach recognizes that while social contexts differ in culture
and institutional complexity, the broader pursuit of relational harmony, mutual respect,
and collective well-being remains widely relevant to sustainable governance.

5.6. Humanistic values, sustainable social development, and implications
for governance

The findings of this study demonstrate that Tongtong functions not only as a
justice mechanism but also as a culturally grounded institution that contributes to
sustainable community governance and long-term social development. By
emphasizing reconciliation, collective responsibility, moral accountability, and
relational repair, the system continuously regenerates social cohesion within the
community.

The study therefore contributes to broader discussions on sustainable social
development by illustrating how Indigenous justice systems strengthen communal
trust, reinforce collective responsibility, and sustain culturally embedded forms of
governance within plural legal environments. Rather than operating in opposition to
formal legal systems, Tongtong demonstrates how Indigenous governance institutions
can coexist alongside state mechanisms while addressing community needs through
culturally legitimate processes.

The implications of this study extend beyond justice and governance policy. In
contexts where formal institutions are perceived as inaccessible or culturally
inappropriate, Indigenous justice systems may provide complementary pathways
toward inclusive and socially sustainable development [17,27,116]. Supporting
Indigenous governance structures should not be interpreted as replacing formal
institutions, but rather as strengthening the complementary relationships that exist
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within plural legal systems to improve access to justice, reinforce community
resilience, and promote culturally responsive governance.

Within this broader framing, human-centered governance and management
perspectives further reinforce the interpretation of Tongtong as a relationally
embedded institution of social order. Contemporary scholarship conceptualizes
governance systems as grounded in human dignity, relational accountability, and
stakeholder-centered responsibility, where decision-making processes are embedded
within ethical relationships and socially situated contexts rather than driven solely by
procedural or institutional rationality [153—155]. Such perspectives emphasize that
governance must be context-sensitive, participatory, and inclusive of lived experiences,
particularly those of local and marginalized communities, thereby foregrounding trust,
relationality, and collective engagement as essential foundations of legitimacy and
social coordination. In this sense, governance is not merely the enforcement of rules
but a continuing social process of sustaining mutual recognition, ethical responsibility,
and shared meaning within communities.

The findings reinforce the importance of recognizing Indigenous justice systems
not merely as traditional practices, but as dynamic governance institutions capable of
contributing meaningfully to contemporary discussions on restorative justice, legal
pluralism, social sustainability, and community-centered governance.

6. Conclusion

The research shows that the Tongtong system is an effective method of
Indigenous governance in a context where there are multiple legal systems that work
alongside one another. This study is conducted using the lens of legal pluralism which
shows that although formal state institutions are present within the province, they do
not have an exclusive ability to provide justice; rather, justice is created by using
culturally centric ways of resolving disputes through recognition from the community,
through following customary norms and through traditional practices. The fact that the
Tongtong system has proven to be effective is not based entirely on positive outcomes,
but also on the interplay of procedures, authority established through relationships,
cultural norms and the principles of restorative justice.

Governance established by elders as a key form of legitimacy also provides an
example of how authority is socially constructed based upon moral authority,
experience-based evaluation and communal trust rather than formal legal / rational
structures. Through a pluralistic framework, elders perform as both mediators and
custodians of customary law, and in doing so ensure the continuity and stability of
Indigenous governance.

The Tongtong system is an example of a relational model of restorative justice
that focuses on repairing the harms done to individuals and communities and restoring
harmony and social ties through re-integrating individuals back into their community.
Regulating behaviors such as humility, accountability, spiritual values, obedience to
inayan, and non-retaliation, serve to internally regulate behaviors without having to
go through formal processes. These norms show that justice is developed through
shared moral and cosmological frameworks, rather than imposed externally through a
legal process.
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When examining functions of neutrality, participatory dialogue, and narrative
mediation, these elements of restorative justice help build trust, promote empathy, and
enable parties to rebuild the relationships which have been damaged due to the conflict.
Through transforming conflicts into opportunities to reflect, reconcile and renew the
community, Tongtong provides the basis for conflict resolution and rebuilding
communities.

Finally, from a perspective of sustainable social development, the Tongtong
system is a good example of how Indigenous governance systems provide support for
social cohesion, resilience and ensure inclusive delivery of justice. Embedding legal
processes within cultural meanings and relational structures provide long term stability
and preserve the identity of the community and the social fabric of the community.

This study adds to scholarship on legal pluralism and restorative justice by
showing empirical similarity between the two areas of scholarship in application to
Indigenous governance contexts. Additionally, it demonstrates that diverse legal
systems can coexist successfully and that restorative principles cannot simply be seen
as alternative methods of providing justice, but rather as essential components of
Indigenous law.

