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Lights and shadows of the Peace 
Agreement implementation in Colombia

Attitudes and Perceptions in the PDET Territories



The cover reflects the lights and shadows of the three years of 
implementation of peace in Colombia. The irregular and discontinuous 

lines represent the complex nature and unevenness of this 
implementation. The different shades of gray express that in 70% of the 
regions of Colombia the illegally armed group no longer “rule”, while in 

30% of the territory they still seem to do so...



3

Lights and shadows of the Peace 
Agreement implementation in Colombia

Attitudes and Perceptions in the PDET Territories



INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT

Jessica Faieta
UNDP Resident Representative in Colombia

Henrik Urdal
Director PRIO

EDITORIAL TEAM

This report was coordinated by Håvard Mokleiv Nygård and 
Pablo Ruiz Hiebra. 

This report has been prepared with special contributions from 
Helga Malmin Binningsbø (PRIO), Abbey Steele (University 
of Amsterdam) and Michael Lee Weintraub (Universidad 
de los Andes), as well as Christopher J. Fariss, (University of 
Michigan) in the preparation of the indexes.
 
The report incorporates comments and valuable contributions 
to various sections of the document by Jose Antonio Alonso 
(UCM), Juan Carlos Garzón (FIP), Alessandro Preti (UN 
Verification Mission), Erika Rodríguez (UAM), as well as Jairo 
Matallana and Jaime Urrego (UNDP). In addition, Vilde 
Bergstad, Dayanna Erazo Ortiz and Peder Landsverk have 
supported the development of the document in terms of 
information analysis.
 

LIGHTS AND SHADOWS 
OF THE PEACE AGREEMENT 
IMPLEMENTATION IN COLOMBIA

MAPS INITIATIVE COORDINATION TEAM 

Tamara Simao has been the MAPS project coordinator 
since its initial phase in 2015. Juliana Correa, UNDP peace 
manager, contributed to the survey launch exercise, as 
well as the communication and dissemination with MAPS 
project partners. They had the institutional support of UNDP 
management during this period, including Inka Matilla and 
Alejandro Pacheco, and the technical assistance of Maria 
Eugenia Pinto, Tammy Singer, and Carlos Rivera. Michael 
Weintraub and Abbey Steele played an important role in the 
technical accompaniment of the MAPS survey.

Lina María Montes R.
Design and layout
Communications Office, UNDP Colombia

The contents of this document can be reproduced in any 
medium, citing the source.

Colombia © 2020



UNITED NATIONS
MULTI-PARTNER TRUST FUND
FOR SUSTAINING PEACE

Institutional management:

With the support of:



Lights and shadows of the Peace Agreement implementation in Colombia

Since its inception, the Monitoring Attitudes, 
Perceptions and Support (MAPS) project would not 
have been possible without the generous support of 
the Norwegian government, and in particular from 
ambassador John Petter Opdahl and his team, the 
former Special Envoys for Colombia, Dag Nagoda 
and Anne Heidi Kvalsøren, as well as Jon Otto 
Brødholt. Special mention should be made to David 
Charles Jourdan from the Peace and Reconciliation 
section of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
and Torleif Kveim from the Colombian team, as well 
as Åshild Falch. The member countries of the United 
Nations Multi-Partner Trust Fund for Sustaining 
Peace have also made a contribution to this 
important joint effort. Finally, it is worth mentioning 
the research project “From hopeful agreements to 
disillusioned peace” at Uppsala University (DPCR), 
funded by the Swedish Research Council, for its 
contribution to the exercise.

Also, the close collaboration between UNDP and 
PRIO and the Universidad de Los Andes made 
this result possible. Particular thanks to Rector 
Alejandro Gaviria and his team for their support and 
contributions to this important effort, as well as to 
future analyses and discussions.  

This report is the result of valuable contributions from 
a large number of actors and institutions throughout 
the different phases of the project. More than 
500 people have participated in the presentations 
and discussions about the results, and it would be 
impossible to pay tribute to all of them here. 

In its initial phase, Sara Lister and Alexandra Wilde, 
from the UNDP Oslo Governance Center, and Borja 
Paladini and Francisco Diez, from the Kroc Institute, 
were key in the project’s first steps. Jean Arnault, 
head of the UN Mission in Colombia, Juliana Antía 
and Alessandro Preti from the UNDP office in 
Colombia, as well as Gaston Ain and Daniel Luz from 
the UNDP Regional Center in Panama made key 

Acknowledgements 

contributions to the creation of MAPS. Similarly, the 
first design effort had the support of the Office of the 
Presidential High Commissioner for Peace, through 
Myriam Mendez, and later received support from the 
High Commissioner, Miguel Ceballos.

Later, as preliminary results became available, the 
MAPS project benefitted from the feedback of 
hundreds of public employees. First, the Presidential 
Advisor for Stabilization, Emilio Archila, who offered 
strategic guidance and enabled its use by other 
government structures. Likewise, the Director of 
the Territorial Renewal Agency (ART), Juan Carlos 
Zambrano, the Director of the Reintegration and 
Normalization Agency (ARN), Andres Stapper, the 
Director of the DANE, Juan Daniel Oviedo, and 
the Land Restitution Unit (URT) Director, Andrés 
Castro Forero, as well as their respective teams, 
offered useful perspectives on the reintegration of 
ex-combatants, land restitution, PDETs, and MAPS 
project sustainability. 

Other government institutions provided valuable 
comments, such as the Victims’ Unit (UARIV), the 
National Land Agency (ANT), the Rural Development 
Agency (ADR), the National Planning Department 
(DNP), the Ministry of Justice, and the Department 
of Public Safety. The data was also shared with 
the FARC component of the National Council for 
Reintegration (CNR).

Likewise, the institutions of the Integral System of 
Truth, Justice, Reparation, and Non-Repetition 
(SIVJRNR) made notable suggestions. This 
includes the Director of the Unit for the Search of 
Disappeared Persons (UBPD), Luz Marina Monzón 
and her team, as well as officials and technicians from 
the Special Jurisdiction for Peace (JEP) and the Truth 
Commission (CEV).    

The project was implemented in coordination with 
the UN Verification Mission in Colombia. A sincere 



7

thanks to Carlos Ruiz Massieu, Chief of Mission, 
and other officials who have collaborated since 
the beginning of the project. Similarly, other UN 
agencies, such as the UNODC, contributed ideas and 
information for this report.  

This project also worked closely with Josefina 
Echavarria, director of the Peace Accord Matrix 
(PAM) at the University of Notre Dame, and her team. 
The project also received feedback from non-
governmental structures, such as Pastoral Social. 
It was also presented to other institutes and 
centers, such as CERAC, CINEP, FIP, the Ebert 
Foundation, PARES, and COMPAZ, and received 
kind collaboration from Diana Sánchez, of Somos 
Defensores.

Within the UN, valuable contributions were made 
by the Resident Coordinators office, with Pontus 
Ohrstedt and Catalina Perdomo. Within the UNDP, 
it is worth mentioning Nadya Aranguren, Diana 
Angel, Ximena Buitrago, Paola Cainarca, Claudia 
Capera, Blanca Cardona, Ana María Corrales, Maira 
Echeverry, Esperanza González, Nicolas Gutiérrez, 
Jimena Puyana, Diego Siabato, Laura Vargas, Lorena 
Rueda as well as the operations and communications 
team. It is necessary to mention the companies 
Cifras y Conceptos, Sistemas Especializados de 
Información (SEI) and Proyectamos, which were 
key in the collection of information in difficult 
circumstances. Mention should also be made of 
those who have assisted in the editing, translation, 
and publication of this report.

Finally, special thanks are due to the protagonists 
of peacebuilding in Colombia, from the public 
and private sector, civil society, academia, the 
media, and the church. With their vision, effort, 
and determination they represent an inexhaustible 
source of inspiration for Colombia and the world.



Lights and shadows of the Peace Agreement implementation in Colombia

We live in a volatile world. Armed conflicts continue 
to rage and inflict human suffering across the 
globe. For 2019, the Uppsala Conflict Data Program 
recoded a total of 54 armed conflicts that resulted in 
slightly more than 50,000 deaths due to direct war 
violence. This figure is lower than it was a few years 
ago but shows that the international community 
still has a long way to go in building a more peaceful 
world for all. The landmark UN and World Bank 
Pathways for Peace report argued that to end the 
scourge of war, it was necessary to renew efforts to 
prevent armed conflict. Here, comprehensive peace 
processes, of which the peace process in Colombia 
is a shining example, stand out as perhaps the best 
hope for sustaining peace. The MAPS initiative was 
developed precisely to support such efforts.

The MAPS initiative is also a contribution to the 
object and purpose of the 2030 Agenda. First, 
because Colombia is a reference in the link between 
development and peace, particularly regarding 
Sustainable Development Goal 16, which promotes 
peaceful and inclusive societies. Second, because the 
initiative puts the voice of the victims and those most 
affected by the conflict at the center of the peace 
debate, so that no one is left behind. And finally, 
because MAPS information is in the public domain, 
available to researchers and analysts. 

This partnership between PRIO and the UNDP, in 
collaboration with the Universidad de los Andes, is 
also the first step in an innovative effort. It not only 
links academic analysis and practical knowledge, but 
directly aims at optimizing public policy, amplifying 
the voice of citizens in remote areas of the country. 
Thanks to the interest and openness shown by 
Colombian authorities, hundreds of public officials 
have participated in discussions about the survey 
results prior to this publication. There are already 
encouraging examples of how public institutions 
have used this data to refine and adjust some of their 
interventions.

Prologue

This initiative would not be possible without the 
strong and determined support of the Norwegian 
government from the very beginning of this initiative. 
Thanks are also due to the countries that contribute 
to the United Nations Multi-Partner Trust Fund 
for Sustaining Peace. We hope that in the near 
future, the lessons learned from this initiative can be 
replicated in other countries. 

Finally, it is worth remembering that the objective 
of this first round of MAPS is to contribute to a 
constructive discussion about the peace process. The 
data collected reflects three years of the progress 
and challenges of a process that will take at least 
15 years, and whose complexity is increased by the 
impact of the Venezuelan crisis and the devastating 
effects of the Covid-19 pandemic. However, neither 
the challenges mentioned nor the results of the first 
round of the survey invite pessimism. Fortunately, 
Colombians have given ample proof of their will, their 
resilience, and their ability to bring about peace in 
Colombia.
 

Jessica Faieta Henrik Urdal
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This report summarizes the results of the first 
round of the Mapping Attitudes, Perceptions and 
Support project in Colombia. This PRIO and UNDP 
initiative has its first example in Colombia, in close 
collaboration with the Universidad de los Andes. The 
results of the 12,000 interviews carried out in PDET 
(Post-conflict) areas complement the work of other 
institutions, such as the Kroc Institute and the UN 
Verification Mission in Colombia, among others. 

These perceptions are one more contribution to 
better understanding peacebuilding in Colombia. 
Prior to the publication of the report, more than 
30 presentations and workshops were held with 

Executive summary

public and private institutions associated with 
peacebuilding. The survey leaves us with some useful 
information on issues such as the implementation of 
the Agreement, reconciliation, trust, reparation for 
victims, victimization, and the voluntary substitution 
of illicit crops.

The data shows that, three years after the Agreement 
was signed, 38% of respondents show some level of 
satisfaction (from “somewhat” to “very” satisfied) with 
the implementation of the Agreement. Meanwhile, 
58% of respondents say they are “not at all” satisfied. 
The most valued topics are the substitution of illicit 
crops, and truth, justice, and reparation for victims. 
The least valued are improvements in health and 
education, followed by FARC political participation. 

This report shows an interesting relationship between 
progress in several dimensions of development - 
education, health, economic situation - and security, 
and satisfaction with the implementation of the 
Peace Agreement. It also explores the link between 
social leaders’ safety and the perception of the 
implementation of the Agreement.
Levels of interpersonal and institutional trust are 
low in PDET areas. Over 90% say that it is necessary 
to be very careful when dealing with most people. 
The highest levels of trust correspond to churches, 
in particular the Catholic church, with 59%. On the 
other side of the list is the FARC, which only has a 
greater level of trust than the ELN. Public institutions 
are situated in the middle, the highest value being 
that of the Armed Forces. Among the actors that 
have high levels of trust are the Community Action 
Boards (JAC) and indigenous authorities. The report 
analyzes various dimensions of trust. It also presents a 
new Peace Confidence Index. In this Index, the PDET 
with the highest level is the region Sur del Tolima, 
and the lowest is the Cuenca del Caguán and the 
Piedemonte Caqueteño.

 

Graph 4:  In general terms, how satisfied are you 
with the way that the Peace Agreement signed in 
2016 between the Government and the FARC-EP 

is being implemented?

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The socioeconomic reintegration of ex-combatants 
has made progress during these three years. The data 
shows a high degree of approval of this topic in the 
Agreement (more than 80%) and an intermediate 
level of satisfaction with its implementation (37%). 
Attitudes towards reconciliation among victims 
are generally positive, with a very high demand 
for forgiveness (90%). Nevertheless, only one in 
four respondents would feel “comfortable” with 
a FARC-EP ex-combatant as their neighbor. It 
seems that physical proximity is a more relevant 
factor in reconciliation than other variables, such as 
ideological ones. 

The data from the MAPS illustrates the magnitude 
of suffering in PDET areas prioritized in the 
implementation of the Agreement. Approximately 
40% of respondents say that they or someone in their 
family has been a victim of kidnapping, homicide, 
sexual violence, or other, during the conflict. 
Indigenous peoples and Afro-Colombians were 
particularly affected. In addition, more than half of 
the population of PDET areas claim to have been 
displaced by violence. 27% of the registered victims 
have received some form of reparation from the 
State. In terms of Non-Repetition, up to 3.5% claim to 
have been victims “in the last six months.” 

The report also suggests that at the time of the 
survey (2019) there was less conflict than before the 
Peace Agreement.  More than half of the inhabitants 
in PDET areas (55%) say that before the Peace 
Agreement, an armed group (or several) controlled 
their community. By 2019, that percentage had 
dropped to 30%, a figure that is still very high. It is also 
possible that we witness different forms of territorial 
presence. 

It is worth mentioning that the reduction of armed 
groups’� influence occurred simultaneously in the 16 
PDET areas. In some, it was particularly significant. 
In the Sur del Tolima region, this influence dropped 
from 75% to 19% of the population, in Montes de 
María, it decreased from 69% to 17%, and in Sur de 
Bolívar from 74% to 38%.
 
Despite the enormous reduction, the influence 
of armed groups still exceeds the 40% threshold 
in six of the 16 PDET areas: Arauca, Macarena-
Guaviare, Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense, Alto 
Patía-Norte del Cauca, Bajo Cauca and Nordeste 
Antiqueño and Pacífico Medio. In addition to the 
armed groups, the survey reveals that there are other 
actors contributing to the perception of insecurity, 

particularly in the country’s most remote territories, 
such as the Colombian Pacific.
 
Unfortunately, 18% of respondents said, “the 
conflict still persists here.” In other words, for just 
over a million Colombians, of the 6.6 million living 
in PDET areas, the benefits of peace are still hardly 
visible. A relevant fact, since the data suggests that 
the perception of security significantly influences 
satisfaction with the implementation of the 
Agreement. 

In general, there is a greater presence of the State in 
territories regarding issues such as security, ordinary 
or transitional justice, dispute resolution, and some 
selected public services. Up to 40% have seen 
public goods arrive in their community “in the last 
six months.” The report estimates that, with respect 
to the situation prior to the Agreement, at least one 
million more Colombians are part of the logic of a 
social rule of law by escaping the daily control of 
illegal armed groups.

The survey provides a wealth of information on 
participation. This includes who the respondent 
“has contacted” in the last six months - social or 
traditional leaders, politicians - membership in 
social organizations (political party, civil society 
organization, victims’ organization, or JAC), and 
participation in a protest march or strike. In general, 
the values are below 20%. Among the highest are 
affiliations to JACs in population centers or to victims’ 
organizations and citizen platforms. The data shows 
a gender gap in participation, with the exception of 
victims’ organizations and platforms.

On the other hand, the vast majority of respondents 
prefer a negotiation with the ELN with respect to 
a solution to the armed conflict. The survey asks, 
“Which of the following options do you consider to 
be the best for resolving the conflict with the ELN?” 
About 80% of respondents say that negotiation 
would be the best solution, compared to 14% who are 
inclined to use military force.

