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Abstract

The economic impact of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) had far-reaching implications
beyond conventional notions of legal efficiency,lt had been recognized by scholars and legal
economists.

The paper had been designed to explore how ADR mechanisms,such as arbitration, mediation,
conciliation and negotiation had contributed to economic performance at individual, institutional
and national levels. It had been analyzed that ADR had emerged as a pivotal solution during
periods of economic strain, where litigation had proven cost-intensive and time-consuming.
Likewise, in robust economic settings, ADR had still been favored for its capacity to preserve
commercial relationships, reduce opportunity costs and stimulate business trust. Legal
researchers had also noted the disparities in ADR access across different economic classes,
especially in developing nations like India.

The research had been undertaken through doctrinal and comparative methods, utilizing both
national and international sources to investigate how the design, delivery and distribution of ADR
services had shaped their economic value. Policy implications had also been discussed in relation
to public legal expenditure, efficiency of courts, investor confidence and digital dispute resolution
models. The paper had finally emphasized that the successful economic integration of ADR
mechanisms would require institutional capacity-building, community legal literacy and fiscal
commitment from the state.
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Introduction

Scholars and practitioners observed and alike that the administration of justice had traditionally
been perceived through the lens of state-controlled adjudication, with formal courts serving as the
cornerstone of legal systems. However, as societies had evolved and economies had undergone
complex transformations, the capacity of conventional judicial systems had been increasingly
strained. In response to the growing volume, cost and complexity of legal disputes, it had been
widely recognized that Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) had emerged as not merely a
complementary legal mechanism but as an economically significant development in the justice
ecosystem. Legal theorists had proposed that the rise of ADR mechanisms had paralleled a
broader shift in governance,from centralized, rule-bound systems toward more flexible, market-
responsive models of conflict resolution.

ADR mechanisms such as arbitration, mediation, conciliation and negotiation had not only
promised procedural efficiency but had also introduced an alternative economic logic into the
practice of justice delivery. Experts had pointed out that in a global economy increasingly
characterized by privatization, commercial liberalization and cross-border transactions, ADR had
served to decongest overburdened court systems while simultaneously promoting cost-effective
dispute resolution. Economic theorists had emphasized that the financial sustainability of a legal
system had depended not solely on state funding or judicial manpower but on systemic
adaptability, in which ADR had played an indispensable role.

While ADR had traditionally been examined through procedural or doctrinal lenses, economic
scholars had expanded its analysis to include macroeconomic and microeconomic dimensions. It
had been noted that ADR had contributed to economic efficiency by reducing transaction costs,
increasing contractual predictability and accelerating capital flow,particularly in commercial
settings. Simultaneously, social justice advocates had contended that ADR mechanisms,
especially community mediation and Lok Adalats in India, had played a redistributive role by
making dispute resolution more accessible to marginalized groups. Thus, it had been proposed
that the economic impact of ADR had not been a monolithic phenomenon; rather, it had
encompassed a range of direct and indirect consequences on market structures, public
institutions and civil society.

Policy analysts had observed that the economic rationale for expanding ADR infrastructures had
become particularly pronounced in countries like India, where judicial delays and procedural costs
had posed significant barriers to justice. According to official data, Indian courts had been
burdened with over 50 million pending cases and stakeholders had often complained of an
average delay of over a decade in civil or commercial litigation. Consequently, institutions like the
Law Commission of India and the NITI Aayog had recommended greater integration of ADR
frameworks, both for efficiency gains and cost containment. They had argued that if properly
institutionalized, ADR could reduce the economic burden on the state by curtailing litigation
expenditure, while simultaneously reducing private-sector compliance costs.
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Economists had further pointed out that the deployment of ADR in high-stakes commercial
disputes, especially in international arbitration and investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS), had
translated into significant savings for corporations and governments alike. The confidentiality,
neutrality and finality associated with arbitration had enhanced investor confidence, making ADR
not just a dispute-resolution tool but an enabler of economic growth. Similarly, legal scholars had
documented that the presence of robust ADR frameworks in nations such as Singapore, the UK,
and the Netherlands had contributed positively to their rankings in the Ease of Doing Business
index published by the World Bank. Thus, the economic implications of ADR had extended far
beyond litigation cost-savings,they had intersected with national economic competitiveness.

However, it had also been acknowledged that the economic benefits of ADR had not been
equitably distributed. Critics had warned that while corporate entities had often embraced ADR
mechanisms to avoid court-related costs, access to high-quality ADR had remained a challenge
for economically weaker sections. In India, for instance, while institutional arbitration had grown
rapidly in urban commercial hubs, rural and marginalized litigants had continued to rely on under-
resourced legal aid systems. Social justice theorists had argued that economic asymmetry had
translated into ADR asymmetry,where the economically privileged had accessed timely and
efficient resolution, while the disadvantaged had been excluded from high-quality forums.
Therefore, researchers had urged that any economic assessment of ADR must also examine
structural barriers such as cost of entry, awareness levels and legal representation gaps.

Additionally, scholars had interrogated the risk of commaodification in the ADR industry. With the
rise of institutional arbitration and commercial mediation services, the dispute resolution process
had in many cases begun to resemble a private market for legal outcomes. Critics had noted that
in the absence of regulatory oversight, this market-driven ADR system might replicate the same
economic injustices found in conventional litigation,such as power imbalance, unequal bargaining
and lack of accountability. Hence, public interest advocates had demanded that economic
evaluations of ADR must include regulatory safeguards to prevent market capture and
exploitation.

From a fiscal standpoint, it had been observed that the Indian government’s investment in ADR
infrastructure had remained limited, though its potential returns had been widely acknowledged.
The Law Commission’s 222nd Report had emphasized that promoting ADR could reduce judicial
backlog and associated state expenditure, thereby contributing to fiscal discipline. Similarly, the
Bar Council of India and judicial academies had recommended the inclusion of ADR modules in
legal education as a long-term economic strategy to build a more cost-efficient legal profession.
Yet, scholars had pointed out that unless ADR mechanisms were mainstreamed into national
legal policy and backed by robust budgetary allocation, their economic potential would remain
under-realized.