Finally, there are implications for Indigenous policy, with a focus on the need for
greater recognition and support to develop Indigenous justice systems within broader
frameworks of government, especially where mainstream systems are limited by
factors such as accessibility to the system, cultural relevance, and trust.

Funding: This research was funded by the Commission on Higher Education
(CHED)- Scholarship for Staff and Instructors’ Knowledge Advancement Program
(SIKAP), grant number: 2020-14-005798.

Ethical approval: The study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review
Board (or Ethics Committee) of University of Northern Philippines (approval number
A-2024-300; October 30, 2024).

Informed consent statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects
involved in the study.

Acknowledgments: Sincere appreciation is extended to the punong barangays,
Barangay Indigenous Peoples Mandatory Representatives (IPMRs), and members of
the Lupon Tagapamayapa. Special thanks are given to the panglakayen of Sinacbat,
Bakun; the kapanguduwanan of Bila, Bokod; the yangkaama/yangkabakol of Karao,
Bokod; the nangkaama/nangkabakol of Upper Bashoy, Kabayan; and the dakay/ba-
kul of Sitio Domolpos, Itogon for their valuable contributions during the focus group
discussions. The author likewise acknowledges the community members whose
participation made this study possible.

Al use declaration: Al-supported tools such as Grammarly and other similar software
were used by the author to help with language editing of the manuscript, as well as
help streamline the manuscript and assist with conducting background literature
review. The author critically evaluated any Al-supported output prior to finalizing the
manuscript and is solely responsible for the accuracy and integrity of the final
manuscript.

21



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

Conlflict of interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.

References

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Sunshine J, Tyler TR. The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in shaping public support for policing. Law & Society
Review. 2003; 37: 513-547. doi: 10. 1111/1540-5893. 3703002

Tyler TR. Procedural justice, legitimacy, and the effective rule of law. Crime and Justice. 2003; 30: 283-357. doi: 10.
1086/652233

Cisnero MRL, Manuel M, Pajaron C, et al. Intersecting jurisdictions: Reframing questions and in search for answers on the
interface of state and indigenous justice systems. Supreme Court of the Philippines; 2013.

Barbieri WA. The scope and scale of justice. In: The Scope and Scale of Justice. Palgrave Macmillan; 2015. pp. 12-38. doi:
10. 1057/9781137263254 2

Hipp JR. Collective efficacy: How is it conceptualized, how is it measured, and does it really matter for understanding
perceived neighborhood crime and disorder? Journal of Criminal Justice. 2016; 46: 32—44. doi: 10. 1016/j. jerimjus. 2016. 02.
016

Riazi AM, Cochrane L, Moloney K, et al. Social cohesion: A multi-dimensional and multi-faceted framework. SN Social
Sciences. 2026; 6: 80. doi: 10. 1007/s43545-026-01363-2

Dierckx K, Van Hiel A, Valcke B, et al. Procedural fairness in ethnic-cultural decision-making: Fostering social cohesion by
incorporating minority and majority perspectives. Frontiers in Psychology. 2023; 14: 1025153. doi: 10. 3389/fpsyg. 2023.
1025153

Chan A, Bradford B, Stott C. A systematic review and meta-analysis of procedural justice and legitimacy in policing: the effect
of social identity and social contexts. Journal of Experimental Criminology. 2025; 21: 349—406. doi: 10. 1007/s11292-023-
09595-5

Li JCM, Zhang SY, Sun IY, et al. Police legitimacy and procedural justice for children and youth: A scoping review of
definitions, determinants, and consequences. Frontiers in Sociology. 2024; 9: 1409080. doi: 10. 3389/fsoc. 2024. 1409080
Hasan R, Watson B, Haworth N, et al. How do perceptions of procedural justice, police legitimacy, and legitimacy of laws
influence intentions to drug drive? Journal of Safety Research. 2024; 90: 86-99. doi: 10. 1016/j. jsr. 2024. 06. 006

Jackson J, McKay T, Cheliotis L, et al. Centering race in procedural justice theory: Structural racism and the under- and
overpolicing of black communities. Law and Human Behavior. 2023; 47(1): 68-82. doi: 10. 1037/lhb0000524

Somuano Ventura MF, Takahashi Y. Procedural justice, representation, and institutional trust in Mexico. Journal of Politics in
Latin America. 2024; 17(1): 105-130. doi: 10. 1177/1866802X241288248

Alward, LM. Procedural justice and probation officer legitimacy: Testing the process-based model in community supervision.
Journal of Criminal Justice. 2024; 92: 102187. doi: 10. 1016/j. jerimjus. 2024. 102187

Regalado J, Sun IY. Trust in legal institutions: An examination of the philippines. Asian Journal of Criminology. 2024; 19:
527-550. doi: 10. 1007/s11417-024-09441-1

Ali S, Davis WE, Lee J. Multi-stakeholder dispute resolution: building social capital through access to justice at the community
level. Pepperdine Dispute Resolution Law Journal. 2011; 11: 181.