Looking to the future, Colombians in the PDET 
areas show different attitudes illustrating a nuanced 
view of the situation in the territories. After asking 
the respondent if they would like to continue living 
“here,” 40% said “Yes, things are on the right track.” 
Meanwhile, 30% responded “Yes, but only if things 
improve,” and 15% said “No, but I don’t have a 
better option” and 10% said “No, I am looking for 
somewhere to go.” 
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Finally, the report offers three recommendations:

1. To decisively promote the comprehensive 
implementation of the Peace Agreement. 
Transforming the territories through 
strategies such as PDET areas is perhaps the 
most successful way to build a new Colombia 
within the framework of the 2030 Agenda. 
The first analyses of this survey show that 
progress is starting to be perceived and that 
satisfaction is improving with some progress 
in implementation. Such improvements 
could lay the foundation for reconciliation in 
the medium and long term. 

2. Redouble efforts to protect social leaders 
and ex-combatants. In addition to an ethical 
imperative, the survey suggests that this 
violence undermines trust in the State and 
other actors in society.

3. Further the research and analysis agenda 
with survey data. The report does not 
account for more than a small portion of 
survey data.  It also outlines some clues for 
a research agenda. We are confident that, 
with this data and other sources, in the near 
future, new analyses will allow us to optimize 
the implementation of the ambitious Peace 
Agreement, thus contributing to a peaceful 
and inclusive Colombia.

Peace dividends: % of the population in PDET areas where an armed group, or 
several, no longer “control” their communities but did prior to the 2016 Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Source: www.renovacionterritorio.gov.co 

Lights and shadows of the Peace agreement implementation in Colombia

Source: www.renovacionterritorio.gov.co 
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Abbreviations
ADR        Agencia de Desarrollo Rural (Rural Development Agency)
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ARN        Agencia para la Reincorporación y Normalización 
(Reintegration and Normalization Agency)

ART        Agencia de Renovación del Territorio (Land Renewal Agency)

AUC        Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia (United Self-Defense Forces of Colombia)

CERAC    Centro de Recursos para el Análisis de Conflictos (Conflict Analysis Resource Center)

CINEP       Centro de Investigación y Educación Popular 
(Center for Research and Popular Education)

CEV        Comisión para el Esclarecimiento de la Verdad (Truth Clarification Commission)
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(Common Alternative Revolutionary Force)

FARC-EP  Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia-Ejército del Pueblo 
(Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia – People’s Army)

FIP        Fundación Ideas para la Paz (Ideas for Peace Foundation)

JAC      Juntas de Acción Comunal (Community Action Board)

JEP        Jurisdicción Especial para la Paz (Special Jurisdiction for Peace)

MAPS       Monitoreo de actitudes, percepciones y apoyo al proceso de paz en Colombia (Mapping 
Attitudes, Perceptions and Support for the peace process in Colombia)

MFA  Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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The MAPS initiative in Colombia is the result of a 
productive partnership between the UNDP and 
PRIO, in collaboration with the Universidad de los 
Andes. This encounter between the academic and 
practical vision of development is beginning to 
come to fruition. Three years after the government 
of Colombia and the FARC-EP signed the Peace 
Agreement,1 the perceptions of the 6.6 million 
inhabitants in the PDET areas come to enrich the 
existing assessments of peace in the country. 

Colombia is, without a doubt, an international example 
of peacebuilding. On November 24, 2016, after a long 
negotiation and a plebiscite, where the NO vote won 
by a narrow margin, the Final Agreement to End the 
Armed Conflict and Build a Stable and Long-Lasting 
Peace (hereinafter the Peace Agreement),2 was 
signed between the Government of Colombia and the 
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia - People’s 
Army (FARC-EP). 

Colombia is also a key reference for the 2030 
Agenda in its effort to simultaneously build human 
development and peace. The Peace Agreement is 
one of the most sophisticated since the Cold War, 
addressing the causes of the conflict and giving 
the victims a central role. It is also one of the best 
measured Agreements. The Kroc Institute at the 
University of Notre Dame and the UN Verification 
Mission, among others, issue independent reports on 
a regular basis. 

Is the implementation of the Peace Agreement 
progressing? Is there more or less conflict today 
than before? Has the desired Non-Repetition of 
the conflict been achieved? How are development 
and peace linked in the communities where PDETs 
are implemented? Do people have hope for a 
better future? By measuring the perceptions of the 
population in PDET areas, the survey sheds light on 
the search for answers to these and other questions. 

Introduction 

The following is a quick overview of the context of the 
peace process, the MAPS initiative, and the content 
of different chapters in the report.

The armed conflict and the Peace Agreement. 
Colombia is an ethnically pluralistic middle-income 
country with a vast territory (1.143 billion km2) of 
enormous biodiversity. It also suffers inequality 
and has high rates of violence, which have been 
decreasing significantly over the past 15 years. 
Traditionally, the State has had some difficulty in 
reaching its most remote territories. For more than 
five decades, the armed conflict in Colombia has left 
250,000 dead and a trail of profound pain in its wake.

The data from the MAPS illustrates the magnitude 
of suffering in PDET areas prioritized in the 
implementation of the Agreement. Approximately 
40% of respondents say that they or someone in their 
family has been a victim of kidnapping, homicide, 
sexual violence, or other, during the conflict. 
Indigenous peoples and Afro-Colombians were 
particularly affected. In addition, more than half of 
the population in PDET areas claim to have been 
displaced by violence.3

 
The nearly 9 million registered victims play a central 
role in the Agreement. According to the survey, 
among those responsible for the most recent event 
of victimization during the armed conflict are the 
paramilitaries, in first place with 40%, followed by 
the FARC-EP with 29%. Half of respondents report 
that the most recent victimization event occurred 
between 2000 and 2010.

The contours of the armed conflict in the different 
territories are still unclear. Respondents indicate that 
the main perpetrators of violence in their community 
were the AUC (34%), the FARC (30%), and the ELN 
(10%), and to a much lesser extent the Armed Forces 
and the Police (between 2-3%). A considerable 
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percentage also blame business owners and 
landowners. 

After the Peace Agreement was signed, the complex 
implementation of the Agreement has been the 
responsibility of two governments: that of President 
Juan Manuel Santos, signatory of the Agreement, 
and that of President Iván Duque, as of August 7, 
2018. 

It is worth mentioning here that as a backdrop to the 
implementation of the Agreement, the country has 
experienced the impact of the severe Venezuelan 
migration crisis, and more recently, the devastating 
economic and human effects of the Covid-19 
pandemic.

The MAPS preparation process. The report presents 
the results of the MAPS survey, which was completed 
in December 2019. This survey is the first of several 
rounds. The second will take place in 2021. The new 
rounds will make it possible to compare the evolution 
of peace over time, as well as triangulate the analysis 
with other public and private sources of information. 

Some 12,000 people were interviewed in 73 
municipalities in the PDET areas. The survey is fully 
representative for each of the 16 PDET, providing rare 
and valuable information on perceptions in these 

territories. The 84 questions in the survey provide a 
wealth of information about the Peace Agreement 
and its implementation, trust, security, transitional 
justice, and the community’s socioeconomic 
situation. It also studies some dimensions of the 
gender and ethnic approach but does not exhaust 
them. The survey was accompanied by a qualitative 
effort by means of focus groups. It is materially 
impossible to summarize the wealth of data available 
in a single report. For this reason, the database is 
available to the public, facilitating further research 
and analysis. 

In many cases, the survey allows for the comparison 
of the situation prior to the Agreement and at the 
time the survey was completed (2019). However, it 
does not distinguish between the two governments 
that have been responsible for the implementation 
of the Agreement so far. A more detailed statistical 
explanation can be found in the Technical Annex.

Prior to the publication of this report, more than 
30 presentations and workshops were held with 
public and private institutions associated with 
peacebuilding, in order to maximize the segmented 
use of information. The next round of the survey will 
allow us to refine some of the survey’s premises and 
incorporate valuable input from hundreds of public 
officials and analysts.

Figure 1: The MAPS survey
Key survey data 

PDET 
Municipalities

• 12,052 interviews (for a population of 6.6 
million people) 

• Representative at the level of 16 PDETs 

• 73 municipalities

• Total in Population Centers: 3.951

• Total in Municipal Capitals: 8.101

• Gender and Ethnic Disaggregation

• Information gathering in 2019

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO.  Technical Annex

Non-PDETs 
Surveyed PDETs
Non-Surveyed PDETs
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In short, the survey provides us with information 
of enormous interest for the country. The next 
rounds will shed more light on some dilemmas 
that transcend the Colombian case, such as the 
equation between justice and peace, or the complex 
relationship between human development and 
peace, for example, from which we can draw useful 
lessons to reduce the risk of conflict resumption.

Chapter IV studies the socioeconomic reintegration 
of FARC ex-combatants, as well as some aspects of 
reconciliation.

Chapter V examines the victims’ perceptions, the 
state of reparations, as well as certain aspects of the 
Integral System of Truth, Justice, Reparation, and 
Non-Repetition. 

Chapter VI explores State involvement in the 
territories. It also analyzes the current situation 
regarding security and conflict after three years of 
the Peace Agreement’s implementation. 

Chapter VII reviews other dimensions of 
peacebuilding, such as those related to possible 
negotiation with the ELN, gender-based violence, 
participation and social protest, as well as a forward-
looking perspective.

Finally, Chapter VIII presents some of the report�s 
recommendations and conclusions.

Report content. Before addressing the different 
chapters, it should be clarified that the report chose 
to incorporate cross-sectional analyses throughout 
the document. It is highly recommended that 
approaches, such as ethnicity or gender approaches, 
be studied in greater depth.
The report is divided into eight chapters.

Chapter I addresses the complex issue of perceptions 
and why they are important in measuring peace. 

Chapter II analyzes the perceptions of the Peace 
Agreement, and in particular perceptions of its 
implementation. The information is broken down 
thematically, territorially, ethnically, and by gender. 
It also explores some explanations that influence 
citizen perception, such as security or the various 
dimensions of human development. 
Chapter III goes into the understanding of trust, an 
extremely important value in matters of peace. The 
chapter explores various dimensions of trust, both 
interpersonal and institutional, and presents a new 
Peace Confidence Index in Colombia.

Graph 1: Characterization of survey 
respondents by gender

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

Male Female





Why are perceptions 
important?

Chapter I
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Armed conflicts have tremendous effects on people 
in the countries where they take place: indiscriminate 
violence, forced displacement, damages to property 
and infrastructure, setbacks in education, health, and 
welfare, as well as long-term trauma of individuals 
and communities. Rebuilding such societies and 
consolidating peace is no easy feat, nor will it be 
for Colombia. Where should peacebuilders start? 
What needs to be prioritized? And how should we 
sequence priorities?

Perhaps surprisingly, the civilians in the local 
communities that bore the brunt of the conflict are 
seldomly asked what their priorities are.4 That is, 
across post-conflict contexts, no standard tool exists 
that allows us to monitor, track, and understand 
people’s perceptions of and experience with a peace 
process. That is not to say that surveys in post-
conflict countries are not carried out.5 However, 
these surveys tend to be nationally representative, 
while armed conflict tends to be geographically 
localized.6 As a consequence, nationally 
representative surveys are often not representative 
of the areas where the conflict occurred, or of the 
local communities that experienced the conflict 
firsthand. To understand local communities’ priorities, 
we need specialized survey tools like the ones 
developed here. 

Listening to people’s preferences and opinions 
may be the approach most likely to succeed in 
strengthening peace. Citizens’ perceptions of 
peacebuilding strategies are crucial for sustaining 
peace in war-torn societies for at least four reasons:

First, people’s support for peacebuilding efforts 
affects their support for and trust in the government, 
ultimately affecting citizens’ trust in their State. 

Second, civilians’ support for reintegration and 
reconciliation efforts targeting ex-combatants 
influences the likelihood of conflict recurrence and 
resumption. 

Third, knowing people’s perceptions about peace 
agreement provisions and their implementation 
enables peacebuilders to make public policy more 
responsive to citizens’ concerns.

And fourth, information about local perceptions 
allows citizens to be put at the center of 
peacebuilding efforts.

People voice their opinions about policies through 
different means, ranging from violent protests 

to peaceful appeals. It is not unusual for civilians 
to mobilize in support of peace processes; in the 
Colombian case this was evident even before the 
agreement was signed, in the form of marches and 
online petitions. 

In democracy, people voice their support or 
disapproval through the ballot box. While post-
conflict elections may reveal interesting findings in 
terms of support or disapproval of peacebuilding 
efforts, election results may also reflect people’s 
opinions on matters unrelated to the peace process.7 
Thus, some post-conflict societies, Colombia 
included, have directly asked for people’s opinions on 
peace agreements through referenda. In Northern 
Ireland, for example, a large majority supported the 
Good Friday Agreement in a 1998 referendum on 
the matter. Similarly, the 2005 referendum in Iraq 
resulted in the approval of constitutional changes 
brought to the table after years of armed conflict. 
In Guatemala, however, constitutional reforms - 
stemming from the 1996 Peace Agreement - were 
rejected in a 1999 referendum.8

  
However, neither elections nor referenda reveal what 
people really think about the provisions in, and the 
implementation of, peace agreements. They only 
differentiate between “approve” and “disapprove,” 
and thus leave us with little guidance on how to 
strengthen peace after armed conflict.9 To get at 
people’s true preferences, we must ask more detailed 
questions. Obtaining this information can be crucial 
for sustaining post-conflict peace by strengthening 
state legitimacy, preventing conflict resumption, 
improving public policies, and putting civilians at the 
center of peacebuilding efforts.

State legitimacy
Civil society and citizen support for the peace 
process determines whether a democratic 
government can survive a Peace Agreement. Peace 
Agreement. Every Peace Agreement comes with 
substantia costs, and a government will only be able 
to pay this price without being ousted if civilians 
see it as legitimate. In a post-conflict country, a 
government’s legitimacy may be challenged from 
the start. People’s trust in a government which has 
not been able to protect all its citizens from warfare 
may be low, and even lower if state actors also 
committed crimes.10 Additionally, the State may never 
have reached remote, war-torn areas of the country, 
and other actors may have emerged as alternative 
sources of authority.11 In this context, creating and 
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re-creating trust is a fundamental task for the 
government. In-depth knowledge about people’s 
perceptions of government policies may be a crucial 
tool in this process.

However, even if the government party signatory 
to the Peace Agreement is ousted from power, as 
in Colombia when candidates closest to former 
president and Nobel Laureate Juan Manuel Santos 
lost the 2018 election, the Peace Agreement may still 
have legitimacy. For example, despite the rejection of 
constitutional reforms prescribed in the 1996 Peace 
Agreement in Guatemala in the 1999 referendum, 
recent research shows that overall, the vast majority 
of Guatemalans support the Peace Agreement’s core 
provisions.12 

In Colombia, the areas hardest hit by the armed 
conflict also saw higher numbers of “yes” voters in the 
2016 referendum,13 also confirmed by the survey. The 
MAPS survey described in this report also discloses 
that people living in PDET areas are quite supportive 
of the policies prescribed in the Peace Agreement, 
although they are mostly unsatisfied with its 
implementation (see section III below). Nonetheless, 
even if a Peace Agreement’s legitimacy is not 
necessarily the same as a government’s legitimacy, 
people’s approval of the policies initiated and 
implemented will affect the government approval 
and ultimately State approval over time. Thus, being 
responsive to people’s perceptions of a peace 
agreement should strengthen the State’s legitimacy.

Preventing conflict 
resumption
The peace emerging from armed conflict is fragile 
with a high risk of breaking down.14 Much research is 
devoted to understanding when and why conflicts 
are most likely to recur and how to sustain post-
conflict peace. This research, obviously important, 
tends to focus on country level factors, such as 
economic development and regime type,15 or conflict 
level factors, such as conflict issues or termination 
type.16 Additionally, the peacebuilding strategies 
intended to end conflict, such as the provisions of 
peace agreements, are studied in order to assess 
their impact on lasting post-conflict peace.17 
However, the theories aiming to explain conflict 
recurrence mainly operate at an individual or group 
level, even if most empirical analyses are conducted 
at the macro level. The previously mentioned factors 

characterize contexts in which individuals will be 
motivated to (re-)arm or that provide opportunities 
to do so. For example, researchers claim that certain 
peace agreement provisions reduce rebels’ fear of 
being marginalized and excluded from post-conflict 
positions of power,18 or that individual fighters choose 
to remain in a rebel group because of economic 
benefits from the rebellion.19

Gathering people’s preferences directly gets us 
closer to potential motivations and possibilities of 
using violence (again) for political or other means, 
better enabling policy makers to prevent the 
escalation of violence. Knowing what people think 
about peace agreements and their implementation 
can strengthen postwar peace and reduce the 
likelihood of violence breaking out again. Moreover, 
to hinder the remobilization of ex-combatants, 
their reintegration into civil society is vital. To a large 
extent, this depends on the will of ordinary members 
of society, given that overcoming trust barriers 
between ex-combatants and the communities they 
will be reintegrating into is in great measure a task for 
civil society.20

Knowing and responding to people’s perceptions is 
therefore crucial to curbing new violence from armed 
conflict through two channels: 

1. reducing the likelihood that citizens will support 
rebel groups because they are unhappy with the 
policies that have been implemented and believe 
that armed groups are better at providing public 
goods and security,21 and 

2.  mapping people’s perceptions enables 
stakeholders to facilitate reconciliation and 
reintegration in ways that make both civilians 
and ex-combatants satisfied, lowering the risk of 
rearmament. 