International development agencies had also contributed to the growing literature on the
economic impact of ADR. The World Bank, through its "Doing Business" reports, had consistently
highlighted the role of contract enforcement in facilitating business transactions. ADR
mechanisms had been praised for shortening the time taken to resolve disputes and for making
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legal outcomes more predictable. Moreover, the United Nations Commission on International
Trade Law (UNCITRAL) had played a pivotal role in standardizing arbitration laws across
jurisdictions, enabling greater investor mobility and economic integration. Legal scholars had
noted that the adoption of the UNCITRAL Model Law by India had bolstered its credibility as an
arbitration-friendly destination, thereby attracting more economic activity.

In developing economies, where judicial infrastructure had often been underfunded and litigation
costs prohibitively high, ADR had offered an economically viable alternative. In India, community-
driven mechanisms like Lok Adalats, Gram Nyayalayas and Family Courts had not only expedited
case disposal but had also significantly reduced procedural costs. Data released by the National
Legal Services Authority (NALSA) had revealed that lakhs of cases had been resolved in a single
day through national Lok Adalat sittings, indicating the economic scale and efficiency of such
models. Scholars had credited these forums for introducing a new paradigm of distributive
justice,where economic and legal access had converged to promote inclusive development.

Technology had further revolutionized the economic potential of ADR. With the onset of Online
Dispute Resolution (ODR) platforms, the cost of access had plummeted, especially in the context
of consumer disputes, fintech defaults and SME contract disagreements. Research organizations
had predicted that ODR could save billions in dispute-resolution costs globally, while
simultaneously reducing carbon footprint and improving legal accessibility. The Indian
government's emphasis on Digital India and the establishment of platforms like SAMA,
Presolv360, and CADR had been seen as strategic moves to harness ADR’s economic benefits
in the digital age.

Legal economists had also suggested that ADR had contributed to lowering the opportunity cost
associated with unresolved disputes. In sectors such as banking, insurance and construction,
prolonged litigation had resulted in blocked capital and delayed project execution,leading to
systemic economic inefficiency. ADR mechanisms, especially time-bound arbitration and pre-
litigation mediation, had freed up capital, improved liquidity and stabilized market expectations. In
this regard, it had been argued that the economic impact of ADR had extended beyond individual
cases to macroeconomic variables such as GDP growth, employment generation and foreign
direct investment (FDI).

Despite these positive assessments, it had been recognized that empirical data on the economic
impact of ADR in India remained scattered and under-researched. Most studies had relied on
anecdotal evidence or isolated case studies, without offering comprehensive models to quantify
ADR’s economic returns. Policy scholars had urged for institutionalized research mechanisms,
possibly under the aegis of NITI Aayog or the Ministry of Law and Justice, to systematically collect
and analyze economic data on ADR usage, costs and outcomes.

Only with such data, it had been argued, could policymakers and stakeholders make informed
decisions about the design and funding of ADR programs.

ADR had transcended its original role as a supplementary legal mechanism and had emerged as
a critical component of economic governance. From reducing the cost of doing business to
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democratizing access to justice, ADR had contributed significantly to both economic efficiency
and social equity. However, for its full economic impact to materialize, governments, legal
institutions and civil society actors had to invest in awareness, capacity-building and regulatory
innovation. The next chapters of this research paper would further investigate these dimensions
through empirical insights, comparative models and policy critiques.

literature Review

Scholars, legal practitioners, economists and policy institutions acknowledged that the literature
surrounding Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) had grown exponentially in recent decades.
Researchers had consistently asserted that the rise of ADR mechanisms such as arbitration,
mediation, conciliation and negotiation had not merely represented procedural alternatives to
litigation, but also carried deeper structural, economic and developmental implications. This
literature review had sought to synthesize and critically examine the prevailing academic and
institutional discourses that had addressed the economic dimensions of ADR in both global and
Indian contexts.

Historically, it had been observed that ADR literature had first gained traction in the Western world
during the post-World War Il period, particularly in the United States. Academics such as Frank
Sander, who had introduced the concept of the "multi-door courthouse" in the 1976 Pound
Conference, had laid the foundation for conceptualizing ADR as an institutional tool for addressing
the economic inefficiencies of the litigation-heavy legal system. It had been suggested by Sander
and his contemporaries that resolving disputes through tailored mechanisms could reduce
transaction costs, conserve judicial resources, and improve the timeliness of legal remedies ideas
that had since influenced legal reform worldwide.

Over the years, scholars had expanded the theoretical framework of ADR to include economic
analysis. For instance, Richard Posner and other members of the law and economics school had
examined dispute resolution from a utilitarian perspective, focusing on efficiency, cost-benefit
analysis, and market behavior. They had posited that ADR mechanisms served as economically
rational responses to systemic judicial delay and fiscal burden, particularly in commercial
contexts. Literature emerging from this school had emphasized that disputes, like market
exchanges, incurred opportunity costs when prolonged and that ADR presented a mechanism to
minimize such inefficiencies.

The global literature had further explored how ADR’s economic utility had varied across different
jurisdictions and legal cultures. In Europe, a more institutional approach to mediation and
arbitration had evolved, where the economic argument for ADR had often been framed within the
context of judicial backlog reduction and public cost savings. European Union directives had
encouraged member states to adopt ADR mechanisms, particularly in consumer disputes and
cross-border transactions, as a means of integrating market economies and reducing regulatory
friction. Studies from the United Kingdom, Netherlands and Germany had documented how ADR
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had facilitated faster resolution of commercial cases, which in turn had led to increased
confidence in the legal system and stimulated investment.

In Asia, Singapore had emerged as a leading case study in ADR success. The Singapore
International Arbitration Centre (SIAC) and Singapore International Mediation Centre (SIMC) had
been praised in literature for offering cost-effective, expeditious and business-sensitive dispute
resolution. Scholars had attributed this success to regulatory reform, state investment and legal
innovation, all of which had created an ecosystem conducive to ADR. A considerable number of
academic papers had argued that Singapore’s ADR framework had significantly contributed to its
rise as a global financial hub, thereby reinforcing the positive correlation between dispute
resolution efficiency and national economic competitiveness.

Conversely, researchers examining ADR in less-developed jurisdictions had raised concerns
about accessibility, quality and regulation. A recurring theme in the literature had been that the
economic benefits of ADR had often failed to reach marginalized populations due to systemic
barriers such as illiteracy, geographic isolation and lack of legal awareness. In several African
and Latin American nations, for instance, informal or community-based dispute resolution
mechanisms had existed for centuries, but their formal recognition and economic integration had
been minimal. Scholars had advocated for inclusive ADR frameworks that considered not just
economic efficiency but also equity and participation.