Swenson G. Legal pluralism in theory and practice. International Studies Review. 2018; 20(3): 438-462. doi: 10.
1093/isr/vix060

Paffenholz T. Unpacking the local turn in peacebuilding: A critical assessment towards an agenda for future research. Third
World Quarterly. 2015; 36(5): 857-874. doi: 10. 1080/01436597. 2015. 1029908

Tamanaha BZ. Legal pluralism across the global South: Colonial origins and contemporary consequences. The Journal of
Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law. 2021; 53(2): 168-205. doi: 10. 1080/07329113. 2021. 1942606

Tamanaha BZ. Legal pluralism explained: history, theory, consequences. Oxford University Press; 2021. doi: 10.
1093/0s0/9780190861551. 001. 0001

Jacobs C, Chevalier D, Stapper ME. Legal pluralism in the urban realm. Legal Pluralism and Critical Social Analysis. 2024;
56(1): 4-12. doi: 10. 1080/27706869. 2024. 2320000

Pena Jumpa A. Community-based justice or indigenous justice in international law. Ofiati Socio-Legal Series. 2023; 13(2):
608-625. doi: 10. 35295/0sls. iisl/0000-0000-0000-1371

Botero JC, Janse R, Muller S, et al. Innovations in Rule of Law: A Compilation of Concise Essays. Hiil; 2012.

22



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

Rio IDL, Palomar RC. Tubiganay: Conflict resolution amongst indigenous cultural communities. University Research Center,
Central Philippine University; 2013.

Larichev AA, Soldatova LV, Tabolin VV. Local communities as a tool for urban conflict resolution. RUDN Journal of Law.
2023; 27: 902-918. doi: 10. 22363/2313-2337-2023-27-4-902-918

Areola RP. Justice system of indigenous communities: Practices, challenges and implications for modern jurisprudence.
International Journal of Research and Development. 2025; 10(11):65-80. doi: 10. 36713/epra24760

Lundy BD, Collette TL, Downs JT. The effectiveness of indigenous conflict management strategies in localized contexts.
Cross-Cultural Research. 2021; 56(1): 3-28. doi: 10. 1177/10693971211051534

Haider H. Community-based approaches to peacebuilding in conflict-affected and fragile contexts. Issues Paper; 2009.

Disini DP Jr, Aguiling-Pangalangan E, Daroy-Morales RV, et al. Dispute resolution mechanisms in the Philippines. IDE-
JETRO; 2002.

Molintas JM. The Philippine indigenous peoples’ struggle for land and life: challenging legal texts. Arizona Journal of
International & Comparative Law. 2004; 21(1): 269.

Agabin P. The Influence of Philippine indigenous law on the development of new concepts of social justice. In: Palmer VV,
Matar MY, Koppel A (editors). Mixed Legal Systems, East and West. Ashgate; 2015. pp. 239-256.

ASEAN Law Association. Legal system in Philippines. Chapter I: Historical overview. In: ASEAN Law Association Series;
2019.

Penetrante AM. Court Annexed Mediation in the Philippines. Social Science Research Network. 2010. Available online: https:
//papers. ssrn. com/sol3/papers. cfm?abstract_id=1675404 (accessed on 28 March 2026).

Singa Clever SMB. Dialogic Spaces for Peace: The Pechen Peace Pact System. Zenodo; 2022. doi: 10. 5281/zenodo. 7444707
Tanjung MA. Legal Pluralism and Indigenous Justice Systems. Jurnal Ar Ro’is Mandalika. 2023; 3(2): 84-91.

Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines (1987). The 1987 Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines. Available
online: https: /lawphil. net/consti/cons1987. html (accessed on 28 March 2025).

Republic Act No. 8371. Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act of 1997. Available online: https: //lawphil.
net/statutes/repacts/ral997/ra_8371 1997. html (accessed on 28 March 2025).

Brinks DM. Access to What? Legal Agency and Access to Justice for Indigenous Peoples in Latin America. Journal of
Development Studies. 2018; 55: 348-365. doi: 10. 1080/00220388. 2018. 1451632.

International Commission of Jurists. Indigenous and Other Traditional or Customary Justice Systems in Asia Pacific. ICJ;
2019.

Prill-Brett J. Indigenous land rights and legal pluralism among Philippine highlanders. Law & Society Review. 1994; 28(3):
687—-697. doi: 10. 2307/3054089

Satterthwaite M. Indigenous Justice Systems. UN Doc. A/HRC/59/52. United Nations; 2025.