Improving public policies
Peace agreement provisions and implementation 
plans are designed to break away from the past, 
establish responsibility and accountability for war-
time crimes, address victims’ concerns, and improve 
the lives of the population. To achieve these aims, we 
need to know how people feel about the provisions 
and their implementation. Mapping their perceptions 
through an extensive survey enables policy makers 
to evaluate whether people’s concerns are met and, 
if not, what can be done to improve the lives of the 
population.   
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An example of this, in the case of Colombia, is the 
government unit responsible for land restitution 
processes. The survey provides information located 
in the territories about potential beneficiaries who 
were not in contact with the institution. A detailed 
analysis of the information has allowed the unit to 
take prompt action regarding certain PDETs. This is 
not the only case. Other State institutions have also 
benefited from new information and perspectives 
not previously available to them on issues such as 
reparation for victims, trust, and reconciliation.
 

Putting citizens at the 
center of peacebuilding
 
A large and growing research literature argues that 
local voices and perspectives have been neglected 
in peacebuilding efforts.  This literature argues that 
a “bottom up” approach is necessary for sustainable 
peace. The “bottom up” approach has focused on 
community efforts to create and maintain day-to-day 
peace and emphasizes that citizens are not passive 
recipients of assistance but agents who influence the 
outcomes of peacebuilding. This is an argument that 
is not alien to Colombian reality.22 

While the “bottom up” literature has made important 
contributions to the role of agency in peacebuilding, 
little is known about the variation among individuals 
or communities, the changes in perceptions of the 
Agreements over time, as well as the implications 
of these variations on overall peace outcomes.23 
The type of data presented in this report allows for 
an operationalization of the “bottom up” approach 
and puts its citizens at the center of peacebuilding. 
This survey can serve as a flexible and relevant 
mechanism to encourage the participation of local 
citizens in peacebuilding, a protagonism that could 
be key to sustainable peace in Colombia.   



Satisfaction with the 
implementation of the Peace 
Agreement

Chapter II
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The Peace Agreement in Colombia is one of the most 
ambitious agreements signed after the Cold War. 
The United Nations continues to see it as a source 
of inspiration for a troubled world. An exercise that, 
according to the Implementation Framework Plan,24 
should become a reality over a period of 15 years.

Institutions such as the Kroc Institute at the 
University of Notre Dame, the UN Verification 
Mission in Colombia, and the Notables (with the 
support of CERAC/CINEP), have regularly published 
independent reports and statements that account 
for the various advances in implementation.25 In 
fact, part of the sophistication of the Agreement is 
its system for monitoring the commitments made. A 
pluralistic effort, combining various methodological 
approaches.

Likewise, the government, through its 
Stabilization Council, publishes regular reports on 
implementation, under the framework of its “Peace 
and Legality” policy.26 Other State institutions - 
Congress, the Ombudsman’s Office, the Attorney 
General’s Office, the Comptroller’s Office - and non-
governmental organizations have made their own 
analyses of the achievements and challenges of the 
peace process. 27

The analysis of perceptions on a representative 
scale in the PDET areas is a public policy innovation. 
The voices of the protagonists of the conflict can 
and should nurture public policy for peace. As a 
participant of the focus groups in Carmen de Bolívar 
pointed out, talking about peace “�if this process is 
not done with emotion, from within people, you can 
put all the money in the world into the process, but it 
is not going to be 100% effective”.�  In any case, these 

12,000 voices, representing more than 6 million 
inhabitants in the PDET areas, deserve to be heard by 
the different actors in Colombian society.
This chapter addresses perceptions about the Peace 
Agreement and its implementation. It analyzes 
satisfaction with different implementation issues, and 
provides a territorial, gender, and ethnic breakdown. 

Satisfaction with the 
Peace Agreement signed 
in 2016
The peace process aroused enormous controversy 
in the country, which reached its peak in the last 
quarter of 2016 with the holding of the plebiscite and 
the subsequent parliamentary ratification of the final 
version of the Agreement. The MAPS survey provides 
new perspectives on the current perceptions of the 
Colombians most affected by the conflict. 

The PDET population generally favors the Peace 
Agreement. 55% show some level of satisfaction with 
the content of the Peace Agreement, compared to 
41% who say they are not at all satisfied (see Graph 2).

The figures indicate a considerable percentage 
of dissatisfaction with the Agreement in PDET 
areas (41%). This is a fact that should not be 
underestimated. As we will see below, the 
respondents who are less positive towards 
the Agreement are very dissatisfied with its 
implementation.

Graph 2: Degree of satisfaction with the Peace Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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On the other hand, general satisfaction with the 
Agreement is not comparable to satisfaction with its 
different components. In fact, positive perceptions 
of the Peace Agreement seem to be much greater 
when asking about its precise contents. As seen 
in Graph 3, in eleven of the twelve aspects of the 
Agreement analyzed, at least 80% of respondents 
say they “agree” or “totally agree.” This includes 
issues such as truth, justice and reparation for 
victims, improvements in health and education, 
social leaders’ safety, crop substitution, and the 
construction and improvement of rural roads, among 
others. There is only one exception to this list, which 
is the political participation of the FARC. In this area, 
those who disagree with this component outnumber 
those who agree. 

This broad acceptance by PDET areas of most 
components of the Peace Agreement is of enormous 
importance for the implementing institutions. The 
different State institutions - the national government 
and the SIVJRNR, among others - enjoy citizen 
support in the implementation of public policies, 
judging by popular perceptions. An example of this 
is the clarification of information regarding missing 
persons. Only 1.6% of respondents disagree with this 
important component of the Peace Agreement. 
Finally, it should be noted that, beyond satisfaction, 
at least 75% of respondents agree that the Peace 
Agreement was necessary to end the conflict with 
the FARC. In other words, there seem to be people 
who, despite being dissatisfied with the Agreement, 
consider it necessary. 

Satisfaction with the 
implementation of the 
Peace Agreement
Is peace a success or a failure? Is it possible to 
determine it at this stage of the process? Is three 
years enough? There is a wide range of studies 
and events that provide diverse perspectives on 
implementation progress. The story presented here 
focuses on the results of the survey. As these are 
perceptions, they must be observed together with 
other sources of information. It is worth remembering 
that the results presented were obtained before the 
start of the Covid-19 pandemic.
 

The general perception 
about the process: fragile 
but noticeable progress
The survey took place approximately three years 
after the Peace Agreement was signed, in a process 
that will officially take fifteen years. As seen in 
Graph 4, 38% of the respondents show some level 
of satisfaction (from “somewhat” to “very” satisfied) 
with the implementation of the Peace Agreement. 
Meanwhile, the majority of respondents (58%) say 
they are “not at all” satisfied with it.
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Graph 3: % of people who agree or disagree with the core 
components of the Peace Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The figures indicate that, among those who show 
some level of satisfaction, most are “somewhat” 
satisfied (29%) or “satisfied” (8%).  Only 1% 
say they are “very satisfied”. At this point in 
the implementation, the fact that 38% of the 
respondents show some level of satisfaction is not 
negligible.

It is worth looking at the 58% who say they are not 
at all satisfied with the implementation. Perceptions 
of the Agreement seem to be very relevant in this 
respect. Those respondents who were not at all 
satisfied with the content of the Agreement appear 
to be equally dissatisfied with its implementation, 
at a rate of over 90%. In contrast, respondents 
who expressed some degree of satisfaction with 
the content of the Peace Agreement are more 
generous in their assessment of its implementation. 
About 60% have some level of satisfaction with the 
implementation, compared to about 35% who say 
they are not satisfied at all. The future evolution 
of satisfaction will help to better profile these 
divergences.

Satisfaction has many aspects. As an example, in a 
focus group in Apartadó, one participant described 

the reduction of deaths since the Peace Agreement 
as a �good thing,� as well as the fact that the FARC 
apologized for the La Chinita massacre. However, 
“there is dissatisfaction with the lack of commitment 
to the truth after the massacre: �We asked them ten 
questions and they have not even answered the first 
one”.� 

As this is the first experience of its kind, it is difficult 
to expect to approach 100% satisfaction with the 
implementation of the Peace Agreement. That ideal 
scenario, as in any public policy, is highly unlikely. The 
future evolution of perceptions may help elucidate 
whether the country is making progress on issues 
such as trust, reconciliation, security, or effective 
State presence in the territories, and taking any 
corrective measures that may be required. 

Finally, it should be mentioned that the results 
of the survey regarding satisfaction with the 
implementation of the Agreement do not contradict 
other efforts to monitor the Agreement, such as 
those of the Kroc Institute. However, it is not possible 
to make a rigorous comparison because of the 
existing methodological differences.28 

 

Graph 4: In general terms, how satisfied are you with the way that the Peace Agreement 
signed in 2016 between the Government and the FARC-EP is being implemented?

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Disaggregated analysis 
of satisfaction with 
implementation: A 15-
year effort that must not 
leave anyone behind
A disaggregated analysis of the overall results 
gives us some nuances about the overall picture of 
perceptions. The main features are presented below.

There are no major differences in general 
perceptions between men and women. By gender, 
men are slightly less satisfied (56.8%) than women 
(58%), although the difference is minimal. This trend 
towards lower satisfaction among women is also 
reflected in other dimensions of the survey, as we will 
see below in the reconciliation section.

The level of satisfaction recorded, however, 
should not be equated with ethical and personal 
commitment to the implementation of the Peace 
Agreement. As one focus group participant 
noted, after pointing out the difficulties she faces, 
“participation has increased largely because of the 
victims, who have been mostly women.” While a 
comprehensive gender analysis of the entire survey 
has not been possible within the framework of this 

report, such an exercise is necessary and highly 
recommended.

The older population is slightly more satisfied. 
Although there seems to be no noticeable difference 
between different age segments, the younger ones 
seem to be slightly less satisfied (see Graph 5) than 
older respondents. 

From an ethnic perspective, Afro-Colombians29 
are the least satisfied with implementation. At the 
ethnic level, the dissatisfaction of whites/mestizos 
and indigenous people is around 58%. In the case of 
Afro-Colombians, this dissatisfaction reaches 61%, 
almost double the number of those who show some 
level of satisfaction. 

There are enormous territorial differences in the 
implementation of the Agreement.
The satisfaction in population centers is higher than 
in the municipal capitals (42% versus 38%), data that 
is equally relevant for the implementation. A priori 
is that it is positive that the population centers, the 
most rural areas reached by this survey, are more 
positive towards implementation. This could be the 
result of the greater institutional effort made to reach 
the most remote areas of the country. However, the 
lack of information on the most dispersed rural areas 
does not allow strong conclusions to be drawn in this 
regard. 

Graph 5: Satisfaction with the implementation of the Agreement, by age

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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For the first time, the analysis allows for a 
comparison in the perceptions of the 16 PDETs. 
Colombia is a vast country, and its territories 
are heterogenous.  That was the profile of the 
armed conflict and this seems to be the reality 
of implementation. As shown in Graph 7, we can 
see four PDET groups (from highest to lowest 
dissatisfaction)

Respondents with the most favorable outlook are 
in PDETs in Sur del Tolima, Arauca, and Macarena-
Guaviare. The data reveals a certain balance between 
those who show some level of satisfaction and those 
who are dissatisfied.

A second group with over 40% satisfaction refers 
to Montes de María, Urabá Antioqueño, Sur de 
Córdoba, Sierra Nevada-Perijá and Chocó.

A third group, between 30% and 40% satisfaction 
includes Sur de Bolívar, Alto Patía - Norte del Cauca, 
Bajo Cauca and Nordeste Antioqueño, Catatumbo, 
and Pacífico Medio. 

Finally, the most discouraging data, less than 30% 
satisfaction, refers to the inhabitants of the PDETs in 
Putumayo, Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense, Cuenca 
del Caguán and Piedemonte Caqueteño. Up to 
three out of four respondents say they are �not at all� 
satisfied with the implementation. 

There are also enormous divergences between 
the municipalities in the survey. For instance, while 
there are municipalities surveyed where 2 out of 
every 3 respondents show some level of satisfaction 
(Planadas, Rioblanco, and Icononzo30), there are 
others where not even one in five show satisfaction 
(Belén de los Andaquíes, Tumaco, and Puerto Asís). 

Graph 6: Degree of satisfaction with implementation: population 
centers vs. municipal capitals

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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What do victims of the conflict, the core of the 
Peace Agreement, think about implementation? 
Those victims registered in the Victims’ Registry 
(RUV), show levels of satisfaction similar to the 
PDET average, although slightly higher (40%). In this 
respect, there is not much difference between those 
victims who have received reparations and those who 
have not. The situation of victims will be discussed in 
more detail in Chapter V.

Satisfaction with the 
different implementation 
topics
Next, we will address the satisfaction with 
implementation in terms of the different topics in the 
Agreement. This figure summarizes the satisfaction 
with the different topics (those evaluated as good/
very good), which are in a range between 34% and 
44%, once the variables do not know / does not 

answer / does not apply have been discounted. It 
should be noted that for all the Agreement topics 
analyzed, dissatisfaction (those evaluated as poorly/
very poorly) with the implementation outweighs 
satisfaction with it. 

The most valued advances are the delivery of 
subsidies for the substitution of illicit crops31 (44%), 
truth, justice, and reparation for victims (43%), the 
inclusion of women in property titles (41%), the 
construction and improvement of rural roads (41%), 
and increased safety for women (40%). The provision 
of property titles, social leaders’ safety, and the 
clarification of information regarding missing persons 
are around the average of satisfaction (38%). 
Finally, issues related to the FARC - disarmament, 
reintegration, and participation in elections - along 
with health and education, are below average in 
satisfaction with the implementation. As we saw 
in the Agreement, the political participation of the 
FARC by means of a new political party continues to 
be viewed with suspicion by part of the population in 
the PDET municipalities (see Graph 8). 

Graph 7: Satisfaction with implementation, by PDET
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From the information available in the survey, 
moderate performance of health and education 
(34%) could be explained by the low performance 
of the perceived quality of health (2 out of 3 
respondents think it is bad or very bad).

All of the topics analyzed have to do with the Peace 
Agreement’s innovative gender approach, which has 
its own follow-up mechanism. Two of these relate in 
particular to the situation of women - their inclusion 
in property titles and their safety. While both are 
among the top five in terms of level of satisfaction 
with implementation (see Graph 8), the perception 
of female respondents is less favorable than that of 
men.

Because of their relevance, each of the 
implementation topics mentioned could be the 
subject of its own analysis, which goes beyond the 
purpose of this report. We will stop here with five 
topics: the links between development and peace, 
the substitution of illicit crops, the Integral System 
of Truth, Justice, Reparation, and Non-Repetition 
(SIVJRNR), the security situation, and the burning 
issue of social leaders’ safety.

Exploring the link 
between development and 
peace
The Agreement provides for a comprehensive rural 
reform, which seeks a structural transformation 
of the Colombian countryside in order to improve 
the welfare conditions of the rural population, 
an ambitious undertaking that will require high 
institutional commitment and continuity over 
time. Along with a notable commitment in terms 
of access to land, as a necessary condition for 
such transformation, a central element of the 
implementation of the Agreement are the PDETs. 
Several participants in a focus group in Florencia 
agreed that this is the first time that the State has 
had the countryside in mind and has consulted and 
involved them, but they are least satisfied with “the 
time it is taking to implement the Agreement.”
Issues such as restitution and the work of the 
National Land Agency (ANT) are discussed briefly 
in Chapters V and VI. Here we will briefly discuss 
the PDETs and the analysis of certain links between 
development and peace. 

Note: In order to facilitate comparison, the data in this graph excludes the categories:  Doesn’t know 
/ doesn’t answer / not applicable in my community. It should be noted that the questions related 
to the FARC have a somewhat lower percentage of answers than the rest. If the “doesn’t know / 
doesn’t answer / not applicable in my community” variables were included, the lowest percentage of 
satisfaction would be FARC participation in elections.