Within the Indian academic and policy landscape, the literature on ADR had developed along
three broad trajectories: institutional arbitration, grassroots legal empowerment and economic
policy discourse. On institutional arbitration, Indian legal scholars had analyzed the evolution of
the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996, as amended in 2015, 2019 and 2021. Commentators
such as Justice B.N. Srikrishna and others associated with the High-Level Committee to Review
Institutionalisation of Arbitration in India had argued that a robust arbitration regime was crucial
for promoting commercial certainty, attracting foreign direct investment and reducing the
economic burden on courts.

Studies had shown that while India had traditionally been seen as a litigation-heavy jurisdiction,
recent reforms in arbitral procedure, enforcement and institutional development had signaled a
shift towards efficiency and professionalism. Research published by the Vidhi Centre for Legal
Policy, NITI Aayog and FICCI had pointed out that institutional arbitration through bodies like
MCIA, DIAC and ICA,had the potential to save billions of rupees in legal fees and lost business
opportunities. However, it had also been argued that challenges such as judicial interference,
unclear arbitral timelines and procedural rigidity had undermined the full economic promise of
arbitration in India.

At the grassroots level, Indian literature had focused on Lok Adalats, Gram Nyayalayas and
mediation centers as cost-free or low-cost alternatives to courts. NALSA reports and academic
papers had highlighted how these forums had resolved millions of cases annually, including
compoundable criminal matters, civil disputes, motor accident claims and matrimonial issues.
Economists had observed that this had resulted in significant savings in public litigation costs and
had allowed courts to focus on complex constitutional and criminal cases. Nevertheless, critiques
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had emerged regarding the quality of settlement, enforceability and legal awareness among
participants, which had sometimes led to unfair outcomes or coercive compromises.

Another substantial segment of the literature had addressed the intersection of ADR with
economic governance. Authors had drawn attention to the role of ADR in improving contract
enforcement,one of the key indicators in the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business ranking.
Academic discourse had acknowledged that weak contract enforcement had discouraged
entrepreneurship, deterred investment and led to inefficient capital allocation. ADR, particularly
commercial arbitration and mediation, had been cited as remedies to these issues, capable of
reducing dispute resolution timeframes from years to months and thereby improving liquidity and
market responsiveness.

It had also been observed that digital transformation had introduced new dimensions to ADR
literature. The rise of Online Dispute Resolution (ODR) platforms like SAMA, CADR and
Presolv360 in India had prompted scholarly interest in how technology could enhance access,
lower costs and improve user experience in dispute resolution. Researchers had debated the
trade-offs between automation and fairness, questioning whether algorithm-driven settlements
could deliver justice without compromising ethical standards. While initial findings had been
largely positive, particularly in consumer and banking disputes, there had been calls for regulatory
oversight to ensure data protection, impartiality and procedural transparency.

International agencies and think tanks had also contributed significantly to the academic corpus
on ADR and economics. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
the World Economic Forum and the World Bank had published position papers advocating for the
inclusion of ADR in development strategies. These organizations had linked ADR to Sustainable
Development Goal (SDG) 16,peace, justice and strong institutions arguing that efficient dispute
resolution was essential for building public trust and economic resilience. Empirical data cited by
these agencies had demonstrated that countries with mature ADR systems tended to have lower
litigation rates, higher business confidence and better governance indicators.

At the same time, critics within the literature had cautioned against viewing ADR through an
exclusively economic lens. Feminist legal scholars and social justice theorists had highlighted the
risk of depoliticizing justice by outsourcing it to private or semi-private actors. They had warned
that commodification of dispute resolution could reinforce existing inequalities, especially when
parties had unequal bargaining power or when ADR forums lacked institutional safeguards. These
critigues had underscored the need for a rights-based approach to ADR, one that balanced
efficiency with equity and due process.

In summary, the literature had painted a nuanced picture of ADR as an evolving, multifaceted
institution with significant economic implications. While many scholars had praised ADR for its
efficiency, cost-effectiveness and developmental utility, others had urged caution regarding
issues of accessibility, accountability and justice quality. The consensus emerging from the
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literature had been that ADR, if designed and regulated well, could serve as a powerful economic
instrument without sacrificing its foundational legal and ethical principles.

Research Objectives and Methodology

The preceding sections of this paper that Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) had played a
pivotal role in reshaping the administration of justice, not only from a procedural standpoint but
also from an economic one. In order to analyze this impact with sufficient precision and academic
rigor, it had become essential to articulate well-defined research objectives and a methodological
framework that could accommodate both theoretical inquiry and practical insight. Researchers
had long acknowledged that in subjects as interdisciplinary as ADR where law, economics,
sociology and governance had overlapped merely doctrinal analysis had proven inadequate to
capture the full scale and significance of its societal role. Therefore, the research design for this
paper had been carefully structured to combine doctrinal, empirical, comparative and policy-
based approaches, allowing for a holistic assessment of how ADR had economically impacted
society in India and beyond.

The author determinated that the core research aim would revolve around the intersection of ADR
and economic dynamics in both formal legal systems and community-driven justice models. This
included understanding how ADR mechanisms had affected public legal expenditure, private
litigation costs, investor behavior and overall dispute resolution efficiency. Furthermore, the
research had aimed to explore the extent to which ADR had fostered equitable economic access
to justice for different segments of the population, particularly in the Indian context, where rural
and marginalized groups had historically faced structural disadvantages in legal forums.

In pursuit of this broader aim, the paper had been anchored around several primary research
objectives, which had been formulated based on a detailed review of the existing literature,
institutional reports and gaps identified in academic discourse.

Primary Research Objectives

1.To evaluate the economic impact of ADR mechanisms on public legal infrastructure and
state expenditure.

ADR, by diverting a substantial number of disputes away from traditional courts, had the potential
to ease fiscal pressure on the judiciary and reduce the financial burden on the state. This objective
had aimed to investigate whether such a diversion had led to actual savings in litigation costs,
judge-hours and procedural delays,especially in overburdened legal systems like India’s.
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2. To assess the cost-efficiency of ADR for private litigants, especially in commercial
and consumer contexts.

ADR mechanisms had been widely promoted as cost-saving tools for corporations and individuals
alike. However, this objective had sought to determine whether such savings had been uniformly
experienced across different case types, forums and socio-economic groups.