Perez PL. Indigenous Persons in Government Implementing the Indigenous Peoples’ Rights Act. The Cordillera Review. 2010;
2(1): 53-86. doi: 10. 64743/NCWX3607

Camacho LD, Gevaiia DT, Carandang AP, Camacho SC. Indigenous knowledge and practices for the sustainable management
of ifugao forests in Cordillera, Philippines. International Journal of Biodiversity Science, Ecosystem Services & Management.
2016; 12: 5-13. doi: 10. 1080/21513732. 2015. 1124453

Santiago A. The Cordillera Indigenous Peoples’ Right to Land. OHCHR; 2018.

Cimatu F. Cordillera’s Cultural Norms Push Back Against Political Dynasties. Philippine Center for Investigative Journalism;
2025. Available online: https: //pcij. org/2025/03/28/cordillera-indigenous-governance-pushes-back-against-political-
dynasties/ (accessed June 25, 2025).

Carling J, Boquiren R, Delias DMB, Maguide M. Indigenous peoples and the local government: Building good governance in
the Philippines. Cordillera Peoples’ Alliance; 2004.

McKay D. 2006. Rethinking Indigenous place: Igorot identity and locality in the Philippines. The Australian Journal of
Anthropology. 2006; 17: 291-306. doi: 10. 1111/j. 1835-9310. 2006. tb00065. x

Aguilar-Carino ML. The Igorot as Other: Four Discourses from the Colonial Period. Philippine Studies: Historical and
Ethnographic Viewpoints. 2012; 42(2): Article 4. doi: 10. 13185/2244-1638. 4776

Prill-Brett J. From a complex to degraded system: laws, customs, market forces and legal pluralism in the Cordillera. In: Cairns
M (editor). Shifting Cultivation Policies. CABI; 2017. pp. 717-734. doi: 10. 1079/9781786391797. 0717

23



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.
64.

65.
66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.
73.

74.

Jacoba R. Sacred Ties to Ancestral Land. Media: Jurnal Filsafat Dan Teologi. 2025; 6(1): 1-30. doi: 10. 53396/media. v6il.
519

Ampaguey LK. The Cultural Logic of the Kail (Second Burial) Practice. The Cordillera Review. 2018; 8(2): 61-92. doi: 10.
64743/LTUY4604

Gatmaytan AB. Negotiating Autonomy: Case Studies on Philippine Indigenous Peoples’ Land Rights. Copenhagen:
International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs; 2007.

Balatong LS, Banglig VP, Dato RG, et al. Tongtong Practices of Bakun Benguet: Its Historical and Political Relevance.
European Online Journal of Natural and Social Sciences. 2022; 11(4s): 270-287.

Mendoza RC, Santos JD, Bautista ML, et al. Mankusjon—Traditional Ibaloi Settlement of Disputes in Aid of the Philippine
Criminal Justice System. International Journal of Novel Research and Development. 2023; 8(9): 164—177.

Eduardo JP. Restorative Justice in Cordillera Administrative Region. International Journal of Social Science Studies. 2018;
7(1): 10-20. doi: 10. 11114/ijsss. v7il. 3748

Tamanaha BZ. Understanding Legal Pluralism: Past to Present, Local to Global. Sydney Law Review. 2007; 29: 375-411.
Berman PS, editor. The Oxford Handbook of Global Legal Pluralism. Oxford University Press; 2020.

James TG, DeJonckheere M, Guetterman TC. Integrating transformative considerations and quantitative results through a
participant selection joint display in explanatory sequential mixed methods studies. Journal of Mixed Methods Research. 2024;
18(1): 14-30. doi: 10. 1177/15586898221149470

Siddiqui MSH, Jenkins BA, Ahmed E. Sequential explanatory mixed-methods research: Adapting in the conflict-affected
Chittagong Hill Tracts of Bangladesh. Asian Journal of Peacebuilding. 2023; 11(2): 257-278. doi: 10. 18588/202304. 00a327
Fetters MD, Curry LA, Creswell JW. Achieving Integration in Mixed Methods Designs. Health Services Research. 2013; 48(6
Pt 2): 2134-2156. doi: 10. 1111/1475-6773. 12117

Kirunda J, Nabirye H, Muwanguzi R. Legal pluralism in postcolonial nations: Reconciling customary, religious, and state
norms in judicial practices. Rechtsnormen Journal of Law. 2025; 3(2): 199-208. doi: 10. 70177/jl. v3i2. 2217

Pirie F. Beyond pluralism: A descriptive approach to non-state law. Jurisprudence. 2023; 14(1): 1-21. doi: 10. 1080/20403313.
2022. 2108608

Reyntjens F. Legal Pluralism and Hybrid Governance: Bridging two research lines. Development and Change. 2016; 47(2):
346-366. doi: 10. 1111/dech. 12221

Michaels R. Global Legal Pluralism and Conflict of Laws. SSRN Electronic Journal. 2020. doi: 10. 2139/ssrn. 3388146
Griffiths J. What is legal pluralism? The Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law. 1986; 18(24): 1-55. doi: 10.
1080/07329113. 1986. 10756387.