Graph 8: Satisfaction with implementation, by topic

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The PDETs should take the State’s presence in 
the area of public services to areas affected by 
the armed conflict. The 170 municipalities in the 
PDETs represent approximately 36% of the national 
territory - a larger territory than the United Kingdom 
or Norway - and 45% of National Park areas. Within 
this framework, the 16 Action Plans for Regional 
Transformation (PATR) have been finalized and have 
involved the participation of more than 200,000 
people.32

It is still too early to assess this process, which 
involves an initial list of 30,000 local initiatives, a little 
more than a year after they were identified by the 
communities. As a territorial transformation effort, 
the PDETs - like other aspects of comprehensive 
rural reform - will require the commitment of several 
governments. 

However, it is interesting to note that this first arrival 
in the territories is starting to be perceived. Nearly 
40% of respondents said they had seen an “increase 
in the construction of community assets (bridges, 
schools, roads, community kiosks, etc.) in the last six 
months” (see Graph 9). 

To examine this more closely33, we use our survey 
data to estimate a model focusing on the relationship 
between people’s satisfaction with the peace 
process and where these same people believe 
the biggest improvements have been made. The 
model regresses people’s views on improvements 
that have been made, if any, in infrastructure, the 

economy, education, health, and security. In addition, 
the model weighs and accounts for respondents’ 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics, 
their reported experience with violence, as well as 
factors specific to where they live.

The results indicate strong relationships that are 
statistically significant and substantively important. 
We find that people who believe improvements have 
been made in health, education, or security, or that 
the economy is improving, are more satisfied with the 
peace process. The effects are particularly important 
for the first three areas. This, however, is not the case 
for those who believe infrastructure has improved. 
For people that believe infrastructure, such as rural 
roads, have been improved, we do not see this 
reflected in higher levels of satisfaction with the 
broader peace process. This indicates that people do 
not necessarily respond or change their view of the 
peace process in a similar way, regardless of where 
they see the most development. Instead, people 
tend to focus and put more weight on particular 
dimensions of development, such as health, 
education, and security. 

On the other hand, this data can be compared with 
citizen preferences reflected in the survey (where 
choices are made between health, education, 
roads, formalization of property, and hiring of 
police officers).34 In their responses, respondents 
highlighted health and education as their priorities, 
and to a lesser extent, the construction and 
improvement of roads. Issues such as formalizing 
ownership or hiring more police appear far below the 
scale of priorities. 

Clearly, there is a coincidence between the marked 
preference for education and health, and the data 
presented above. The main discrepancy would be 
between the importance given to the evolution 
of security in the preceding analysis and the low 
preference for the option “hire more police” in 
the framework of citizen preferences. This may 
indicate that for respondents, the importance given 
to security does not necessarily correspond to an 
increase in police presence.

As seen in Graph 11, when people perceive 
improvements in education in the last six months, 
satisfaction surpasses dissatisfaction with the 
implementation of the Agreement. This has a 
double meaning. On the one hand, the government 
may have the capacity to increase satisfaction 
in the territories with results in line with citizens’ 

Graph 9: Increase in the 
construction of community assets

Percentage %
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Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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preferences and problems (security, education, 
health, economy) in a relatively short period of time. 
On the other hand, satisfaction with implementation 
requires a comprehensive intervention, in which 
complex socioeconomic issues - such as health 
and education in a rural environment - play a 
very relevant role. It is therefore possible that, 
without the contribution of some sector ministries, 
the work of the agencies specifically created 
for the implementation of the Agreement is 
insufficient to significantly transform perceptions of 
implementation.

Graph 11. Quality of education in the last 6 months 
and satisfaction with implementation
The analyzed data constitutes a first exploration of 
these interrelations. A prospective look requires 
a better understanding of the link between 
development and successful implementation. 
And studying how citizen preferences - and the 
institutional response to them - may condition future 
satisfaction with the implementation of the Peace 
Agreement.

Graph 10: Relationship between satisfaction with the Peace Agreement and 
perceptions of progress in various dimensions over the past six months
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Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

Graph 11: Quality of education in the last 6 months and satisfaction with implementation

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Substitution of illicit 
crops: a contribution to 
the discussion
In the Peace Agreement, crop substitution is a 
relatively new tool with respect to the modus 
operandi of the so-called war on drugs. It is 
undeniable that illicit economies represent a threat 
to peacebuilding in Colombia. And while this 
phenomenon is not new, a myriad of armed groups 
have occupied the space left by the FARC after its 
demobilization and surrender of arms during 2017.

There are many debates about the illicit crop 
substitution program, its level of replanting,35 and 
the degree of compliance with program obligations, 
among others. There are also studies on their 
links with rural development strategies or on their 
cost-effectiveness with respect to other possible 
interventions. It is not possible to enter into that 
debate as in depth as the topic deserves because the 
survey questions do not cover the Comprehensive 
National Crop Substitution Program (PNIS) in all its 
complexity - which includes technical assistance, 
food security, and productive projects. It simply 
measures certain perceptions of the respondents, 
and provides an additional prism of analysis.

As we saw earlier, the provision of crop 
substitution subsidies is the most valued aspect of 
implementation. 44% show some level of satisfaction, 
compared to 56% who say they are not at all satisfied. 
In this regard, it should be mentioned that this 
program is not implemented in all PDET territories, 
but in well-defined areas with a presence of illicit 
crops. 

For this reason, an initial analysis was made of the 
perception of those respondents who are specifically 
in the PNIS areas of action. As we see in Graph 
12, the respondents in PNIS areas show a level of 
satisfaction (good / very good) higher than that of 
dissatisfaction (bad / very bad). In the areas where 
the PNIS program is not present, the opposite is true. 
Beyond the particularities, this seems to suggest 
that the presence of the State can effectively change 
perceptions in the territories significantly.   

Since crop substitution is a program focused on 
certain territories, satisfaction by PDET is very 
uneven. It is very relevant that the area of greatest 
satisfaction for this program is the Pacific and 
Frontera Nariñense (the only PDET that exceeds 
50% satisfaction in this area). This contrasts sharply 
with the fact that this PDET is the second most 
�dissatisfied� with the overall implementation of the 
Agreement. 

Graph 12: Satisfaction with the implementation of crop substitution: PNIS areas vs. non PNIS areas

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

Very poorly Poorly Well Very well
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Lastly, there is a noteworthy piece of information. 
Although respondents in PNIS areas are more 
satisfied with the delivery of subsidies for the 
substitution of illicit crops than the rest, this is 
not the case with their assessment of the overall 
implementation of the Peace Agreement, with which 
they are slightly less satisfied.  

Satisfaction with truth, 
justice, and reparation 
for victims
Within the framework of the Peace Agreement, 
the victims and the SIVJRNR have an extremely 
important place. Several institutions of the ambitious 
SIVJRNR started operations during 2018. The 
institutions had not yet completed two years of 
operation at the time of the survey. Within this 
framework, it is necessary to analyze the results 
obtained from the JEP, the CEV, and the UBPD. A 
different case is that of the institutions that existed 
prior to the Peace Agreement.

Satisfaction with the area of truth, justice, and 
reparation for victims is the second most valued 

aspect of implementation. This seems to indicate 
that the institutional work is being appreciated by 
the population in PDET areas. It is worth noting the 
voice of one of the participants in the focus groups in 
San Onofre, who, regarding the search for his missing 
uncle, said, “We are moving slowly but surely.”

Satisfaction varies greatly from each PDET area. The 
PDET that values it the most is Sierra Nevada-Perijá 
(76%), while Cuenca del Caguán and Piedemonte 
Caqueteño (17%) value it the least. This data invites 
a joint reflection of the institutions concerned about 
the current presence in certain territories. 

That said, this seems to be a complexly measured 
component of the Agreement as a result of the 
particular sensitivity of the issues addressed. As an 
example, attitudes about truth (for and against) or 
criminal benefits for former FARC commanders 
recorded in the survey do not appear to significantly 
affect the assessment of implementation progress 
on truth, justice, and reparation for victims. It does 
have an effect, however, if the respondent is a victim 
who has received reparation (see Graph 14). In this 
case, their perception seems to be more favorable. 
However, we still know little about the evolution of 
these perceptions. Given the high emotional content 

Graph 13: Satisfaction with the implementation of truth, justice, and 
reparation for victims, by PDET
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of this topic, respondent satisfaction may change 
considerably - in one direction or another - in future 
rounds of surveys.36

 
In general, regarding the JEP, the CEV, and the 
UBPD, the results of the survey show a high level 
of agreement in PDET areas about their general 
mission,37 a still limited level of contact with the 
registered victims, and a very high expectation for 
their usefulness for the community. This will be 
discussed in more detail in Chapters V and VI.

The perception of social 
leaders’ safety
The security and protection of human rights 
defenders,38 which for the purposes of this analysis 
includes social leaders,39  has become a crucial issue 
for the peace process. A central element of the Peace 
Agreement was to improve social leaders’ safety. 
So far, this has not been achieved. Over the last two 
years, we have seen increasing numbers of social 
leaders and human rights defenders being killed 
(several hundred since 2017) This is worrying because 
in addition to the ominous and unacceptable use 
of violence, these assassinations have the potential 
to undermine citizens’ trust in State institutions 
(see Chapter VII) and in the State’s ability to ensure 
their safety. Below we analyze two relevant points 

for this important discussion in the country. First, 
respondents’ satisfaction with the implementation 
of the Peace Agreement at this point. Second, 
an analysis of the assassinations of human rights 
defenders and their impact on the perceptions 
recorded in the survey. 

With respect to the first aspect, the survey shows 
an intermediate evaluation (38%) regarding the 
“improvement of social leaders’ safety.” However, the 
perception registers slight variations at the ethnic 
and gender levels (see Graph 15). Afro-Colombians 
and indigenous people seem more satisfied than 
whites and mestizos. Women show less satisfaction 
than men.

We already know from our survey, as discussed 
previously, that social leaders’ safety and protection 
is an important concern for Colombians in PDET 
areas (96% of respondents) and one of the most 
controversial issues in the implementation of the 
Agreement. 

To analyze this point, we have examined the record 
of assassinations of human rights defenders during 
2018 and 2019 up until we conducted our survey 
for the first time. We looked at the extent to which 
people’s perceptions of the peace process or its 
implementation is influenced by these assassinations. 
Here it is necessary to proceed with caution. We 
are not making any causal claims or arguing that 

Graph 14: Degree of satisfaction with the implementation, by victims 
who have received some kind of reparation 

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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the assassination of human rights defenders leads 
to lowered trust in the peace process. Rather, this 
should be seen as a first and preliminary attempt at 
simply ascertaining the extent to which there is an 
association between the assassinations of human 
rights defenders and perceptions of the peace 
process in a certain area.

The results of the preliminary exercise are shown 
in Graph 16. This shows the result of a simple but 
quite substantial model which yields clear results. At 
the PDET level, we find that the more human rights 
defenders that have been killed in PDET areas before 
our survey, the lower the average level of support 
for the peace process is (left hand graph) and the 

less satisfied people are with how the peace process 
is being implemented (right hand graph). A similar 
picture emerges if we focus on municipalities instead 
of PDET areas. This does not necessarily mean that 
the assassination of human rights defenders leads 
to lower levels of satisfaction with the peace process 
and its implementation. However, it does mean 
that in PDET areas and municipalities where a lot of 
human rights defenders have been killed, people’s 
satisfaction with the peace process is, on average, 
also lower. 

Chapter VII explores some additional dimensions of 
social participation.

Graph 15: Satisfaction with the implementation of improved safety for 
social leaders (by gender and ethnicity)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Safety correlates strongly 
with the causality 
of satisfaction with 
implementation
The perception of implementation may be related to 
aspects beyond the Agreement. However, as noted, 
statistically there are factors that seem to have a clear 
correlation with approval of implementation. The 
perception of safety or security is probably the most 
significant (see Graph 10). Security is always a key 
value in peace processes, particularly in the period 
immediately following the cessation of hostilities.

As Graph 17 shows, those who feel more insecure 
tend to value the implementation of the Agreement 
more critically. And, conversely, respondents who 
feel safer are more satisfied than dissatisfied with the 
implementation of the Agreement.

The same is true when looking at security 
developments over the past six months. That 
being said, it is worth mentioning the volatility and 
heterogeneity of Colombian territories. Graph 18 
shows the enormous territorial differences.  The 
notable deterioration in Bajo Cauca and Nordeste 
Antioqueño can be seen, where more than half of 

respondents feel that the situation has worsened, 
compared to the evolution in Chocó and Macarena, 
which has remained relatively stable during that 
period. The security situation and its evolution since 
the 2016 Peace Agreement is analyzed in greater 
depth in Chapter VI.

Are perceptions of peace 
still polarized?
 
The survey data does not support the thesis of 
polarization, but it does not invalidate it either. The 
data suggests, for example, that those who voted 
YES in the plebiscite are more satisfied with the 
implementation of the Agreement than those who 
voted NO (see Graph 19). This difference, however, 
also highlights the fact that many NO voters show 
some level of satisfaction with the implementation 
of the peace process. Interestingly, the differences 
in satisfaction with the contents of the Agreement 
mentioned above seem to correlate more with 
satisfaction with the implementation than the way 
the respondents voted in the plebiscite.
 
Additional data may help understand polarization 
levels. When breaking down satisfaction with the 
implementation of the Agreement by the parties 
that the respondents said they voted for in the last 
elections, the results are inconclusive (see Graph 

Graph 16: Relationship between the assassination of leaders and 
support for the peace process or its implementation

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO,  Somos Defensores
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20). A priori there is not an enormous ideological 
difference in the perceptions according to various 
ideological, structural, or circumstantial lines.40 Nor 
is this difference evident in such relevant issues as 
attitudes towards reconciliation. 

While the analyzed perceptions of the population 
in PDET areas do not paint a worrying picture of 
political polarization, such analysis requires a more 
detailed and systematic study.

Graph 17: Perception of Security and Satisfaction with the 
Implementation of the Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Graph 18: Perception of Security and Satisfaction with the 
Implementation of the Agreement (Average by PDET)

Graph 19: YES/NO votes in the plebiscite and degree of satisfaction 
with the implementation of the Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Graph 20: Satisfaction with the implementation of the Agreement 
according to the political party voted in the 2019 elections

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Interpersonal trust
Map 1 shows the average number of people in each 
PDET that say that, in general, you have to be very 
cautious when dealing with most people. As clearly 
shown in the map, across all PDETs, a large majority of 
people believe most people cannot be trusted. There 
are some slight variations between the PDETs, but in 
no region do more than 15% of people believe that 
most people can be trusted. 

Statistically, we found a difference in the level of 
trust between men and women, and overall, women 
report lower levels of trust than men. Although this 
is a statistically significant difference, in reality, the 
differences between men and women are not so 
great. If we consider education, age, work situation, 
where people live, and whether they were victims 
of the armed conflict, we find that 96% of women 
compared to 93% of men believe you have to be 
cautious when dealing with others. As such, the 
pressing issue of interpersonal trust in Colombia does 
not appear to have an important gender dimension 
to it. Similarly, we found that people that were 
displaced and had to move as a result of the violence 
during the armed conflict, an important measure 
of victimization, report lower levels of interpersonal 
trust. Again, although the differences between those 
who have and those who have not been displaced 
are statistically significant, the substantive difference 
between groups is actually very small.

The Peace Agreement and the broader peace 
process is meant to bring not just peace and 
reconciliation, but also State and institution 
building to areas of Colombia that have historically 
seen little or no State governance. A large body of 
political science literature has pointed towards the 
importance of trust both as a factor that contributes 
to state building and as a consequence of it.41 In 
our survey, we find that there is already quite a 
strong relationship between people’s support of 
and experience with the peace process and levels 
of trust. Overall, we find that people who support 
the peace process, both in general and most of its 
core provisions, report higher levels of trust. Among 
people who are very satisfied with the peace process, 
more than three times as many (13% compared to 
4%) say that most people can be trusted most of the 
time. This pattern is especially strong for those who 
support the process, but also holds true for people 
that may not support the peace process but still claim 
that the implementation of the Peace Agreement is 
on track. Of course, based on this survey alone we 
cannot determine the cause and effect, we can only 
note a strong relationship between support for the 
peace process and trust. 

Trust in government 
institutions
Next, we consider trust in government institutions 
in Colombia at the national and regional level. At 

Graph 21: Degree of 
interpersonal trust by gender 

Map 1

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

MALE

Most people can be 
trusted

You have to be very 
cautious when dealing 

with most people

FEMALE



Lights and shadows of the Peace Agreement implementation in Colombia

the national level, people report having low levels 
of support in both the President and the Congress, 
just below and just above, respectively, and 40% 
of people report having no trust at all in these 
institutions. The judiciary, and specifically judges, 
attract similarly low levels of trust with less than 5% 
of respondents reporting that they have “a lot” of 
trust in judges. We find that people show similarly 
low levels of trust in the different PDETs. Overall, 
we found that women report statistically significant 
lower levels of trust in these national institutions. 
However, these differences are not substantially 
large. 