3. To examine the role of ADR in improving economic access to justice for
underprivileged populations.

While ADR had been lauded for its informality and affordability, the research had aimed to critically
assess whether community-level dispute resolution methods, like Lok Adalats or mediation
centers, had genuinely empowered the economically weaker sections of society or merely
replicated hierarchies in informal settings.

4. To analyze the influence of institutional arbitration and online dispute resolution on
business confidence and economic governance.

This objective had sought to examine whether well-developed institutional ADR platforms had
contributed to ease of doing business, investor protection and economic predictability,factors
considered vital for national economic performance.

5. To identify structural, technological or legal barriers that had limited the economic
efficiency of ADR mechanisms.

By studying existing gaps in access, regulatory frameworks, professional training and
technological deployment, this objective had attempted to highlight why ADR, despite its potential,
had not fully delivered its economic promise in many jurisdictions.

6. To provide evidence-based policy recommendations for improving the economic
impact of ADR across legal systems.

This final objective had aimed to translate theoretical insights into actionable suggestions for
lawmakers, courts, ADR institutions and civil society actors.

Methodology Overview

In pursuit of these objectives, the research methodology had been built upon a hybrid approach,
combining doctrinal legal research with qualitative policy analysis and comparative study. The
author had chosen not to rely on primary fieldwork data (due to time and access constraints), but
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instead to employ secondary sources that had offered robust empirical and qualitative insights on
the topic.

The methodology had been divided into the following key components:

A. Doctrinal Legal Analysis

The research had begun with a traditional doctrinal review of Indian statutes, including the
Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996, Legal Services Authorities Act, 1987, Commercial
Courts Act, 2015 and procedural frameworks regulating mediation and conciliation. Judicial
decisions from the Supreme Court of India, High Courts and tribunals had been studied to
understand the jurisprudence around ADR, particularly in the context of enforceability, costs and
economic accessibility.

In addition, policy documents such as the 222nd Law Commission Report, NITlI Aayog’s ODR
Policy and Justice B.N. Srikrishna Committee Report on institutional arbitration had been
analyzed to understand government intent and reform trajectories.

B. Comparative Jurisdictional Study

The research had incorporated a comparative methodology by analyzing how ADR had evolved
and economically impacted other legal systems. Special focus had been placed on jurisdictions
like Singapore, the United Kingdom, United States and Brazil, which had either demonstrated
exemplary success or faced challenges in deploying ADR economically.

In each case, the researcher had studied legal reforms, empirical ADR usage data and academic
critiques to identify what had worked and what could be adapted or avoided in the Indian context.
Institutional frameworks like SIAC, LCIA, AAA and JAMS had also been reviewed for structural
best practices.

C. Economic Policy Review

Since the research had been focused on economic impact, public finance and legal economy
literature had been reviewed. This included reports by the World Bank, OECD, World Economic
Forum and academic journals specializing in law and economics.

The review had focused on how ADR had affected public legal expenditure, judicial productivity,
litigation time, business confidence and investor behavior. Data from Ease of Doing Business
rankings, Global Competitiveness Reports and judicial pendency statistics had been used
to draw connections between ADR growth and economic performance indicators.

10
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Table 1: Summary of Economic Impacts of ADR Across Case Studies
Country Cost Savings (USD) Resolution Time = Macroeconomic Impact
South Africa $200M annually 1-3 months 100,000 jobs preserved
India $2B annually 1-2 months 0.5% GDP growth
Brazil $5B since 2010 6-12 months 2% GDP contribution
United States $10-20B annually 3-6 months Innovation support
Nigeria $100M annually 2-4 months $5B FDI support
China $1B annually 48 hours (ODR) $2T e-commerce support
United Kingdom  $500M annually 2-4months  $1.5T financial sector stability
Australia $300M annually 2-3 months Judicial efficiency
Singapore $400M annually 1-3 months $100B trade support

D. Case-Based Analysis

The methodology had also involved selected case analyses where ADR had significantly
influenced legal or economic outcomes. These included:

e Oil and Natural Gas Corp. v. Afcons Gunanusa JV (Hon'ble Supreme Court arbitration
cost ruling)

e Emaar MGF v. Aftab Singh (Consumer disputes and arbitration exclusion)

e Lok Adalat success reports by NALSA
...Each case had been interpreted for its implications on ADR’s cost-effectiveness,
procedural fairness and enforceability, with economic outcomes inferred based on
available data and scholarly interpretation.

E. Normative and Prescriptive Analysis

While much of the research had been evidence-driven, a normative analysis had also been
undertaken to evaluate whether ADR had aligned with constitutional values of access to justice
under Article 39A, and whether it had met the economic justice mandate implied by the
Preamble and Directive Principles of State Policy.

Prescriptive insights had emerged from this part of the methodology, leading to policy
recommendations, which would be articulated later in the paper.

11
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Scope and Delimitations

The study had been geographically focused on India, though comparative insights had included
developed and emerging economies. It had been limited to civil and commercial ADR and had
excluded criminal law ADR applications (like plea bargaining) except where procedural economic
implications had been evident.

Further, while the paper had not conducted direct surveys or interviews, it had relied on highly
credible, peer-reviewed secondary sources, ensuring academic rigor and reliability.

Ethical Considerations

As the study had relied exclusively on publicly available literature, government reports, legal texts
and case law, there had been no direct ethical concerns involving human subjects. All citations
had followed academic standards and any policy critique had been framed constructively and
objectively.

Conclusion of Methodology

In sum, the research design had been structured to serve both analytical depth and applied
relevance. By combining doctrinal research, comparative models, case law interpretation and
economic policy evaluation, the paper had sought to offer a comprehensive understanding of
ADR’s economic footprint in society. The methodology had ensured that legal analysis did not
remain abstract, but rather intertwined with real-world institutional performance and economic
indicators. Through this approach, it had been expected that the subsequent sections of the
research would reveal both the potentials and pitfalls of ADR and offer grounded strategies for its
economic enhancement.

Economic Benefits of ADR in Society

Researchers, economists, legal analysts and institutional stakeholders oberserved that
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) mechanisms had significantly contributed to enhancing
economic efficiency within both developed and developing societies. While traditionally viewed
as auxiliary legal pathways, ADR forums such as arbitration, mediation and conciliation had
increasingly been regarded as economic tools that could reduce systemic litigation costs,
accelerate conflict resolution and promote inclusive access to justice. In a legal environment often
marred by delays, procedural rigidity, and high court-related expenses, ADR had emerged as a
pragmatic solution to preserve economic value in both private and public domains.