Merry SE. Legal pluralism. Law & Society Review. 1988; 22(5): 869—-896. doi: 10. 2307/3053638.

de Sousa Santos B. Toward a new legal common sense: Law, globalization, and emancipation. Cambridge University Press;
2002.

Aur A, Widianarko Y B, Dewi Y T N. Governing through difference: Legal pluralism and conservation justice in Lamalera.
Space and Culture. 2026: 12063312261427927. doi: 10. 1177/12063312261427927

Eichler J, Mora Navarro FV. Proceduralising Indigenous peoples’ demands: Indigenous environmental rights and legal
pluralism in contemporary jurisprudence. Legal Pluralism and Critical Social Analysis. 2023; 55(1): 5-34. doi: 10.
1080/27706869. 2023. 2194846

Sarson L. Shifting authority: Indigenous law-making and state governance. Millennium Journal of International Studies. 2022;
50(3): 601-622. doi: 10. 1177/03058298221084001

McKerracher K. Relational legal pluralism and Indigenous legal orders in Canada. Global Constitutionalism. 2022; 12(1):
133-153. doi: 10. 1017/S2045381722000193

Sab-it Jr S, Sherwin Earle P, Angel RD, et al. Tongtongan: An Indigenous Approach to Restorative Justice in Buguias, Benguet.
SSRN. 2024. doi: 10. 2139/ssrn. 5348562

Zehr, H. Changing Lenses: A New Focus for Crime and Justice. Herald Press; 1990

Eustaquio TL. Recalibrating Philippine criminal justice: A legal analysis of restorative justice within the framework of the
juvenile justice and barangay systems. Mimbar Keadilan. 2026; 19(1): 42-53. doi: 10. 30996/mk. v19il. 132587

Suzuki M. Revisiting the real story of restorative justice in the criminal justice system: 20 years on. Canadian Journal of
Criminology and Criminal Justice. 2023; 65(2): 78-96. doi: 10. 3138/cjccj. 2022-0061

24



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

75.

76.

71.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.
89.

90.

91.

92.
93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

Leonard LJ. Can restorative justice provide a better outcome for participants and society than the courts? Laws. 2022; 11(1):
14. doi: 10. 3390/1aws11010014

Braithwaite J. Crime, shame and reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 1989.

Llewellyn J. Restorative justice: thinking relationally about justice. In: Downie J, Llewellyn J, editors. Being Relational:
Reflections on Relational Theory and Health Law. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press; 2011. pp. 89—108. doi:
10. 59962/9780774821902-007

Becerra Valdivia K. Legal pluralism, interlegality or legal entanglement? Consequences of Indigenous customary law in Latin
America. Estudios Constitucionales. 2023; 21(2): 221-250. doi: 10. 4067/S0718-52002023000200221

Upton JC. From thin to thick justice and beyond: Access to justice and legal pluralism in Indigenous Taiwan. Law & Social
Inquiry. 2022; 47(3): 996-1025. doi: 10. 1017/1si. 2021. 55

Morudu NL, Maimela C. The indigenisation of customary law: Creating an indigenous legal pluralism within the South
African dispensation: Possible or not? De Jure. 2021; 54: 54-69. doi: 10. 17159/2225-7160/2021/v54a4

Utama TSJ. Between adat law and living law: An illusion of customary law incorporation into Indonesia penal system. The
Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law. 2021; 53(2): 269-289. doi: 10. 1080/07329113. 2021. 1945222

Yulia R, Prakarsa A, Ali M. Restoring the conflicts among societies: How does Baduy society settle the criminal cases through
restorative justice? Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies. 2023; 12(3): 193. doi: 10. 36941/ajis-2023-0071
Abdulrauf-Salihu H, Gholami H. Indigenous restorative justice administration and legal pluralism in Nigeria. Legal Pluralism
and Critical Social Analysis. 2022; 54(2-3): 297-316. doi: 10. 1080/27706869. 2022. 2115196

Salihu HA, Gholami H. Perceived unfair procedural justice, distrusted legal institutions and (re)emergence of indigenous
restorative justice administration in Apata-Aje Community, Nigeria. Legal Pluralism and Critical Social Analysis. 2022; 54(2—
3): 297-316. doi: 10. 1080/27706869. 2022. 2115196

Devere H, Te Maiharoa K. Restorative justice: Blending Western and Indigenous restorative justice principles. The Palgrave
handbook of positive peace. Singapore: Springer Singapore; 2021. pp. 1-12. doi: 10. 1007/978-981-15-3877-3 21-1
Kirkwood S. A practice framework for restorative justice. Aggression and Violent Behavior. 2021; 63: 101688. doi: 10. 1016/j.
avb. 2021. 101688

Toyon MA. Explanatory sequential design of mixed methods research: Phases and challenges. International Journal of
Research in Business and Social Science. 2021; 10(5): 253-260. doi: 10. 20525/ijrbs. v10i5. 1262

Creswell JW, Clark VLP. Designing and conducting mixed methods research. Sage Publications; 2017.