The Armed Forces have traditionally enjoyed a 
higher level of trust and support in Colombia.42 
We find that this is still the case. Of all the national 
governmental institutions, the Army enjoys the 
highest reported levels of trust, and this holds true, 
with very small differences, among the PDETs.43 
However, this general level of trust does not extend 
to other security services. The Colombian National 
Police has lower levels of trust.

The picture is somewhat different at a more 
local level. People show rather low levels of trust 
in governors and mayors, lower than those of 
the Community Action Boards. Overall trust is 
significant and significantly higher for the latter, 
with about 15% of people reporting “high” trust 
levels. The differences between men and women 
are even smaller for these local institutions, and for 
governors and mayors there is not even a statistically 
discernible difference in trust. 

Trust in key actors
When we talk about trust in other key actors that 
are not state institutions, the picture is decidedly 
more heterogeneous. On one end of the spectrum, 
we have the FARC’s new political party. The FARC 
political party is almost universally distrusted in 
Colombia.44 The map in the Graph to the right 
shows the percentage of people in the PDETs that 
report having no trust at all in the FARC. The figures 
are consistently above 80%, although with slight 
differences between territories. The situation is 
slightly better if, instead, we ask people about their 
trust in reintegrated FARC members, to which close 
to 80% of people, on average, report having no trust 
at all. The levels of distrust are somewhat lower in 
areas such as Sur del Tolima or Macarena-Guaviare, 

but equally high. The only actor that has lower levels 
of trust than the FARC is the ELN, in which less than 
2% of people report being very trusting. 

On the other end of the spectrum, we have some of 
the most trusted entities in Colombia. This includes 
the Catholic church, in particular. Around 60% of 
people report having some or a lot of trust in the 
Catholic church, a figure that hardly changes across 
PDETs and which is similar for both men and women. 
People also report high levels of trust in the other 
Christian churches, which is similar by PDET and 
by gender, but the average level is slightly lower 
than that of the Catholic church. Moreover, the UN 
enjoys fairly consistently high levels of trust. People 
are also generally trusting of the media, and close to 
40% show some or a lot of trust in the press, radio, 
and television.

Map 2
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Trust and satisfaction 
with the peace process
As mentioned above, we find that these patterns 
of trust in various government institutions are 
associated with people’s perceptions of the peace 
process. The Graph 22 looks at how the overall trust 
in institutions (and actors) changes as we account 
for how satisfied people are with the peace process.  
With a few notable exceptions, we find that high 
levels of satisfaction with the peace process is 
strongly associated with higher levels of trust in 
almost all types of institutions. There are only two 
groups of exceptions to this rule. First, trust is not 
evident for reintegrated FARC members, FARC 
political party, or the ELN. For these, we found that 
even people who say they are highly satisfied with 
the peace process do not, on average, seem to trust 
these actors anymore. This is potentially cause for 
concern. The second exception is the UN. However, 
here we find that people in general trust the UN quite 
a lot, regardless of whether they are satisfied with the 
peace process or not.

A multi-dimensional 
measure of trust
So far, we have focused on trust primarily as a one-
dimensional measure, that is, we have examined 
people’s trust in specific institutions and actors. 
To delve deeper into this topic, we will now build 
a measurement model.45  More specifically, we 
estimate a two-dimensional latent variable model 
using the survey responses. The variables considered 
in the models correspond to the 20 questions on 
people’s trust in institutions and actors. For each 
respondent, the model assumes that their responses 
to each of the survey’s questions about trust 

depends on the latent variable  _ i, d, where i is the 
respondent and d is the dimension. Then, the model 
tries to find patterns, dimensions, of trust between 
people and variables. This exercise clearly shows that 
there are two relevant dimensions of trust among 
people in Colombia. 

The estimation of the dimensions is seen in Graph 
23. The horizontal axis shows the 20 different 
survey variables. The plot and trust intervals show 

Graph 22: Trust in institutions and actors and levels of 
satisfaction with the Peace Agreement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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the distribution of responses. Depending on their 
grouping, or lack thereof, we can see to what extent 
the trust (or distrust) of the different institutions and 
actors tends to go in the same direction. 

A cluster of three variables clearly stands out towards 
the lower middle of the plot. These are questions 
about trust in reintegrated FARC members, the 
FARC political party, and the ELN. Not surprisingly, 
we find that people are consistently and strongly 
distrusting of all three, which means that individual 
respondents are likely to be equally distrusting of all 
three. This stands out as its own dimension of trust. 
To the left of these, we see two more variables that 
have a tendency to go together - trust in the Catholic 
church and in Christian churches in general. This 
could be seen as a distinct dimension, but the pattern 
is not clear enough to be conclusive. 

This can be seen more clearly in Graph 24. Here, the 
two axes are these two dimensions, and mapping 
their correlation lets us see if there are patterns 
that overlap between dimensions. The dark area 
shows how many respondents would be in a given 
intersection between the two dimensions. The 
large clustering of people in the center and down 
towards the left show precisely what we have already 
mentioned: in general, levels of trust in Colombia 
are low, and people who distrust a wide range of 

actors and institutions are particularly distrusting of 
anything that is associated with the FARC or ELN. 
This is potentially detrimental for a peace process. In 
fact, we find no trace of a group of people that are 
generally trusting of the FARC and ELN and in other 
actors and institutions. If such respondents existed, 
they would be found in the top right corner. However, 
we found quite a number of people who are generally 
trusting of most actors and institutions except the 
FARC and ELN, which are found in the lower right 
corner. 

As discussed at length in this report, the data 
we draw on here may be the richest source of 
information available on civilians’ attitudes towards 
the peace process in Colombia. So far, we have 
used that information to zoom in and discuss some 
pressing issues facing the peace process. We will 
continue to do so in the rest of the report, but first 
we want to take a step back, zoom out, and consider 
the general question of how trusting Colombians are 
in the peace process. For this, we created the Peace 
Confidence Index. The Peace Confidence Index 
seeks to get an overall picture of how trusting people 
are in the peace process and how this level of trust 
varies between PDETs. This, in turn, gives us valuable 
information about how the process is progressing, 
where it seems to be stalled, and where greater 
efforts are needed. Of course, any index of this type 
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Gráfico 24: Un modelo bidimensional de confianza

El modelo toma todas las variables de confianza y las reduce a dos dimensiones (ver Anexo Técnico)

Graph 23: Dimensions of trust in actors and 
institutions in Colombia

Graph 24: A two-dimensional model of 
confidence

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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will miss and gloss over many important details. The 
main idea here is to have an overview of where the 
peace process is in general. 

The index is constructed using a Bayesian latent 
variable model.46 The main idea is to use a set of 
variables that measure different facets of people’s 
confidence in peace and build a more holistic 
measure based on these. To build our peace 
confidence measure, we focus on questions that 
look at (1) to what extent people support the peace 
process, (2) how they evaluate the implementation 
of the process, and (3) why they thought the 
peace process was necessary. We do not include 
measures of trust in the Peace Confidence Index. 
This is mainly because the main measures of trust, 
both interpersonal and trust in various actors and 
institutions, do not add much information to the 
model47 once these variables are accounted for. 
Instead, we also built a more specific “General Trust 
Index” that can be compared and discussed in 
relation to our Peace Confidence Index.

Both the Peace Confidence Index and the General 
Trust Index are shown in Graphs 25 and 26, 
respectively. The Peace Confidence Index gives us 
an assessment of PDET residents’ trust in the peace 
process. This is shown in Graph 25. For each PDET, 
the solid bar gives the mean, and the box and the 
measured trust intervals show the variation around 
the Index level in each PDET. The PDET where 
people show the highest level of confidence in peace 
is Sur del Tolima, and the lowest levels are in Cuenca 
del Caguán, Piedemonte Caqueteño, and in Pacífico 
and Frontera Nariñense. We see that a large number 
of PDETs are grouped in the middle region, but even 
among them there is a substantial and significant 
difference. 

The Peace Confidence Index and the General Trust 
Index show similar but not identical images. In fact, 
the four lowest PDETs in this Trust Index correspond 
to a part of the country where communities are highly 
vulnerable to violence from armed groups: Pacífico 
and Frontera Nariñense, Putumayo, Alto Patía and 
Norte del Cauca and Pacífico Medio. 

The differences between the PDETs are generally 
smaller in the Trust Index. This is not surprising. As we 
discussed above, the low levels of interpersonal trust 
and general trust in Colombia are seen across the 
country, with very little variation. 

In contrast, we find that confidence in peace varies 
more. This seems to suggest that improving people’s 
confidence in peace may, in the short term, be easier 
than improving trust levels. 
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Chapter IV

The arduous process 
of reintegration and 
reconciliation
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The FARC’s demobilization and surrendering of 
arms prescribed in the final Peace Agreement was 
a historic milestone. Not surprisingly, in 2016, two 
out of every three Colombians believed that the 
demobilization was “unlikely” or “impossible.”48 
Since the surrendering of arms, verified by the UN 
Verification Mission, the effective reintegration of 
some 13,500 FARC ex-combatants has become a 
central objective in the Peace Agreement. Little by 
little, the concrete steps to achieving excombatants’ 
reintegration have been defined. 

The reintegration of FARC ex-combatants includes 
not only economic security, but other dimensions 
such as physical or legal security, as well as 
excombatants’ political participation. On physical 
security - there are 238 recorded murders of ex-
combatants49 - the survey provides little information. 
In terms of legal security, the report provides some 
information on the SIVJRNR in Chapters II, V, and 
VI. The report refers to the political participation of 
the FARC in Chapter II, as well as in the information 
about trust in the new political party in Chapter 
III. The report analyzes the PDET population’s 
perceptions of reintegration but does not directly 
interview those who have been reintegrated. A more 
comprehensive and thorough analysis of the FARC’s 
reintegration can be found in the UN Verification 
Mission’s reports.50

This section focuses on excombatants’ 
socioeconomic reintegration. It analyzes perceptions 
about the Peace Agreement’s reintegration 
component, as well as satisfaction with its 
implementation. Finally, it describes some attitudes 
and challenges regarding reconciliation. 

The context of 
reintegration
A first step towards reintegration was the creation 
of the National Council for Reintegration (CNR) in 
December 2016, designed to consist of two members 
of the government and two FARC ex-combatants. 
The establishment of the Rural Transitional Areas for 
Normalization (ZVTN) and the Transitional Points 
for Normalization (PTN) marked another important 
step to ensure the transition of ex-combatants to 
civilian life, where basic services were offered to 
FARC ex-combatants. In August 2017, these areas 
became Territorial Training and Reintegration 
Spaces (ETCRs), that not only sought to provide 

continued physical protection to ex-combatants, 
but also sought to provide actions related to health, 
education, and economic livelihoods to contribute 
to reintegration. Even though many of the FARC ex-
combatants no longer reside in the old ETCR, these 
remain important sites for the implementation of 
productive projects and other community actions, as 
some 2,800 ex-combatants live there.51

Currently, 13,577 FARC ex-combatants (10,441 
men and 3,136 women) are certified by the Office 
of the High Commissioner for Peace to participate 
in economic and social reintegration processes led 
by the Agency for Reintegration and Normalization 
(ARN), in line with guidelines set forth by the CNR. 
As part of the reintegration process, some 10,800 
FARC ex-combatants receive a monthly allowance 
equivalent to 90% of the current monthly minimum 
wage. Each FARC ex-combatant certified for 
reintegration commits to a roadmap which is a 
necessary condition for receiving the monthly 
allowance. 

Perceptions of 
socioeconomic 
reintegration progress
Socioeconomic reintegration has made significant 
progress, although much remains to be done. 69 
collective reintegration projects have been approved 
by the CNR, benefiting some 3,016 people (including 
857 women), linked to 56 forms of association. A total 
of 1,707 individual projects have also been approved 
(including 466 female beneficiaries). In general, 
more than a third of FARC ex-combatants - some 
5,000 - are receiving support through individual 
productive or collective projects.52 In addition, some 
ex-combatants are employed in different activities, 
such as the National Protection Unit.
It is crucial to study local community attitudes 
towards ex-combatants for several reasons. First, 
these attitudes are intrinsically important in the 
context of a Peace Agreement, as they somehow 
reflect the levels of reconciliation achieved and 
suggest whether the divisions that the conflict 
reflected and created have been resolved. Second, 
the attitudes of ordinary individuals shape the level of 
stigmatization or discrimination that ex-combatants 
face in their daily lives, which has the potential to 
foster their transition to civilian life or build barriers 
that could impede that transition. When ex-
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combatants experience social, political, or economic 
discrimination, they may be unable or unwilling to 
create new social networks beyond those of the ex-
combatants themselves, which may increase their 
incentives to join dissident groups.  

We begin by examining overall support for the Peace 
Agreement’s reintegration component. As Graph 
27 shows, there is widespread support among those 
living in PDET municipalities for the reintegration of 
FARC ex-combatants, a central pillar of the Peace 
Agreement. 

Beyond support for the Agreement’s reintegration 
component and perceptions about its 
implementation, the survey also measured aggregate 
levels of trust toward ex-combatants. The results, as 
seen in the previous chapter, are not encouraging: 
nearly 80% of respondents said that they do not trust 
ex-combatants “at all,” while another 10% say that 
they trust ex-combatants “very little.”53 Trust levels 
towards ex-combatants do not vary much by region 
- with attitudes only slightly more trusting in Meta-
Guaviare, for example. To what extent do attitudes 
of trust vary based on the respondent’s gender? 
Those who identify themselves as women seem to be 
significantly less willing to trust the FARC than men, 
in line with their more negative assessment of the 
Peace Agreement in general.

About 80% of respondents indicated that they 
support the Agreement’s reintegration component, 
and these high levels of support do not vary much 
at the territorial level. Men are more likely to express 
support for this component of the Agreement than 
women (see Graph 28).
Yet when we turn to the issue of implementing the 
Agreement’s reintegration component, in Graph 
29, we see widespread dissatisfaction: more than 
40% of respondents indicate that reintegration 
is progressing “very poorly” or “poorly” while a 
combined 25% say that reintegration is progressing 
“well” or “very well.”52 Here we do see regional 
variation: in the PDETs in the northwestern part of the 
country, Antioquia and Chocó, we see lower levels of 
satisfaction with the implementation, while we see 
more satisfaction with the implementation of this 
component in Meta and Guaviare. 

Graph 27: Aggregate levels of support for 
the Agreement’s reintegration component

Graph 28: Levels of support for the Peace 
Agreement’s reintegration component, by 

gender

Graph 29: Satisfaction regarding the 
implementation of the Agreement’s 

reintegration component

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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In order to validate our responses to these trust 
questions, we use an alternative way of asking: we ask 
individuals if they would feel comfortable having an 
ex-member of the FARC as a neighbor. The results, 
while slightly more encouraging from the perspective 
of reconciliation, are still overwhelmingly negative. 
As Graph 31 shows, nearly 70% of respondents report 
that they would not feel comfortable having an ex-
member of the FARC as their neighbor.54  Here we 
do see some regional variation. Willingness to have 
an ex-member of the FARC as a neighbor is highest 
in the PDETs located on the Caribbean and Pacific 
coasts. Men are also, again, proportionally more 
likely to say that they would feel comfortable having 
an ex-member of the FARC as their neighbor when 
compared to women.
The MAPS survey findings on trust are discouraging 
regarding current progress towards reconciliation. 
It is important to note that another survey, carried 
out by the Observatorio de la Democracia 
(Democracy Observatory) at the Universidad de 
los Andes, which interviewed both citizens living in 
PDET municipalities and those living in non-PDET 
municipalities, provide more hopeful results. This 
survey was carried out on a sample of approximately 
4,000 citizens across 80 municipalities between 
September and December 2019, at nearly the same 
time that the MAPS survey was being carried out, 
giving us the opportunity to compare the results. The 
vast majority of respondents in that sample (72%) 
report not having any problem with having an ex-
member of the FARC as their neighbor. A smaller 
percentage indicate a willingness to work with that 
population, or that their children study with FARC 
ex-combatants. 

In fact, those living in PDET municipalities are more 
likely to have more trusting responses to these two 
questions; the biggest differences are between 
those who live in PDET municipalities where there 
are former reintegration spaces (ETCRs) and those 
who do not live in PDET municipalities. This suggests 
that proximity to members of the population might 
be a determining factor in encouraging more trusting 
attitudes. In fact, the MAPS data suggests that those 
who know someone who was a former member of 
the FARC are far more likely to respond positively 
to whether they would feel comfortable having an 
ex-combatant from that group as their neighbor (see 
Graph 32). 