12
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Legal theorists had pointed out that economic benefits had constituted a foundational rationale
behind the global proliferation of ADR systems. Judicial backlogs in many jurisdictions including
India had reached critical levels and it had been asserted by policymakers that traditional litigation
could no longer serve as the sole mechanism for dispute resolution. According to estimates by
India’s Ministry of Law and Justice, over 50 million cases had been pending in courts across the
country. Economists had argued that this delay had resulted in direct productivity losses, capital
being locked in litigation, and high transactional costs for litigants. As a response, ADR had been
seen not only as a cost-saving mechanism but also as a lever for economic growth.

In commercial sectors, researchers had indicated that arbitration had substantially reduced
business interruption costs. Contracts in infrastructure, banking, energy and international trade
often contained arbitration clauses, allowing businesses to bypass lengthy court procedures. It
had been reported by FICCI and NITI Aayog that well-administered arbitral processes had helped
companies avoid delays of 5-10 years typically associated with Indian civil courts. The reduced
timeframe had allowed businesses to reinvest resources, maintain operational continuity and
avoid reputational risks benefits which had directly translated into improved fiscal outcomes.

Moreover, ADR had also lowered the cost of dispute resolution in sectors involving large-scale
consumer grievances, such as telecommunications, insurance and e-commerce. Regulatory
bodies like the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India (TRAI) and Insurance Regulatory and
Development Authority (IRDAI) had promoted conciliation and ombudsman-led mediation
processes to handle mass claims. Studies had found that such mechanisms had dramatically cut
processing costs for firms and reduced refund periods for consumers. The Reserve Bank of India
(RBI) had reported that banking ombudsmen resolved over 1.5 lakh complaints annually through
informal ADR means, showcasing the cost efficiency for both consumers and institutions.

Economists had stressed that ADR contributed to economic stabilization by enhancing
contractual enforceability, a key determinant in the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business
Index. Contracts that were enforceable through quick, cost-effective procedures had led to higher
confidence among investors and small businesses. Empirical data cited in several policy papers
had shown that countries with accessible arbitration mechanisms,such as Singapore, the UK and
the Netherlands had consistently ranked higher on business climate rankings. By contrast,
jurisdictions where litigation dominated had suffered from reduced investor trust and limited credit
market depth.

In India, commercial arbitration had been promoted through legislative changes such as the
Arbitration and Conciliation (Amendment) Act, 2015 and subsequent reforms in 2019 and
2021. It had been contended by legal experts that these amendments had enhanced the
autonomy of arbitral tribunals, reduced judicial interference and clarified timelines. Institutions like
the Mumbai Centre for International Arbitration (MCIA) had been established to handle high-
stakes commercial disputes, particularly involving foreign investors. A report by the Indian Council
of Arbitration had indicated that the cost-per-dispute in institutional arbitration had reduced by 40—
60% compared to equivalent litigation proceedings, depending on the complexity.

13



Economic Impact of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in Society

14
Researchers had also drawn attention to the economic ripple effects of ADR beyond the parties
directly involved. Reduced litigation had freed up court resources, allowing judges to focus on
precedent-setting constitutional or criminal matters. This had improved overall court productivity,
with several High Courts reporting a drop in civil pendency rates in cases where ADR had been
actively integrated. These improvements had ripple effects across legal education, judicial
budgeting and public confidence each of which contributed to the macroeconomic health of the
justice sector.

Another key benefit of ADR had been its ability to prevent wealth erosion in family and
property disputes, which had formed the majority of cases in Indian civil courts. Family courts
had employed court-annexed mediation to resolve issues ranging from matrimonial property to
child custody. Academic studies had noted that successful mediation preserved inter-generational
wealth by reducing adversarial litigation, legal costs, and emotional trauma, all of which often
translated into reduced workforce productivity.

Community-based ADR models, such as Lok Adalats, had offered further economic benefits,
particularly for rural and economically weaker sections. Operated under the aegis of the Legal
Services Authorities Act, 1987, Lok Adalats had been instrumental in resolving compoundable
criminal cases, traffic violations and public utility disputes. According to NALSA statistics, more
than 1.2 crore cases had been disposed of in a single National Lok Adalat event in 2022. Legal
economists had estimated that these mass resolution events had saved thousands of crores in
court fee waivers, legal aid expenses and police or withess attendance costs.

cost-to-resolution ratio in Lok Adalats had been far more efficient than formal courts, with
average resolution time spanning less than a day and near-zero administrative expenditure due
to volunteer and NGO support. In this way, ADR had fostered legal decentralization, allowing
dispute resolution to occur without over-reliance on urban court infrastructure. This had been
especially significant in India, where 65% of the population resided in rural areas but lacked
proximity to District or High Courts.

Furthermore, ADR had been credited with reducing opportunity costs in several sectors. For
instance, in construction and infrastructure, disputes over contract execution or design flaws often
resulted in project delays. Researchers had found that arbitration, by reducing dispute timelines
from years to months, allowed projects to resume and capital to be unlocked sooner. In sectors
with government contracts, such as public works and defense procurement, this had led to
reduced fiscal drag and improved vendor confidence.

The emergence of Online Dispute Resolution (ODR) had also been cited as a game changer in
economic terms. Digital platforms such as Sama, Presolv360, and CADR had offered scalable,
affordable and location-independent ADR services. These platforms had been used for resolving
disputes involving small loans, EMI defaults, e-commerce issues and utility billing cases that,
while economically small, had cumulatively overburdened the legal system. A 2020

NITI Aayog report had predicted that digital ADR could reduce banking-related litigation costs by
up to 60%, while simultaneously ensuring compliance with fair debt recovery practices.
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Beyond cost savings, ADR had enhanced the predictability of outcomes, which held economic
value. In high-stakes litigation, unpredictable judgments had often led to investor pullouts, share
price drops, or business uncertainty. ADR mechanisms, with their structured procedures, limited
appeal windows and confidentiality clauses, had provided businesses with a more controlled risk
environment. This had allowed companies to allocate reserves, restructure contracts or seek
insurance based on known risks improving financial planning.