Creswell JW. Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating Quantitative and Qualitative Research. Merrill;
2005.

Guetterman TC, Fetters MD, Creswell JW. Integrating quantitative and qualitative results in mixed methods research through
joint displays. Annals of Family Medicine. 2015; 13(6): 554-561. doi: 10. 1370/afm. 1865

Greene JC, Caracelli V], Graham WF. Toward a conceptual framework for mixed-method evaluation designs. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 1989; 11(3): 255-274. doi: 10. 3102/01623737011003255

Tashakkori A, Teddlie C. Handbook of Mixed Methods in the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Sage; 2003.

Ivankova NV, Creswell JW, Stick SL. Using Mixed-methods sequential explanatory design. Field Methods. 2006; 18(1): 3—
20. doi: 10. 1177/1525822X05282260

Botha L. Mixing methods as a process towards indigenous methodologies. International Journal of Social Research
Methodology. 2011; 14(4): 313-325. doi: 10. 1080/13645579. 2010. 516644

Subedi D. Explanatory sequential mixed method design. American Journal of Educational Research. 2016; 4(7): 570-577. doi:
10. 12691/education-4-7-10

Matsumoto A, Blackburn K, Spicer B, et al. A mixed methods study of 15 years of Aboriginal health research in the Kimberley:
‘We’ve been researched, we think, from head to toe, inside and outside, upside down’. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 2023, 20(6): 4823. doi: 10. 3390/ijerph20064823

Neubauer BE, Witkop CT, Varpio L. How phenomenology can help us learn from the experiences of others. Perspectives on
Medical Education. 2019; 8(2): 90-97. doi: 10. 1007/s40037-019-0509-2

Giorgi A. The descriptive phenomenological psychological method. Journal of Phenomenological Psychology. 2012; 43(1):
3—-12. doi: 10. 1163/156916212X632934

Almalki S. Integrating quantitative and qualitative data in mixed methods research: challenges and benefits. Journal of
Education and Learning. 2016; 5(3): 288-296. doi: 10. 5539/jel. vSn3p288

25



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

121.

Philippine Statistics Authority. Ethnicity in the Cordillera Administrative Region (2020 Census; 2024. Available online: https:
//rssocar.  psa. gov. ph/content/ethnicity-cordillera-administrative-region-based-2020-census-population-and-housing
(accessed on 28 March 2026).

Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology. 2006; 3(2): 77-101. doi: 10.
1191/1478088706qp0630a

Roberts K, Dowell A, Nie JB. Attempting rigour and replicability in thematic analysis. BMC Medical Research Methodology.
2019; 19: 66. doi: 10. 1186/512874-019-0707-y

Banwell-Moore R. Restorative justice: Adopting a whole system approach to address cultural barriers in criminal justice.
Criminology & Criminal Justice. 2024; 24(5): 1028-1046. doi: 10. 1177/17488958241268005.

Tomateo C, Grabowski Z. Indigenous justice frameworks for relational ethics in land-based design. Ecosystems and People.
2024; 20(1): 2409165. doi: 10. 1080/26395916. 2024. 2409165.

Asadullah M, Abramson A, Pastran XH, Fulks J. Indigenous justice and restorative justice: exploring perceptions of
convergence and divergence in British Columbia and Saskatchewan. International Journal of Restorative Justice. 2023; 6(2):
235-256. doi: 10. 5553/tijrj. 000146.

Tauri JM. What exactly are you restoring us to? A critical examination of Indigenous experiences of state-centred restorative
justice. The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice. 2022; 61(1): 53-67. doi: 10. 1111/hojo. 12459.

Fulham L, Blais J, Rugge T, Schultheis EA. The effectiveness of restorative justice programs: A meta-analysis of recidivism
and other relevant outcomes. Criminology & Criminal Justice. 2025; 25(5): 1486—1512. doi: 10. 1177/17488958231215228
Procter-Legg T, Hobson J, Quimby E. Restorative Justice and Social Justice: An International Perspective. Contemporary
Justice Review. 2024; 27(2-3): 218-238. doi: 10. 1080/10282580. 2024. 2414953

Tyler TR, Sherman L, Strang H, et al. Reintegrative shaming, procedural justice, and recidivism: The engagement of offenders’
psychological mechanisms in the canberra rise drinking-and-driving experiment. Law & Society Review. 2024; 41(3): 553—
585. doi: 10. 1111/j. 1540-5893. 2007. 00256. x

Pavlacic JM, Kellum KK, Schulenberg SE. Advocating for the use of restorative justice practices: examining the overlap
between restorative justice and behavior analysis. Behavior Analysis in Practice. 2021; 15(4): 1237-1246. doi: 10.
1007/s40617-021-00632-1

Braithwaite J. Restorative justice and responsive regulation. Oxford University Press; 2002. doi: 10. 1093/0s0/9780195136395.
001. 0001

Miller SL, Hefner MK. Procedural justice for victims and offenders? Exploring restorative justice processes in Australia and
the United States. Justice Quarterly. 2015; 32(1): 142—167. doi: 10. 1080/07418825. 2012. 760643.