We have seen the barriers of trust that hinder the 
always difficult reconciliation. Beyond a simple 
snapshot of support for the reintegration of FARC ex-
combatants and levels of trust in ex-combatants, the 
survey asked respondents to what extent they agreed 
with a set of statements about reintegration. Such 
information allows for a better understanding of the 
steps that ex-combatants must take before they are 
fully received in their communities (see Graph 33).

The vast majority believe in the importance of 
these reintegration programs: 20% indicated 
that they “completely agree” with this statement, 
while 70% of respondents said that they “agree” 
with this statement. Only a minority “disagree” or 
“completely disagree”. The survey asked respondents 
to what extent they believe that ex-combatants 
are trustworthy once they have participated in 
reintegration programs. The results are mixed: 
nearly half “agree” or “completely agree” that ex-

Graph 30: Levels of trust in reintegrated 
ex-combatants, by gender

Graph 31: Levels of trust in ex-combatants
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Graph 32: Proximity to FARC ex-combatants and propensity to feel comfortable

Graph 33: Levels of agreement or disagreement with four statements 
about reintegration programs

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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combatants are trustworthy after participating in 
such programs, while the other half “disagrees” or 
“completely disagrees”. 

The survey measured attitudes about whether 
participants in reintegration programs should receive 
State benefits. There is widespread support for this 
notion. 70% support benefits for those participating 
in reintegration programs. Finally, asking for 
forgiveness is one of the central pillars of transitional 
justice. The survey asked to what extent FARC ex-
combatants should apologize to the victims before 
returning to civilian life. The graph shows widespread 
support for the idea that forgiveness is a precondition 
for reintegration into society. Nearly 90% say they 
“agree” or “completely agree” with this statement. 
Overall, the survey data shows strong support for 
reintegration programs, and confirms that many 
respondents view these programs as a precondition 
for accepting ex-combatants into their communities. 
Reconciliation will be an arduous task.



Victims, reparation, and 
peacebuilding

Chapter V
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The previous chapter addressed the complex task 
of the excombatants’ socioeconomic reintegration, 
including challenges, progress, trust building, and 
reconciliation. The other face of the harsh reality of 
the conflict is the millions of victims of the armed 
conflict. This chapter analyzes the survey information 
and offers new perspectives on their situation and 
activities.

Victims: who are 
they, what kind of 
victimization?
It is estimated that the Colombian armed conflict 
caused 250,000 deaths.56 The violence displaced 
at least 7 million civilians within Colombia, and 
perpetrators were involved in acts of sexual violence, 
extortion, kidnapping, disappearances, and torture 
of civilians. As of October 2019 (when our survey 
was being carried out), the State recognized 8.9 
million people as victims, approximately 18.5% of the 
Colombian population.57

In our sample, 42% respond that they or someone 
in their family was a victim of kidnapping, homicide, 
or sexual violence during the conflict. More than 
half of the sample was forcibly displaced because of 
violence (55% responded affirmatively).58 

Half of the sample report that their most recent 
victimization occurred sometime between 2000 and 
2010. Given that the 16 PDETs were chosen because 
they were especially affected by the violence in the 
war, it is not surprising that the proportion of the 
population that reported victimization is higher than 
the national average.

Across the PDETs, the highest proportion of 
victimization is found in the Pacific coast and Arauca. 
Within regions, a higher proportion of communities 
in population centers reported victimization than 
those who reside in municipal capitals.

Slightly more than 43% of female respondents 
reported that they were victims of the conflict, and 
40% of men reported the same. As expected, young 
people were the least likely to report victimization 
in all age groups. Homemakers as well as employees 
reported similar rates of victimization. In our sample, 
the proportion of victims does not substantially vary 
by level of education. 

Notably, a much higher proportion of Afro-
Colombian and indigenous people report 
victimization compared to their white or mestizo 
counterparts (see Graph 37).

Graph 34: Respondents who claim that they 
or their family members have been victims 
of Kidnapping, Homicide, Sexual Violence 

during the armed conflict 

Graph 35: Respondents who claim that they 
or their family members have been victims 

of Forced Displacement

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Graph 36: Period in which the victimization occurred

Graph 37: Respondents who claim that they or their family members have been victims of 
Kidnapping, Homicide, Sexual Violence during the armed conflict (by ethnic group)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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 What does victimization 
mean for peacebuilding 
in the PDETs?
Pillar 5 of the Peace Agreement is the “Integral 
System of Truth, Justice, Reparation, and Non-
Repetition.” This pillar created the Special 
Jurisdiction for Peace (JEP), the Truth Commission, 
and the Unit for the Search of Disappeared Persons 
(UBPD). These transitional justice institutions 
are meant to meet the needs of the victims of the 
conflict. 

The primary mechanisms to meet victims’ needs 
are individual reparation, collective reparations, 
and truth and reconciliation.59 In terms of individual 
reparations, the State has committed to providing 
reparations and land restitution, through Victims and 
Land Restitution Law 1448 of 2011. 

How has the State performed in terms of following 
through on its commitments to individual reparations 
and restitution? In terms of collective reparations, 
how much contact have victims had with the 
transitional justice institutions created by the Peace 
Agreement? How much support is there for these 
institutions among victims and non-victims? Are 
there indications of reconciliation between victims 
and perpetrators? The next three sections address 
these questions.  

Victims, registration, and 
reparations
Our survey indicates that contact between victims 
and the State must continue to be improved, 
especially in terms of the territorial deployment of the 
new transitional justice instances. 
The first step to attending to victims’ needs is to 
recognize them. The Colombian government 
registers victims in its Victims’ Registry (RUV). A 
victim is only eligible for reparations and restitution 
once he or she is registered.60

 
 In our sample, approximately 70% of respondents 
who reported that they or a family member were 
victims are officially registered. 

We also asked those who responded that they were 
not registered why they were not. The responses 

indicate that some victims have not received 
adequate information about the existence of the 
registry or how to register (35% of those who are not 
registered). 

Another 10% found it too difficult to register. 
Approximately 17.5% reported that they tried to 
register but were rejected. This could relate to 
changes in the registration process. In the years prior 
to the adoption of the Victims’ Law, between 60 and 
70% of applicants were approved.61 The Victims’ Law 
explicitly changed the registration process, from the 
victims’ burden of proof to a presumption that victims 
were reporting the truth. According to Rivas (2016), 
over 90% of those who registered were accepted 
following this change.  

Among the victims registered in the RUV, 27% state 
that they (the respondent or their family) have 
received some form of reparation from the State.62 
Sur de Bolívar, Macarena-Guaviare and Cuenca 
del Caguán and Piedemonte Caqueteño show the 
highest levels of reparation (above 40%). In contrast, 
Chocó (14%) and the Pacífico Medio (13%) show 
the lowest levels. In any case, this is a much higher 
proportion than shown in the official figures. 
By ethnicity, Afro-Colombians receive the least 
amount of reparations (18%), followed by indigenous 
people (27%) and whites and mestizos (31%), an 
important difference that should be reflected on. 
Women seem to have received reparations in greater 
proportion than men. 

Graph 38: Respondents who reported that 
they or a family member were victims and 

their % of registration in the RUV

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO

YES NO



Lights and shadows of the Peace Agreement implementation in Colombia

Percentage %

Doesn’t know Doesn’t answer Yes No

Graph 39: Percentage of victims registered in the RUV that stated that they (or their family) 
had received some form of reparation from the State

Graph 40: Degree of satisfaction with the reintegration of 
ex-combatants (victims who have received reparations vs. 

victims who have not)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Reparation for victims, in addition to being an 
ethical imperative, has some relevance for other 
perceptions, which deserve to be analyzed in greater 
depth. While having received reparations does not 
appear to relate to victims’ overall satisfaction with 
the implementation of the Agreement, it does in 
some areas, as we saw in Chapter II. There is also a 
difference in satisfaction with the reintegration of 
ex-combatants (see Graph), where victims who have 
received reparations show greater satisfaction. This is 
a topic that deserves further study in the future.
 
Among the 27% of registered victims who reported 
having received reparations, the vast majority (nearly 
70%) received some form of individual reparation. 
More than 25% also received collective reparations. 
This information shows that it is necessary to better 
understand what reparation is, how reparation can be 
done, and what transforms victims’ lives, with a view 
to future public policy in this area. 

We also conducted focus groups with social leaders 
and women, and asked how communities viewed 
reparations. In all regions, there was a consensus that 
victims should receive reparations. In Florencia, one 
respondent stated: “I think victims should receive 
reparations, and if the State does not have enough 
money to implement everything, the victims should 
still receive reparations.” 

Among the victims, approximately 35% possessed 
land before. Among those, more than half do not 
know how to start the restitution process.  

In some focus groups, people question who victims 
are and point out that their communities have all 
suffered. In López de Micay, for instance, 48% of 
the municipality claimed to be victims. In the focus 
group, though, one respondent said the entire 
population is affected. �”Everyone is affected, not 
just 50%, 100% of the population”. In Florencia, only 
19% of respondents said they were victims, but one 
participant said that �”as people who live in rural areas, 
we have been among the most affected by the war 
that our country experienced. Some of us were direct 
victims, others indirect”. � The Río Sucio focus group 
thought that the estimate of 78% victims was too 
low, and that it was closer to 98%. In Tumaco, 30% of 
respondents reported being victims, and again in the 
focus group they believe the �majority of people in 
Tumaco are victims. “We are all victims in one way or 
another”.� 

Finally, several groups such as Carmen del Bolívar 
and Riosucio mentioned the “comprehensive” nature 
of the promised reparations, and that they have not 
become a reality.  

Graph 41: Reparation measures for victims (%)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Contact with transitional 
justice institutions
In the fall of 2019, approximately 7% of the victims 
registered in the RUV were in contact with the 
SIVJRNR. Only 2% of respondents were in contact 
with the Truth Commission. The percentage doubles 
if we only consider registered victims: 4%, which 
is still rather small. Slightly fewer respondents 
reported having contact with the Unit for the Search 
of Disappeared Persons: 1.5% overall and 2.8% of 
registered victims. The JEP had contact with 1.9% 
of respondents, and 3.5% of registered victims. The 
Victims’ Unit (UARIV) has had more contact with the 
population: 39% of registered victims has had contact 
with the Unit. The Land Restitution Unit (URT) has 
had contact with 3.5% of the sample and only 5% of 
displaced people. That figure rises to 5.8% if we only 
consider registered victims. 

In any case, these percentages should be compared 
with the universe of potential beneficiaries of these 
institutions. For example, it is logical to consider that 
100% of those registered in the RUV are potential 
beneficiaries of the UARIV, so 39% gives us a reliable 
indication of the institution’s regular contact with 
its beneficiaries. However, not all of these victims 
have the right to land restitution - which is the URTs 
field of work - and only a small fraction refers to acts 
of disappearance - the UBPD’s field of work. As 

discussed in Chapter II, it is necessary to consider 
the particular nature of SIVJRNR institutions. These 
are not only institutions that have been operating for 
two years - or less - at the time of the survey. Rather, 
several of them work on the basis of emblematic 
cases and priorities, given the material impossibility 
of dealing with the hundreds of thousands of cases 
arising from the armed conflict. 

What is each institution’s real working universe? 
What proportion of that universe are the institutions 
in regular contact with? We do not know. For 
instance, the survey figures suggest that the JEP has 
been in contact with approximately 125,000 people 
in PDET areas. The total number of victims currently 
certified by the JEP is about 300,000, both in and 
outside PDET areas. And according to official figures, 
the number of victims in PDET areas is around 
30% of the total number of registered victims.63 
The assessment of the JEP’s work is therefore very 
different if we analyze the proportion of victims over 
the RUV (3.5%) or the proportion of victims certified 
by the JEP, which would presumably be higher than 
that mentioned for the UARIV. In any case, it seems 
advisable to move forward in this possible universe 
for each institution, when it comes to assessing and 
better understanding their work.

On the other hand, both the survey and the focus 
group transcripts from the qualitative analysis show 
that when people have contact with a transitional 
justice institution, they are satisfied with the 

Graph 42: Are you or a family member in the process of land restitution? 

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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experience. One participant in Apartadó joined a 
gathering of victims and perpetrators organized 
by the Truth Commission, and she said that “it was 
�nice and empowering� to listen to those who had 
demobilized. � It was an exchange of experiences”.� 
Chapter VI will discuss the presence of the State in 
the territories in more detail, including transitional 
justice.

Victims and political 
participation
One goal of the transitional justice process is to 
help victims become autonomous political actors. 
Based on the survey, we find that on average, people 
who report being victims are already more likely to 
participate in political institutions. The following 
graph indicates that victims are more likely to vote 
and contact a politician than those who said they 
were not victims. This finding is consistent with 
findings in other settings, such as Sierra Leone and 
Uganda.64 

In the area of social participation, it is worth 
mentioning the transformative value of collective 
reparation processes, which have recently seen 
greater development. By involving instances such 
as a community impulse committee and a local plan 
of reparation measures, these processes open the 
way to a social transformation that can transcend the 
scope of the implementation of specific projects. The 
survey shows, for example, that collective reparation 
beneficiaries appear to be more likely to participate 
in victims’ organizations and citizen platforms than 
other victims who have received reparations. This 
trend seems to be reversing in the case of individual 
reparations. It is still too early to assess whether 
these processes effectively build social fabric, as 
information on this issue is limited. In any case, 
the survey offers some clues, which recommend 
going deeper into the complex and delicate issue 
of reparation, an issue that becomes even more 
relevant with the recent 10-year extension of the 
Victims’ and Land Restitution Law (2021-2031). 

Graph 43: Likelihood of political participation by those who are 
registered as victims (vote/contact with politicians/contact with 

a social leader)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The presence of the Colombian State in the territories 
of the country is a key factor for peacebuilding.  It is 
the State’s responsibility to maintain the monopoly 
of legitimate violence, which is associated with the 
demand for full compliance with democratically 
approved regulations. It is also the State’s 
responsibility to guarantee citizens’ rights, assuming 
the provision of public goods and services that are 
required and representing and giving meaning to 
the identity factors inherent to a political community. 
Peacebuilding is therefore linked to a consolidation 
of the democratic State, both in its territorial scope 
and in its effectiveness in guaranteeing standards and 
services. This objective is also an outstanding debt 
of several of the country’s National Development 
Plans (PND), which also alluded to this objective. In 
short, citizens must recognize the presence of the 
State at all levels of administration and in all national 
territories: they must identify the State as the central 
provider of public services to which they are entitled 
- security, justice, health, education, and other social 
rights - and adequately value that provision. In 
Colombia, the main peacebuilding challenge today is 
perhaps at the local level.

Colombia has historically suffered from fragile State 
presence in parts of its territory. The absence - or 
weakness - of the State was replaced in these areas 
by the use of illegitimate mechanisms of power, 
which articulated forms of control that were alien to 
democratic justice and legality. In fact, in areas with 
poor infrastructure, employment, and social services, 
illegal economies - such as drug trafficking or illegal 
mining - find their natural habitat.65 The actors that 
articulate the collective dynamic are a myriad of 
groups that dispute the territory in a permanent 
income seeking strategy. The population in these 
territories lives hostage to these alternative power 
structures, as evidenced by the regular threats and 
assassinations of social leaders and ex-combatants.
 
In the Peace Agreement, one of the key components 
is comprehensive rural development, understood 
as a public policy aimed at providing opportunities 
for progress and democratic order to the affected 
populations located in the broad space of rural 
communities and departments. Comprehensive 
rural development, which includes the provision of 
land, access to public goods and services, technical 
support for desprived farmers and human rights, will 
allow Colombia to turn a sad page in its history and 
progressively re-establish the social rule of law in 

these territories.66  In this context, the participatory 
implementation of the 16 PDETs stands out as one of 
the main challenges for Colombia in the next decade. 

The data from this survey allows us to have a first 
approximation to the effective presence of the State 
- through its normative action and provision of public 
services - in these territories, taking into account 
citizens’ perception during these three years. In 
particular, attention will be drawn to the following 
aspects: security, justice, conflict resolution, social 
rights, and land ownership distribution. It should be 
noted, however, that this is a first approach to the 
issue of State presence.67

Is there more security in 
the territories?
The survey shows the appalling impact of decades 
of armed conflict on people’s lives,68 both in terms of 
victimization and displacement, and all the economic 
and human consequences that followed. As in other 
contexts, security is one of the most precious assets 
in the period immediately following the signing of 
the Peace Agreement. A recent study has pointed 
out the high expectations the Colombian population 
has for farmers’ access to land and the security of the 
municipality.69

The results of the survey show that the conflict 
seems to have been reduced as a result of the lesser 
influence of the armed groups between 2016 and 
2019. More than half of the inhabitants in PDET 
areas (55%) say that before the Peace Agreement an 
armed group (or several) controlled their community. 
By 2019, that percentage had dropped to 30%, a 
figure that is still high. Often, as one participant in a 
Tumaco focus group noted, “there are many groups.”
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The remaining 70% of respondents did not perceive 
the influence of these groups in their community 
in 2019. The order of magnitude of this reduction 
is consistent with the results obtained by other 
institutions on the evolution of conflict, although the 
methodologies differ considerably.