Another aspect of ADR's economic benefit had been its capacity to preserve long-term
business relationships. Litigation had often resulted in permanent breakdown of commercial
ties. ADR, especially mediation, had offered parties the opportunity to resolve differences while
maintaining future trade possibilities. Legal scholars had emphasized that this continuity reduced
client acquisition costs, improved market reputation and preserved supply chains leading to
indirect but measurable economic returns.

ADR had also proven valuable in cross-border trade and investment, where conflict of laws
and jurisdictional challenges made litigation complex and costly. International arbitration forums
such as the Singapore International Arbitration Centre (SIAC), London Court of
International Arbitration (LCIA) and Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA) had facilitated
neutral and enforceable resolutions. India’s accession to the New York Convention had allowed
arbitral awards to be enforced in over 160 countries, thereby encouraging foreign investment by
reducing enforcement risks.

In summary, the economic benefits of ADR in society had spanned multiple levels ranging from
cost reductions for individual litigants to macroeconomic gains through faster contract
enforcement and improved business sentiment. The data analyzed and case examples reviewed
had demonstrated that ADR had emerged not merely as a procedural option but as an economic
institution that promoted efficiency, inclusivity and fiscal prudence.

However, researchers had warned that such benefits would remain partial unless ADR systems
were made more accessible, professionally regulated and legally robust. The next section of this
paper would examine the challenges and limitations of ADR in fully delivering these economic
advantages particularly in unequal or under-resourced contexts.

Economic Challenges and Barriers to ADR

while Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) had presented considerable economic advantages
across a broad spectrum of legal and commercial settings, its development and application had
not been without significant economic challenges. These challenges had manifested in the form
of access inequality, regulatory inconsistency, institutional gaps and a general mismatch between
theoretical ADR benefits and ground-level realities. Scholars and legal economists had frequently
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emphasized that despite ADR’s potential for efficiency and affordability, several economic barriers
had impeded its equitable and effective implementation in India and comparable jurisdictions.

One of the most frequently highlighted concerns had been the lack of affordability and access
to quality ADR for economically weaker sections of society. While proponents had
consistently portrayed ADR particularly community mediation, Lok Adalats and conciliation as
cost-effective options for the poor, critical researchers had argued that access to “quality” dispute
resolution had remained concentrated in urban, institutional or elite contexts. It had been pointed
out that institutional arbitration or professional mediation often came with high entry costs,
particularly in the private sector, where parties had been required to pay registration fees,
arbitrator honorariums and administrative charges that rivaled or exceeded conventional court
costs. This had resulted in a situation where, paradoxically, ADR had been economically
beneficial primarily for those who had already enjoyed legal privilege.

Legal aid schemes had attempted to address this disparity, but they had often been underfunded,
fragmented or inaccessible. In India, although bodies like NALSA had supported mass dispute
redressal via Lok Adalats, reports had indicated that many litigants particularly from rural or tribal
regions had lacked the awareness, transportation or documentation to participate meaningfully.
As a result, the supposed cost-efficiency of ADR for marginalized populations had sometimes
translated into passive, under-informed settlements, rather than economically just outcomes.

The absence of standardization and predictable cost structures within ADR is persistent
barrier, Scholars had argued that arbitration, especially when conducted without institutional
oversight, had led to inconsistent fee arrangements, delay tactics and hidden costs. In several
high-profile cases in India, arbitration proceedings had dragged on for years due to repeated
extensions, procedural adjournments and interim appeals. Although the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act had been amended in 2015 and 2019 to impose timelines and restrict court
interference, empirical data had shown that compliance remained weak in many regions. This
unpredictability had deterred mid-sized businesses and litigants with limited resources from
choosing ADR as their preferred route.

Furthermore, the lack of economic incentives for institutional ADR growth had stunted its
spread in many parts of the country. Private arbitration centers had largely remained concentrated
in metro cities like Delhi, Mumbai and Bengaluru, leaving vast regions without affordable,
accessible forums. State-run mediation centers had been established at the district level under
the supervision of Legal Services Authorities, but budget allocations, professional training and
infrastructure had remained inconsistent. Researchers had noted that without stable financial
models or public-private partnerships, these centers had struggled to deliver the scale and
sophistication necessary for high-stakes commercial or property-related disputes.
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The issue of regulatory fragmentation had also posed a significant challenge to ADR’s
economic scalability. It had been observed that while India had a central statute governing
arbitration and conciliation, the implementation of rules had varied widely between courts, arbitral
institutions and private practitioners. For instance, the absence of a centralized arbitration bar or
licensing regime had meant that almost any legal professional could declare themselves a
mediator or arbitrator, regardless of economic qualifications or training. As a result, the quality of
decisions had varied drastically, which had in turn reduced trust in ADR outcomes, especially in
disputes involving large financial stakes or foreign entities.

One of the more subtle economic barriers had been the limited integration of ADR into formal
economic planning and development policy. While the NITI Aayog and Ministry of Law and
Justice had issued position papers endorsing Online Dispute Resolution (ODR) and institutional
arbitration, actual budgetary allocations had not reflected a long-term investment strategy. Legal
economists had pointed out that ADR remained on the fringes of mainstream infrastructure
spending, with only occasional pilot projects receiving funding. This underinvestment had
prevented the scaling of digital ADR platforms to rural areas, thereby reducing their cost-saving
potential at the national level.

Technology itself had emerged as both a solution and a challenge in the ADR landscape. The
emergence of ODR platforms had indeed shown promise in reducing costs and expanding
access. However, researchers had warned that digital exclusion had created a new form of
economic inequality. Many potential ADR users lacked smartphones, internet connectivity or
digital literacy particularly in remote villages, tribal districts and low-income households.
Moreover, regulatory concerns regarding data privacy, algorithmic bias and the enforceability of
virtual settlements had remained unresolved. The Information Technology Act, 2000, had
provided limited coverage on enforceability issues, and courts had only recently begun
recognizing ODR as a legally valid tool. This legal ambiguity had discouraged both parties and
service providers from investing heavily in platform-based ADR solutions.

One of the most economically damaging challenges had been the failure to enforce ADR
decisions consistently, particularly in the arbitration domain. Despite India’s ratification of the
New York Convention and amendments aimed at expediting enforcement, delays in recognizing
and executing awards had persisted. Business surveys by bodies like FICCI and ClII had revealed
that investors had often hesitated to enter India-specific contracts due to concerns over how long
it might take to enforce arbitral outcomes through domestic courts. In several instances, losing
parties had weaponized court delays to avoid paying damages, thus rendering the economic
advantage of ADR largely illusory.