Palermo GB. Restorative Justice: A more understanding and humane approach to offenders. International Journal of Offender
Therapy and Comparative Criminology. 2013; 57(9): 1051-1053. doi: 10. 1177/0306624X13495009.

Omowon A, Kunlere AS. Restorative justice practices: Bridging the gap between offenders and victims effectively. World
Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews. 2024; 24(3): 2768-2785. doi: 10. 30574/wjarr. 2024. 24. 3. 3978

Palermo G. Conflict and crime: Restorative Justice in Italy. Frontiers in Sociology. 2023; 8: 1175291. doi: 10. 3389/fsoc. 2023.
1175291

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Governance for Sustainable Development: Integrating Governance in the
Post-2015 Development Framework. Discussion Paper. UNDP; 2014.

Islam F. Customary Law as a Living Institution: Legal Plurality and Indigenous Normativity in South Asian Jurisprudence.
SCLS Law Review. 2026; 6(2): 70-84.

Lubis AF. Legal Pluralism and Social Identity: An analysis of state and religious law interaction in local dispute resolution in
indonesia and pakistan. Lex Localis. 2025; 23(11): 1910-1921. doi: 10. 52152/bt4pv061

Schlesinger C. Religious Legal pluralism in the shadow of the centralistic state. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies. 2025; 45(3):
583-611. doi: 10. 1093/0jls/gqaf010

Nimani P, Avdija S, Maloku A. Customary law and modern legal systems: A comparative perspective. Corporate Law and
Governance Review. 2025; 7(2), 77-83. doi: 10. 22495/clgrv7i2p8

Manse M. The plural legacies of legal pluralism: Local practices and contestations of customary law in late colonial indonesia.
Legal Pluralism and Critical Social Analysis. 2024; 56(3): 328-348. doi: 10. 1080/27706869. 2024. 2377447

26



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.
139.

140.

141.
142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

Harper E. The enduring utility of customary justice in fragile and post-conflict states: Why development actors need to stop
searching for magic bullets and solve the political economy and human rights challenges associated with justice programming.
The Journal of Legal Pluralism and Unofficial Law. 2022; 54(3): 342-355. doi: 10. 1080/07329113. 2021. 2004845

Prasetio DE, Disantara FP, Azzahra NH, et al. The legal pluralism strategy of Sendi traditional court in the era of modernization
law. Rechtsidee. 2021; 8: 702. doi: 10. 21070/jihr. 2021. 8. 702

Rosales CA. Tigi: Justice and Indigenous citizenship among the Iraya Mangyan in Mindoro. Social Science Diliman. 2021;
16(2): 66-103.

Asmare B. Uncovering the processes and ritual practices of indigenous conflict resolution in the Shimgelina System. African
Security Review. 2021; 30(4): 418-433. doi: 10. 1080/10246029. 2021. 1944886.

Aoki Inoue CY, Ribeiro TL, Gongalves VK, et al. Indigenous and traditional communities’ ways of knowing and being in
planetary justice. Environmental Politics. 2024; 33(7), 1225-1244. doi: 10. 1080/09644016. 2023. 2293437

Wallace A. Why do we fail to deliver justice to Indigenous populations? International Journal for Court Administration. 2024;
15(3): 1-10. doi: 10. 36745/ijca. 639

Worku M. The role of customary conflict resolution mechanisms and elders in preserving peace and security. International
Journal of Education, Culture and Society. 2023; 8(4): 178—182. doi: 10. 11648/j. ijecs. 20230804. 14

Crampton A. Elder mediation in theory and practice. Journal of Gerontological Social Work. 2013; 56(5): 423-437. doi: 10.
1080/01634372. 2013. 777684

Cherutich SK. Elderhood in ethnic conflict management in rongai, nakuru county, kenya, 1992-2015. Master’s thesis. Kenyatta
University; 2016.