It is quite notable that the reduction in the influence 
of the armed groups (the areas they “controlled”) 
occurred simultaneously in the 16 PDETs. In other 
words, the conflict decreased in all PDET territories. 
Quite significantly in some of them (see Graph 44). In 
Sur del Tolima, it moved from 75% to 19%, in Montes 
de María from 69% to 17%, in Sur de Bolívar from 74% 
to 38%, in Macarena-Guaviare from 80% to 51%, in 
Sierra Nevada-Perijá from 49% to 24% and in Chocó 
from 49% to 25%. 

Despite the enormous reduction registered, in six 
of the 16 PDETs, the influence of the armed groups 
still exceeds the threshold of 40% of the population: 
Arauca (55%), Macarena-Guaviare (51%), Pacífico 
and Frontera Nariñense (46%) Alto Patía-Norte del 
Cauca (43%), Bajo Cauca and Nordeste Antiqueño 
(42%) and Pacífico Medio (42%). With the exception 
of Macarena-Guaviare, in these PDETs, the reduction 
of the influence of the armed groups with respect 
to before the Agreement is less, benefiting less than 
10% of its population.70 

The figures show that in comparative terms, in 2019 
there was less conflict than before the Agreement. 
This process opens up space for State action in the 
preservation of that basic good, security. 

On the other hand, perceptions suggest that, before 
the Agreement, the FARC exercised control in 41% of 
the PDET areas (see Graph 45). At the time of survey, 
the various dissidents were around 16.4%. In the case 
of the paramilitaries, control was around 36% and has 
been reduced by half (18%). Even the ELN has gone 
from 21% before the Agreement to 13% now. While 
this data sheds light on the arrival of the social rule 
of law in the territory, it does not necessarily imply 
that the activity of these groups has decreased in 
the same proportion. It is also possible that we are 
witnessing different forms of territorial presence. As 
analysts and representatives of the Security Forces 
have pointed out,71 the situation in the territory is 
confusing.

However, the risk of conflict remains as a result of the 
occupation by other armed groups of many areas 
previously controlled by the FARC. More than 50% 
of respondents think that there is a risk of the conflict 
returning in their community, while a more optimistic 
30% think the opposite. Meanwhile, a disturbing 18% 
say that the “conflict persists here.” 

The figures show that security in the territories in 
the PDETs is very uneven and changing. When 
asked “how do you rate security,” more than 40% 
of respondents think it is bad or very bad, 35% 
think it is neither good nor bad, and just over 20% 
think it is good or very good. Thus, although the 
situation has improved in terms of influence of armed 
groups, this is not the case in other areas of security, 
such as massacres. There is still plenty of room for 
improvement in order to make the social rule of law 
prevail in some of the country’s territories.  

0

10

20

30

40

50

60 54

30
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The survey does not allow this rating to be compared 
with the past. However, it offers an interesting fact 
by pointing out that security expectations do not 
translate into citizens’ preference for an increase 
in security forces (see Graph 47). It is worth asking 
whether this could be indicative of a preferential 
option for the consolidation of rights72 as a way to 
increase security in a fuller sense, or whether it is due 
to other factors. In any case, the data invites a calm 
reflection on how people understand security,73 and 
the best ways to meet their expectations.

The following graph illustrates some of the 
dimensions of violence in the territory, which 
compromise the desired “Non-Repetition” objective. 
3.5% of respondents have been direct victims of the 
conflict “in the last six months.” 13% rate the security 
situation as very bad. 18% state that “the conflict 
persists here” and 30% perceive the influence of at 
least one armed group in their community. Between 
the last two, depending on the measurement we 
choose, between 1.2 and 2 million people would still 
be in an anomalous situation in terms of the effective 
functioning of the rule of law.
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Graph 47: Security situation and citizen preferences

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The reduction from 54% to 30% of the population 
mentioning the influence of armed groups in their 
territory is, in any case, very significant, insofar as it 
represents an opportunity to consolidate the social 
rule of law. In addition to improving the lives of 
approximately 1.2 million people, it offers the State 
the opportunity to move forward more resolutely 
with a comprehensive security offer that involves 
the consolidation of rights and the social prevention 
of violence. While it would have been desirable 
for this improvement to be even greater after the 
successful demobilization of the FARC in 2017 and 
the opportunity this represented, it is one of the first 
positive aspects of State presence, and it implies a 
step forward towards the desired “Non-Repetition” 
of the armed conflict.

However, the future trend of these factors will be key 
to peacebuilding. The survey data points to a possible 
worsening of the security situation in 2019. It is true 
that, when asked about the evolution “in the last six 
months,” 60% of respondents said that the security 
situation was still stable, but, along with this, 28% 
considered that the situation had worsened, while 
barely 10% said that it had improved. 

Although official figures show that the number of 
homicides in PDET areas stopped its upward trend in 
2019 (see 48a), an eventual deterioration of security 
in 2020 - as has been shown through the number 
of massacres - could reverse some of the progress 
made in this period. 
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Graph 48: Peace dividends: % of the PDET population where an 
armed group does not have “control” 
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Is any progress being 
made on justice?
The rule of law includes effective access to justice.74 
Prior to the peace process, there were areas of the 
country where people turned to the FARC, ELN, or 
AUC to resolve problems related with the provision 
of justice or dispute resolution. The arrival of justice in 
these territories was - and to a lesser extent still is - a 
pending task for the Colombian state.
 
Recourse to State institutions has ostensibly 
increased. This is a clear indication of State presence 
in the territories. Before the Agreement, one out 
of every four PDET inhabitants (23%) were in areas 
where the person responsible for “enforcing justice” 
was an armed group, while 48% considered that it 
was the State that was responsible for the provision 
of justice and 9% attributed that responsibility to the 
Community Action Boards.75 

Those who considered the State authorities to be 
responsible - in accordance with the constitutional 
framework - rose in 2019 from 48% to 64%, and 
from 9% to 11% in the case of the Community Action 
Boards. That is to say, three of every five respondents 

in 2019 conceived the provision of justice in a logic of 
implementation of the social rule of law76.  As seen on 
the map, this phenomenon of “justice” in the hands 
of armed groups has gradually become marginal. 

Correlatively, the weight of the armed groups in 
justice in 2019 had been reduced to less than a third 
(7%). In other words, for approximately 1 million 
Colombians, “justice” is no longer a matter for armed 
groups, but for the State. It should be noted here 
that this figure is comparable to those who consider 
that there is not one - or several - armed groups that 
“control” their territory, compared to the situation 
prior to the Agreement.

However, the arrival of democratic justice at the local 
level is still pending.  Evidence of this is that only 
one in five people who claim to have been victims 
of forced displacement, kidnapping, homicide, or 
sexual violence “in the last six months” have turned to 
authorities. In other words, four out of five victims of 
these abuses decided not to seek justice. It is worth 
mentioning one of the participants in the San Onofre 
focus group who said, “there is more infamy here 
than justice.” Overcoming this distrust in the State’s 
duties is necessary to build State presence and gain 
prestige. 

Graph 49: Before the Agreement, who was 
responsible for enforcing justice
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As far as State action is concerned, the survey shows 
that the Prosecutor’s Office is the most prominent 
institution. It is worth showing that, although the 
number of responses is limited,77 there are high 
conflict areas such as Bajo Cauca and Nordeste 
Antioqueño78 where respondents seem to perceive 
a very weak institutional presence. This data is even 
inferior to other instances, such as police inspectors 
or justice authorities in that territory.

Another look at this issue is the resolution of minor 
but important disputes, such as fights, neighborhood 
or family conflicts, or boundary disputes. This is a 
complex field, given the difficulty of ordinary justice 
in providing services in remote areas of the territory.
In order to resolve these disputes, before the 
Agreement, 35% of the population were assisted by 
the police or armed forces, and 28% by other formal 
and informal bodies, such as the Community Action 
Boards, police inspectors, mediators or conciliators, 
and local justice structures. In certain areas, 11.5% 
were assisted by the FARC, the ELN, the AUC, or 
others, to resolve them. When asked what had 

happened in “the last six months,” 48% were assisted 
by the police or armed forces, and 29% by other 
formal and informal bodies for dispute resolution. 
Only 2.3% were assisted by the FARC dissidents, 
ELN, or other groups. 

While this confirms the findings of the previous 
analysis of the administration of justice, with 
an advance in democratic conflict resolution 
mechanisms, it leaves two loose ends. On the 
one hand, it is difficult to measure a possible 
change in some armed groups’ territorial presence 
strategies. On the other hand, the work of resolving 
neighborhood disputes should gradually shift to 
civilian rather than military mechanisms in the years 
to come. 

Map 4: In the last 6 months, who has been responsible for enforcing justice?
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Are State institutions 
approaching citizens?
We have briefly analyzed security and certain 
aspects of justice. What is the presence of the 
institutions prescribed in the Peace Agreement? 
Are there other pre-existing institutions that provide 
services stated in the Agreement? Although levels 
of trust (some/much) in the “State institutions” 
category is intermediate (35%), it is not possible to 
establish a comparison with the situation prior to 
the Agreement. However, some data allows us to 
measure institutional presence. Here we will mention 
the institutions mandated in truth, justice, reparation 
for victims, and the presence of municipal authorities.

In the first place, as stated previously, the institution 
with the greatest territorial presence is the Victims’ 
Unit (UARIV), which has been in existence for 
nearly a decade. Something similar occurs with the 
Land Restitution Unit which has been in contact 
with 40%79 of those in the process of property 
restitution.80 

Resources from the institutions pertaining to 
the innovative Integral System of Truth, Justice, 
Reparation, and Non-Repetition (SIVJRNR), created 
by the Agreement, provide more modest figures. 
According to survey data, 7% of those belonging 

to the RUV would have had contact with the new 
SIVJRNR institutions in 2019. A more notable fact 
in PDETs like Chocó or Urabá Antioqueño (which 
is around 10% of the RUV) than in Sur del Tolima 
(less than 2%). A revealing fact is that those who say 
they have had contact with the SIVJRNR share the 
perception (by 90%) that the institution �will serve the 
community.�

The difficulty of showing results to the territories is 
well-known and implementation will take time. After 
eight years of operation, both the UARIV and the 
Land Restitution Unit (URT) show limited results. In 
PDET areas, up to 27% of registered victims claim 
to have received some kind of reparation from the 
State. This figure is almost double the 13% of victims 
who have received individual reparations at the 
national level.81 Meanwhile, in the survey, 14% of the 
people who claim to be in the process of restitution 
conclude that “yes, the case was resolved.” Although 
these percentages are still modest, we are talking 
about hundreds of thousands of victims assisted, 
only in the PDET municipalities analyzed. For 
individual reparation, the economic cost has been a 
notable obstacle to obtaining better results; and for 
restitution, the enormous procedural and security 
complexity is evident. All this suggests that the 
balance is ambiguous: progress made during these 
years is evident, although the space remaining for a 
more complete response from the institutions is still 
wide.

Graph 50: How often do you see municipal authorities?
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Complementarily, a fact that illustrates insufficient 
State presence in the territories is located at the 
municipal level. More than 70% of respondents 
say they “never” see municipal authorities in their 
territory (municipal representatives, mayor, secretary 
of government, or others). It should therefore come 
as no surprise that the trust (somewhat or a lot) in 
this institution is around 22% in the survey. A figure 
that ranges from 45% for the municipal authority that 
inspires the most trust, to 5% for that which inspires 
the least. Participants in certain focus groups showed 
that, in the worst-case scenario, local authorities 
may also be blamed for violence. At the local level, a 
profound transformation is undoubtedly required if 
institutions are to become established in the territory 
and improve their consideration for citizens.

In this regard, the levels of trust in other local actors 
are noteworthy. The JAC in population centers have 
around 50% trust (somewhat or a lot) and enjoy 
a high degree of ownership of their structures. A 
similar case is that of the ethnic authorities, which in 
the case of respondents in indigenous communities 
also enjoy levels of trust close to 50%. This does not 
happen to the same extent for ethnic authorities in 
the case of the Afro-Colombian population.

 

Are there more results 
about the State’s social 
offering?
As shown in Chapter II, achievements in human 
development and security seem to influence 
satisfaction with the implementation of the 
Agreement  (particularly security, education, health, 
and to a lesser extent, the economy). We will address 
this issue of the social offering from three angles: 
satisfaction and trust in the State, the revision of 
certain public programs for peace, and the pre-
existence of State social programs.

As can be expected, satisfaction with the 
implementation of the Peace Agreement81 is directly 
related to improved trust in the State. This aspect has 
been discussed extensively in Chapter III.

There are three specific pieces of information that 
allow us to induce the presence of some State 
programs in the territories. The present analysis is 
only exploratory, and should be analyzed in more 
depth in the near future.82 

Graph 51: Satisfaction with the implementation of FARC 
reintegration. PDET average vs. selected ARN intervention 
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The data presented for reintegration, the provision 
of property titles, and the substitution of illicit crops 
seems to suggest that, despite the State’s difficulty 
reaching the territories, work with local social 
structures and international actors can influence the 
population’s perceptions on the topics mentioned.

In the first place, in official meetings with the 
central level, authorities in municipalities where 
an AETCR was located have explicitly shown a 
generalized interest in preserving these spaces. 
Increased government interest, the benefits of 
some productive projects (education, health) and 
the provision of public services seem to be some 
of the reasons elicited in this request. The survey 
data seems to indicate that the work of the Agency 
for Reintegration and Normalization (ARN), in 
coordination with the FARC, within the framework 
of the guidelines of the National Council for 
Reintegration (CNR), is associated with perceptions 
of reintegration.83  The percentage of those who think 
that reintegration is going well or very well is 13 points 
higher in municipalities where there is an AETCR (see 
Graph 51).  It is possible that this difference is also due 
to other factors, such as a better understanding of the 

complex dynamic of reintegration by respondents, 
given the physical proximity of the ETCR, or a greater 
international presence.84 

Secondly, the priority areas for intervention by the 
National Land Agency (ANT)85 seem to show greater 
satisfaction with implementation in terms of the 
provision of property titles. As we see in the graph, 
those who think that this component is going well 
or very well are up to 17 points higher in the selected 
ANT intervention municipalities (see Graph 52).  
 
Thirdly, it is worth mentioning the sensitive issue of 
coca crops. The positive evaluation of the subsidies 
for the voluntary substitution of illicit crops in the 
Peace Agreement is around 90%: this reveals a high 
degree of satisfaction and success. As previously 
mentioned, this is the most valued component of all 
implementation components, with 44% satisfaction. 
An even higher assessment in those areas of 
influence of the Integral National Program for the 
Substitution of Illicit Crops (PNIS), which seems to be 
an indicator of State presence (see Graph 12).  

This figure contrasts, for example, with the 
widespread rejection of another State intervention in 

Graph 52: Satisfaction with the implementation of the provision of property titles 
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this area: forced crop eradication. According to the 
survey, only 17% agree with this intervention,86 while 
disagreement is around 68% (see Graph 53). While 
public policy in this area must take many aspects into 
consideration (social benefit, financial costs, health 
considerations, evaluations and lessons learned, 
among others), the survey data can inform public 
discussion about different intervention options.87

Finally, it should be noted that more than 60% of 
the population in PDET areas claim to have received 
- themselves or their families - some type of social 
program from the Colombian State in the last five 
years. This aspect also represents a form of State 

presence in the territories, although it is not directly 
related to the Peace Agreement. 

Nevertheless, this is an important fact, given 
that poverty in Colombia increased in 2019 in 
the population centers and in the country as a 
whole (affecting indigenous and Afro-Colombian 
populations in particular).88 It is not possible to 
determine whether this increase in poverty in 2019 
has been able to negatively influence satisfaction 
with the implementation of the Peace Agreement. 
However, based on the analysis presented in Graph 
10, the issue deserves further study. 