The lack of ADR awareness and economic literacy among common citizens had also been
flagged as a persistent barrier. While government campaigns had promoted Lok Adalats and
mediation as accessible solutions, awareness had remained low among first-time litigants and
small business owners. Studies had shown that many participants in mediation sessions had
mistaken the process for preliminary court hearings or had viewed Lok Adalat settlements as
legally inferior. Without sufficient economic understanding of their rights, costs and options,
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participants had often agreed to unfavorable terms, thereby weakening the distributive potential
of ADR.

A further limitation had been the influence of power imbalances in informal ADR settings. While
mediation and conciliation had been praised for their flexibility and cooperative tone, scholars had
warned that in situations involving domestic violence, tenancy disputes or labor conflicts, the more
economically powerful party had often coerced the weaker one into accepting unfavorable terms.
With no formal legal aid or advocate representation in many ADR forums, the process had often
lacked mechanisms to equalize bargaining power raising serious questions about the fairness of
“‘economically efficient” outcomes.

Legal education systems had also been criticized for failing to equip future lawyers with
economic analysis skills relevant to ADR. Most Indian law schools had taught ADR only as a
doctrinal subject, without exposing students to cost-benefit modeling, negotiation theory or impact
evaluation. Without this training, legal professionals had often lacked the tools to advise clients
on when and how ADR could provide economic benefits. The result had been a conservative,
litigation-first mindset that had slowed the cultural shift towards economically strategic dispute
resolution.

Some critiques had extended to the commercialization and commodification of ADR
processes, especially in the institutional arbitration domain. It had been noted that elite law firms
and retired judges had dominated the high-value arbitration market, sometimes creating
gatekeeping effects that excluded smaller players. Arbitrator fees had become opaque and
excessive in several jurisdictions, turning arbitration into an expensive club rather than a cost-
saving mechanism. When arbitration had mimicked litigation in terms of time, procedure, and
expense often dubbed “arbi-tration” its economic rationale had weakened substantially.

In summation, the research had revealed that while ADR had held immense potential as an
economically viable tool, a range of structural, institutional and socio-economic barriers had
hampered its equitable and full realization. These challenges had disproportionately affected low-
income users, small businesses and rural litigants groups that had stood to gain the most from
efficient dispute resolution. Overcoming these barriers would require coordinated policy efforts,
legal innovation and sustained investment in awareness, training and infrastructure.

Comparative International Insights

Cross-jurisdictional comparisons were instrumental in understanding how Alternative Dispute
Resolution (ADR) mechanisms had evolved and impacted various economies across the world,
It had been asserted by international legal scholars.Different nations had adopted ADR not only
as a tool of legal reform but also as a strategic instrument of economic policy. The outcomes of
these strategies had provided valuable lessons for jurisdictions like India, which had aspired to
build a cost-efficient, equitable and commercially reliable dispute resolution framework.
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In the case of Singapore, it had been observed that the transformation of ADR into an economic
pillar had been state-driven, with strong institutional backing. The establishment of the Singapore
International Arbitration Centre (SIAC) and the Singapore International Mediation Centre
(SIMC) had been accompanied by significant public investment and legislative reform. Scholars
had explained that Singapore’s Arbitration Act, modeled after the UNCITRAL framework, had
not only facilitated international enforceability but had also inspired confidence among
multinational corporations. This had allowed Singapore to emerge as a preferred seat for
arbitration in Asia, bringing in billions in legal service revenues, creating employment and
enhancing its global brand as a dispute-resolution-friendly nation.

Legal policy researchers had pointed out that the economic impact of ADR in Singapore had not
been limited to elite cases. Community mediation services had been integrated into housing,
tenancy and neighborhood disputes, with state mediation centers located within urban precincts.
Fee subsidies and legal literacy campaigns had helped make ADR services accessible across
socio-economic groups. Economists had noted that this multi-tiered approach had significantly
reduced litigation rates and freed up judicial resources, thereby improving the productivity of
courts and enabling faster handling of criminal and constitutional matters.

In the United Kingdom, the ADR journey had been framed within the broader narrative of civil
justice reform. The Woolf Reforms of the 1990s had embedded ADR into the pre-action
protocol, making it a mandatory consideration before formal litigation could proceed. As a result,
private mediators and arbitration firms had thrived, offering competitively priced services to
individuals and SMEs. Legal economists had found that mediation had saved approximately £1.4
billion annually in court time and legal costs, with the average mediated settlement achieved in a
fraction of the time compared to court proceedings.

Legal education institutions in the UK had incorporated ADR into core curricula, producing a
workforce that was economically literate about dispute resolution. Importantly, the Centre for
Effective Dispute Resolution (CEDR) had played a pivotal role in maintaining professional
standards, certifying mediators and collecting economic data on dispute resolution. These
measures had allowed continuous assessment of ADR’s cost-effectiveness, helping regulators
fine-tune policy and maintain public trust.

In Brazil, ADR had emerged as a grassroots necessity rather than a top-down reform. With over
100 million cases pending in Brazilian courts, community-based conciliation centers and
arbitration panels had developed organically, often operating in urban favelas, tribal regions and
remote provinces. Legal anthropologists had documented how these ADR models had relied on
customary norms and hybrid legal traditions, which while lacking formal legal status had provided
rapid and culturally relevant resolutions. Government programs had later recognized and funded
these centers, integrating them into municipal governance frameworks.

Despite initial challenges with enforceability and quality control, Brazil’'s economic analysis of ADR
had shown a dramatic decline in small claims litigation and improved contract adherence among
microenterprises. The National Council of Justice (CNJ) had reported a 35% decrease in civil
case pendency in states with active ADR outreach programs, which had translated into
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measurable economic savings in terms of police resources, judge salaries and litigation
expenses.

The United States had presented a dual model of ADR one deeply entrenched in commercial
arbitration, particularly in securities, labor and consumer disputes and another characterized by
court-annexed mediation programs. Academics had noted that the Federal Arbitration Act (FAA),
coupled with strong pro-arbitration judicial interpretations, had given rise to a multi-billion-dollar
arbitration industry. Institutions like the American Arbitration Association (AAA) and JAMS
had provided standardized, tech-enabled and economically optimized ADR services.