Neupert-Wentz C. Traditional authorities, norm collisions, and communal conflict. Journal of Conflict Resolution. 2025; 69(2—
3): 463-490. doi: 10. 1177/00220027241237438

Phoke RA, Tumelo S. Conflict resolution in Indigenous communities: A social work perspective. International Journal of
Research in Business and Social Science. 2024; 13(10): 68—77. doi: 10. 20525/ijrbs. v13i10. 3789

Fonchingong Che C. Reframing social justice through indigenous know-how: Implications for social development, policy and
practice. Global Social Policy. 2024; 24(1): 5-24. doi: 10. 1177/14680181231170532

Leyaley RVG. Inayan: The Tenet for Peace Among Igorots. International Journal of Advanced Research in Management and
Social Sciences. 2016; 5(2): 239-256.

Venkatesan A, Begay D, Burgasser AJ, et al. Towards Inclusive Practices with Indigenous Knowledge. ArXiv Preprint ArXiv:
2009. 12425. 2020. doi: 10. 48550/arXiv. 2009. 12425

Artelle KA, Zurba M, Bhattacharyya J, et al. Supporting resurgent Indigenous-led governance: A nascent mechanism for just
and effective conservation. Biological Conservation. 2019; 240: 108284. doi: 10. 1016/j. biocon. 2019. 108284

Birhane A, Cummins F. Algorithmic Injustices: Towards a Relational Ethics. ArXiv Preprint ArXiv: 1912. 07376. 2019. doi:
10. 48550/arXiv. 1912. 07376

Randazzo MS. Constitutionalism of Australian First Nations. Routledge; 2022. doi: 10. 4324/9781003303008.

Azoro-Amadi O, Uche OL. Strengthening traditional justice systems as a panacea for conflict and insecurity in Nigeria. African
Journal of Legal Studies. 2025; 18(1): 29-50. doi: 10. 1163/17087384-bjal0118

Liwan JK. From Ritual to Dialogue: The evolution of indigenous land conflict resolution mechanisms. International Journal
of Research and Scientific Innovation. 2025; 12(11): 1303—1311. doi: 10. 51244/1JRSI. 2025. 12110116

Smith LT. Decolonizing methodologies: Research and Indigenous peoples. Zed Books; 2012.

Escobar A. Designs for the pluriverse: Radical interdependence, autonomy, and the making of worlds. Duke University Press;
2018.

Na C, Lee S, Kang I. Police Effectiveness and procedural justice as competing public values: Moving beyond the instrumental-
versus-normative model of police legitimacy. Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice. 2023; 17: paad025. doi: 10.
1093/police/paad025

Wever M, Ybema JF. Procedural justice and the design of administrative dispute resolution procedures. Social Justice Research.
2024; 37: 76-99. doi: 10. 1007/s11211-023-00428-4

Kuen K. Reassessing the process-based model: Do procedural justice and police legitimacy lead to reporting neighborhood
problems to the police over time? Journal of Criminal Justice. 2024; 95: 102290. doi: 10. 1016/j. jerimjus. 2024. 102290
Tyler TR. Mechanisms of Legal Effect: Procedural justice theory. Center for Public Health Law Research, Temple University
Beasley School of Law. 2023: 1-21.

27



Sustainable Social Development 2026, 4(3), 8563.

147.
148.

149.

150.

151.

152.
153.

154.

155.

Lee SM. Mediator Impartiality and Mediator Interest. Ph. D. thesis. University of Kentucky; 2013.

Stulberg JB. The Theory and Practice of Mediation. In: Hinshaw A, Schneider AK, Cole SR (editors). Discussions in Dispute
Resolution. Oxford University Press; 2021. pp. 125-130. doi: 10. 1093/0s0/9780197513248. 003. 0026

Akhtar Z. Indigenous storytelling and admissibility in common law courts: Developing the protocols for the reception theory
of evidence. International Journal of Evidence and Proof. 2023; 27(2): 141-160. doi: 10. 1177/13657127231155922

Yafigot KCD. Writing Indigenous oral tradition to fight a dam. SAPIENS; 2023. Available online: https: /www. sapiens.
org/culture/philippines-indigenous-oral-traditions/ (accessed on 10 May 2026).

Zhomartkyzy M. Mediation and Indigenous conflict resolution practices: Lessons from global Indigenous communities. Social
& Legal Studios. 2023; 6(3): 222-231. doi: 10. 32518/sals3. 2023. 222

Van Ness DW. An Overview of Restorative Justice Around the World. CEJAmericas; 2016.

Melé D. Understanding humanistic management. Humanistic Management Journal. 2016; 1(1): 33-55. doi: 10. 1007/s41463-
016-0011-5.

Pirson M. Dignity, humanistic management and the sustainable development goals. Journal of Management for Global
Sustainability. 2023; 11(1): 2. doi: 10. 13185/2244-6893. 1001.

D’Cruz P, Delannon N, Kourula A, McCarthy L, Moon J, Spence LJ. Contesting social responsibilities of business: Centring
context, experience, and relationality. Human Relations. 2024; 77(7): 889-905. doi: 10. 1177/00187267241247647.

28