However, criticisms had arisen around the privatization of justice, where large corporations had
used arbitration clauses to shield themselves from class action litigation. Scholars had debated
whether this economic efficiency had come at the cost of substantive justice, particularly for
employees and low-income consumers. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB)
had been tasked with reviewing arbitration clauses to balance economic speed with legal fairness,
suggesting that unchecked ADR could have unintended economic distortions.

In Kenya, ADR had been embedded within the 2010 Constitution, recognizing traditional dispute
resolution as a valid mode of justice delivery. Legal researchers had found that this constitutional
embrace had allowed Kenya to expand access to justice in underdeveloped areas, where court
infrastructure had been limited. Informal mediators, often village elders, had resolved disputes
without financial cost to parties, preventing land and family disputes from escalating into
prolonged violence or legal paralysis. Economic studies had shown that this localized ADR had
saved the state substantial judicial costs and preserved productive time, particularly in agrarian
communities where court appearances often meant days away from farming or trade.

The key insights derived from these comparative jurisdictions had centered on four themes:
(1) the need for strong institutional frameworks and professional standards;

(2) public investment and legal literacy;

(3) technological innovation in service delivery;

and

(4) a balanced approach that safeguarded fairness while maximizing efficiency. For India,
adopting a calibrated version of these strategies, contextualized to its federal and socio-economic
structure, had been seen as a way forward to ensure the economic scalability and equity of ADR
system

20



Economic Impact of Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in Society
21

Policy Recommendations

Based on the preceding analysis of both Indian conditions and global models, several evidence-
based and economically sound policy recommendations had been proposed by researchers
to address the limitations of ADR and to enhance its cost-efficiency and equity.

National ADR literacy campaigns must be institutionalized, especially targeting rural, tribal and
semi-urban populations. Legal awareness had remained a barrier to meaningful participation, and
scholars had suggested that incorporating ADR education into school curricula, Gram
Panchayat training and labor unions could expand its economic accessibility. Legal Services
Authorities had been advised to collaborate with civil society groups to create multilingual, pictorial
ADR guides and hotlines, especially for low-income workers and domestic help.

Second, legal economists had advocated for a comprehensive regulatory framework for
institutional arbitration and mediation. The creation of an independent body akin to the Bar
Council to certify and license arbitrators and mediators had been proposed. This body, tentatively
called the National ADR Authority (NADRA), could ensure pricing transparency, quality control
and complaint redressal. It had been argued that with fixed fee bands and publicly available
performance audits, ADR could attract middle-income litigants who had otherwise viewed
arbitration as elitist or unpredictable.

Third, scholars had called for public-private partnerships (PPPs) to scale up ADR
infrastructure. This included co-funding mediation centers in Tier-2 and Tier-3 cities, subsidizing
arbitration training for women and minorities and offering tax rebates to companies that resolved
at least 60% of disputes via ADR. The Ministry of Corporate Affairs and MSME Ministry had
been urged to make ADR adoption a part of compliance evaluation, similar to CSR disclosures.

Fourth, there had been strong advocacy for a digital ADR roadmap, including mobile-accessible
ODR portals in regional languages, blockchain-enabled dispute trails and Al-supported document
analysis. NITI Aayog’s 2021 ODR policy had provided a template but scholars had urged full
rollout through coordination with MeitY, UIDAI and Digital India programs. By making ADR
mobile, paperless and automated for minor disputes (under %5 lakh), economic access could be
democratized.

Fifth, the enforceability of ADR decisions, especially arbitral awards, had required urgent
reform. Despite amendments, delays in confirmation and execution had reduced confidence.
Scholars had recommended fast-track execution benches and electronic portals where parties
could track enforcement progress. Judges handling commercial divisions had been encouraged
to undergo ADR training to minimize unnecessary intervention.

Sixth, legal education had been identified as a key driver of economic ADR culture. Law schools
had been urged to integrate negotiation economics, data-based case costing and cross-
cultural dispute theory into ADR modules. Universities had also been encouraged to offer
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certifications in online arbitration, legal design and digital mediation skills vital for tomorrow’s legal
economy.

Lastly, state funding for ADR research and data had been highlighted. Without cost-benefit
studies, comparative analyses and economic modeling, policymaking would remain speculative.
Dedicated research centers within NLUs and lITs, co-funded by law ministries and commerce
departments, had been envisioned to study ADR impact in areas like consumer law, labor rights
and climate litigation.

Through such integrated reforms, scholars had predicted that ADR could evolve from a
supplementary option to a mainstream, economically transformative institution helping India save
legal costs, improve investor confidence and empower economically vulnerable groups.

Conclusion

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) was no longer a peripheral option in legal frameworks
but had emerged as a central economic institution capable of reshaping how societies
approached justice, productivity and development. While the earlier sections had detailed ADR’s
historical trajectory, doctrinal foundations and sectoral advantages, the present conclusion had
aimed to consolidate those insights into a comprehensive vision for the future.

Researchers had acknowledged that ADR’s primary economic strengths lay in its cost-
efficiency, time-saving mechanisms and decentralized delivery. Whether through formal
arbitration or informal mediation, disputes that had taken years in courts had been resolved in
weeks or months. For businesses, this had meant lower opportunity costs, uninterrupted
commercial activity and stable financial planning. For governments, this had translated into
reduced public litigation budgets, optimized court infrastructure and improved global
competitiveness rankings.

However, it had also been observed that the economic promise of ADR had not yet been fully
realized, particularly in jurisdictions marked by inequality, underfunding and institutional gaps. In
India, despite visionary legal reforms, access to ADR had remained uneven, with rural
populations, microenterprises and low-income litigants often excluded from institutional forums.
Power asymmetries, low legal literacy and lack of economic transparency had further eroded the
distributive potential of ADR.

The research had emphasized that the way forward must be multi-dimensional combining
legal reform, public education, digital innovation and international benchmarking. Countries like
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Singapore, the UK and Brazil had shown that state commitment to ADR had resulted in tangible
economic gains. Their success had not been accidental but rather the outcome of systemic
policies, robust funding and professional accountability.

In the Indian context, scholars had warned against commodifying ADR into an elite legal product.
Instead, they had advocated for people-first, data-driven and constitutionally aligned models of
ADR that prioritized equity along with efficiency. The paper had concluded by affirming that when
designed inclusively and supported institutionally, ADR could become the economic engine of
legal transformation, one that balanced growth with justice, speed with fairness and cost with
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