Graph 53: Respondents’ opinion on the proposal to forcibly 
eradicate coca crops without compensation

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Talking about peace in Colombia is a complex matter. 
Perceptions help us to complete a set of analyses 
from universities, think tanks, and institutions 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of the 
Peace Agreement. But peace is not a static process; 
it is a path that requires a dynamic, flexible, complex, 
and long-term effort. Once the negotiation of the 
agreements is finished, implementation begins in 
earnest. At the same time, other illegal groups must 
be disarmed, social leaders must be protected, and a 
range of social demands that remain overshadowed 
by war, such as socio-environmental conflicts, must 
be addressed. 

This short chapter discusses perceptions about five 
issues relevant to negative peace - the absence 
of violence - or positive peace - harmonious 
relationships within society. Issues that have not been 
examined in this report, or that warrant particular 
emphasis are political and social participation, 
negotiations with the ELN, the vague contours of the 
conflict in the territories, and gender-based violence. 
Finally, there is a brief reference to respondents’ 
vision of the future.  

An increase in electoral 
participation and a still 
weak social participation
We will analyze citizen participation at two levels: 
electoral participation, and social participation. 
Although institutions such as the Kroc Institute claim 
that progress on participation is still modest -as 
strictly stipulated in the Agreement - the truth is that 
electoral participation in Colombia has increased 
notably since the 2016 plebiscite. The survey data 
for PDET areas points in the same direction as the 
national trend of participation in recent electoral 
events (see Graph 54). Despite coinciding in time, 
it is not possible to determine to what extent the 
increase is, or is not, the result of signing the Peace 
Agreement.

As we can see in the graph, 49% of the respondent 
claim to have participated in the plebiscit, while 
declared participation in the local elections in 2019 
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would have exceeded 80%. The results indicate that 
the main reasons for doing so were “for the country 
to improve,” more than 50%, or “to exercise their 
right,” nearly 30%. As discussed in Chapter V, this is 
not a phenomenon exclusive to Colombia.

In terms of social participation, the survey offers 
a wide range of information. This includes who 
the respondent “contacted” in the last six months: 
social or traditional leaders (16%), politicians or 
mayors (20%). Membership in a political party or 
activist group (12%), civil society organization (6%), 
victims’ organizations or citizen platforms (12%), 
and JACs (11%). Or the participation in a protest, 
march, or strike (9%). In general, the values are below 
20%. The highest - above the threshold - include 
membership in JACs (in population centers) or in 
victims� organizations and citizen platforms (in the 
case of victims registered in the RUV). Likewise, 
Chocó stands out in most of these dimensions of 
participation (see Annex 2 for a breakdown by PDET).

Of the seven dimensions analyzed, women’s 
participation is lower in six of them. An equitable 
distribution is only seen in participation in victims’ 

organizations or platforms. Afro-Colombians show 
greater participation than whites and mestizos, with 
the exception of JACs.

Fragile social participation is to be expected in a 
population so hard hit by the conflict, where its 
side effects undermine social trust.  Hence the 
crucial importance of the role played by social and 
traditional leaders, for example. In fact, respondents 
who have been in contact with them “in the last six 
months” show greater trust in other actors, including 
State institutions (see Graph 55). This fact illustrates 
one of the ways in which the assassination of leaders 
can undermine the foundations of the social rule of 
law in the territory. 

One of the participants in the Medio Atrato focus 
group mentioned that “there is fear here.” It should 
not surprise us that the values of citizen participation 
are even lower in municipalities with a complex 
security situation. In a sample of municipalities with 
an extraordinary security situation, for example, all 
have JAC participation values below the average for 
population centers.89
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Graph 55: Respondents’ contact with social leaders in the last 6 
months vs. trust in State institutions

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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However, despite the aforementioned weaknesses, 
since the negotiation process with the FARC-EP, 
democratic dialogue has been gaining ground as a 
way of addressing the tensions and demands arising 
in society.  All of this is in a context where social 
protest has been growing in recent years, around a 
wide range of social and environmental causes in the 
territories. 9% of respondents in PDET areas stated 
that they had taken part in a march, protest, or strike 
�in the last 6 months, a figure that is doubled in Chocó 
and Pacífico Medio (see Annex 2). Respondents 
seem to value their rights in this area very positively. 
That said, one in five respondents would agree 
with “preventing marches or demonstrations in the 
street”.89 

In brief, the Peace Agreement seems to have 
opened up new spaces for democratic participation 
in the territories. Despite the harmful effects of 
violence against social leaders and ex-combatants, 
participation will be a determining factor in 
establishing the social rule of law and trust in the 
territories furthest from large urban centers.
 

The negotiation with the 
Ejército de Liberación 
Nacional (ELN) (National 
Liberation Army)
As we have seen throughout this report, 
improvements in peace and security are bittersweet. 
30% of respondents said that at least one armed 
group “controls their community.” Achieving 
negative peace in Colombia requires going beyond 
the Peace Agreement’s already ambitious provisions.

In this context, the ELN deserves special mention. 
Currently, this guerrilla still seems to have a notable 
influence in the territory. 13% of those surveyed 
said that the ELN have ruled their territories - alone 
or together with other illegal groups - in the last 
six months, an influence that does not necessarily 
translate into greater trust, as we saw in Chapter III. 

Graph 56: Opinion on the best solution to the conflict with the ELN 

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Negotiations between the government and the 
ELN were interrupted after the attack on the 
Escuela de Policías General Santander de Bogotá 
on January 17, 2019. The survey asks, �”Which of the 
following options do you consider to be the best for 
resolving the conflict with the ELN?” About 80% of 
respondents say that negotiation would be the best 
solution, compared to 15% who are inclined to use 
military force (see Graph 56). 

The support for negotiation shown by the survey 
is even stronger than in national surveys. As an 
illustration, in the recent Invamer survey (urban 
survey), 62% were in favor of “insisting on dialogue 
until peace agreements are reached” to solve the 
problem of the guerrillas or organized armed groups 
in Colombia, but only 40% “disagreed” with the 
government maintaining suspended negotiations 
with the ELN.90 

As for the approach to other armed groups, different 
subjugation strategies have been used, which have 
not been analyzed in this survey. It should simply 
be said that in terms of eventual reconciliation, 
the population’s attitudes about having a former 
member of the ELN or the paramilitaries as a 
neighbor are less favorable than toward FARC ex-
combatants.

The confusing picture of 
crime and insecurity in 
the territories.
Data on security has already been presented in 
Chapter VII. It is worth remembering that Colombia 
has dramatically reduced its homicides over the last 
15 years - its rate has dropped by a third - saving more 
than 100,000 lives, and becoming a benchmark for 
the Latin American region. This has also happened in 
PDET areas. As we have seen, the influence of armed 
groups has also significantly decreased between 
2016 and 2019.

However, in recent years, this downward trend in 
homicides has stagnated, and has been more erratic 
in PDET areas (see Graph 48a). In 2020, for example, 
after a long decline over the century, massacres 
have been on the rise. As the UN Verification 
Mission has noted ”Illegal armed groups and criminal 
organizations have continued to take advantage of 
the pandemic to strengthen their social and territorial 
control. Despite the decline in the national homicide 
rates in the first quarter, violence in conflict-affected 
regions of Colombia has continued.”91 

Graph 57: Who is responsible for the violence in the last 6 months, according 
to respondents: Petty Crime (broken down by PDET)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The situation is extremely complex and the scenario 
has been transformed in terms of causes, actors, and 
territorial dynamics. The results of the survey suggest 
that the armed groups are not solely responsible for 
the violence. There are areas of the territory where 
the border between legal and illegal sometimes 
seems blurred, at least in the eyes of the population. 

When asked about the main perpetrators of violence 
“in the last six months,” in first place is petty crime, 
followed by the Bacrim,92 in values that in both cases 
are around 30% of the answers. Petty crime has a 
particularly important weight in those areas where 
the influence of armed groups has been reduced 
most since the Peace Agreement (such as Sierra 
Nevada-Perijá, Montes de María, Sur de Bolívar, 
Macarena-Guaviare, as well as Cuenca del Caguán 
and Piedemonte Caqueteño, where the reduction 
was somewhat lower)93 (See Graph 57).  

Between 10% and 20% point to the various dissidents 
of the former FARC and the ELN as the main 
perpetrators of violence. Such information should be 
analyzed with caution, as the perpetrators of violence 
are not always easily identified. As one participant in 
a focus group in Medio Atrato noted, “It is difficult, 
now we know that there are armed groups in the rural 
areas, but nobody knows who they are. The State is 
present with the Army at the head”.

The Armed Forces or the Police are also blamed for 
violence - and in fact, they are the last ones legally 
empowered to exercise it legitimately within the 
scope of their functions. With the exception of 
Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense94 in Arauca, the rest 
of the PDET areas are below 5% both for the Armed 
Forces and the Police. 

Finally, the “business owners and landowners” have 
relatively low values95 (1.5%), but very unequal. A first 
surprising figure is that the perception of their role 
as responsible for violence is greater today than in 
the past. In certain areas of the territory, perceptions 
are still cause for concern. Graph 58 shows that in 
three PDETs, more than 2% perceive business owners 
and landowners as �responsible for violence.�  And 
in Pacífico Medio, this figure rises to 5%. While this 
information only reflects the perceptions in areas 
with an intricate security profile, they cast more 
doubt than certainty on the silhouette of violence in 
some places, which transcends the known horizon of 
the armed groups. 

The solution to this delicate situation in certain 
territories does not seem simple. As one participant 
in a Tumaco focus group noted, “They kill one 
leader, and then another one comes…it’s a chain”. 
We have also seen that perceptions of security and 
the best ways to guarantee it seem to suggest the 

Graph 58: Who is responsible for the violence in the last 6 months, according 
to respondents: Business owners (by PDET)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO No Yes
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relevance of comprehensive, long-term processes, 
which in turn strengthen trust in the State and 
the rest of society. It therefore seems advisable to 
carry out a comprehensive review of all information 
available on the matter, in order to further improve 
the characterization of insecurity in certain 
territories. This is a situation that includes homicides, 
assassinations of leaders, massacres, and other forms 
of victimization.  Likewise, this analysis of human 
security in the territories could feed the discussion on 
the institutional response to these challenges, which 
is extremely necessary as peace is progressively built 
in various Colombian territories.

Gender-based violence
Gender-based violence is a serious problem 
in conflict settings. The survey refers to the 
“improvement of women’s safety.” As seen in Graph 
59, in PDET areas, there are more dissatisfied 
respondents than satisfied ones, as is generally the 

case with other aspects of the implementation of the 
Agreement. However, it should be noted that, in this 
area, the percentage of satisfied women is five points 
lower than that of men. A revealing fact, since it is an 
aspect of implementation concerning them directly.

On the other hand, of the 3.5% of people surveyed 
who have been direct victims of the conflict “in 
the last six months”, there are proportionally more 
women than men. This fact makes clear that, despite 
the progress made, the desired Non-Repetition is still 
pending.

As one three-time victimized participant of a focus 
group noted, “We have been victims not only of 
violence, but also of the hope and expectations that 
are built up, and then nothing happens.” Fortunately, 
as other participants noted, “women are demanding 
more of their rights” and “women have become 
empowered.” The task ahead is colossal.

Graph 59: Degree of satisfaction with the improvement in women’s safety (by gender)

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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A look into the future of 
PDET areas
The survey provides a great deal of information on 
the current situation in the territories. Are people 
satisfied with the implementation of the Agreement? 
Is there more or less conflict in the territories? How 
do the victims feel? Along with these, another crucial 
piece of information is looking into the future: hope. 
In the PDET areas, after asking people if they would 
like to continue living where they do in the future,96 
40% responded “Yes, things are on track,” 30% 
said “Yes, but only if things improve,” and 15% said 
“No, but I don’t have a better option.” Finally, 10% 
responded “No, I am looking for somewhere to go.” 

Once again, the situation in the different PDETs is 
very heterogeneous (see Graph 60). While in the 
Sierra Nevada, 72% of people would like to continue 
living where they are because things are on track, in 
Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense, barely 9% would 
like to continue living there.

This data was collected prior to the Covid-19 
pandemic. As with the rest of the survey, we do not 
know how it has evolved in recent months. While 
respondents’� assessments of the future are not 
pessimistic, the particularity of this exceptional year 
should invite caution. Peacebuilding in Colombia, 
despite its perceptible progress, has a long way to go.

Graph 60: Next year would you like to continue living in your current residence, by PDET

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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Colombia, because of its efforts for peace and human 
development, continues to be a source of inspiration 
for the world. Unfortunately for the country, several 
factors have complicated the implementation of 
peace. The persistence of illegal economies, the costs 
of the Venezuelan crisis, and in 2020 the Covid-19 
pandemic are notable barriers to implementation. 

However, progress in three years of implementation 
is noteworthy. 38% of the population in PDET 
areas show some level of satisfaction with the 
implementation, and 40% want to continue living 
where they are because things are going well. In 
addition, the survey data shows a marked decrease 
in the influence of armed groups compared to the 
period before the Agreement. The reduction in the 
influence of these groups, the main perpetrators 
of the conflict, between 2016 and 2019 is very 
significant. A fact from which the 16 PDET regions, 
to a greater or lesser extent, have benefited. Ten key 
messages and three recommendations emerge from 
the report. In summary:

Ten key messages

•	 Satisfaction with the implementation of 
the Peace Agreement is not categorical, 
but nuanced. Three years after signing the 
Peace Agreement, implementation has 
made notable progress. 38% of people in 
PDET areas show some level of satisfaction 
(between “somewhat” and “very” satisfied), 
while 58% say they are “not at all” satisfied 
with its implementation.  The survey reflects 
perceptions 3 years after the Agreement was 
signed, in a process planned to take 15 years. 
In terms of satisfaction, among other survey 
topics, the political options do not show 
marked political polarization.

•	 The areas of greatest perceived progress 
in implementation are voluntary crop 
substitutions and truth, justice, and 
reparations for victims. The worst evaluated 
are the FARC’s electoral participation and 
improvements in education and health.

•	 Interpersonal and institutional trust are still 
low. A profound lack of trust among ordinary 
people in the actors and institutions in charge 

of peacebuilding. In PDET areas, only four of 
the twenty groups analyzed enjoy more than 
50% trust (“some” or “a lot”), the Catholic 
church having the highest value. On the other 
hand, more than 90% of them think that “it is 
necessary to be very careful when dealing with 
most people.” 

•	 Since the signing of the Peace Agreement, 
perceptions indicate that the influence 
of armed groups has decreased by almost 
half. The conflict in 2019 was smaller in scope 
than before the signing of the Agreement. 
According to the survey, more than half of 
the inhabitants in PDET areas (55%) say that 
before the Peace Agreement, an armed 
group (or several) controlled their community. 
By 2019, that percentage had dropped to 
30%, which is still considerable. The survey 
also shows that armed groups are not solely 
responsible for the violence.

•	 But the conflict has not gone away, and the 
risk of a return to conflict is still present 
in extensive areas. More than 50% of 
respondents think that there is a risk of return 
to conflict. And 18% point out that “the conflict 
persists here.”

•	 There is new victimization and somewhat 
more reparation than expected. Victimization 
reported in 2019 amounted to 3.5% of 
respondents, compromising Non-Repetition. 
Among the registered victims, one in four 
respondents said they have received some 
form of reparation from the State.

•	 Presence of the State in the territories seems 
to have increased since the signing of the 
Peace Agreement, but the challenges are 
greater. According to the survey, the State’s 
presence has improved in areas such as 
security, justice, and dispute resolution, where 
armed groups now play a much smaller role. 
More than one million Colombians are said to 
be living in an environment where the social 
rule of law is in force, particularly in the areas 
of security and justice. On the other hand, 7% 
of the registered victims would be in regular 
contact with the SIVJRNR, of which 90% have 
high expectations for its performance.

•	 The data point to a great opportunity for the 
State to change perceptions in the territory, 
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for example through the comprehensive 
rural reform and PDETs. Security, education, 
health, and the economy seem to alter 
people’s perceptions in short periods of time. 
Some State programs show encouraging 
results. Along with improvements, there are 
huge changes. 70% of those surveyed say 
they never see municipal authorities. The 
survey shows that there are institutions that 
could play an important role in State presence 
- such as the JACs or indigenous authorities - 
given the trust they inspire in the population. 
Promoting and protecting them is both an 
ethical imperative and an endorsement of the 
social rule of law.

•	 Reintegration and reconciliation will require 
consistency and effort. Attitudes towards 
reintegration and reconciliation are generally 
positive, with an emphasis on the perpetrators’ 
need to ask for forgiveness. However, the 
data shows that, despite the progress made 
in socioeconomic reintegration, there is still 
a long way to go. Physical proximity may be a 
more determining factor for reconciliation than 
ideological differences.

•	 The future. In PDET areas, after asking people 
if they would like to continue living here, 40% 
said “Yes, things are on track,” 30% said “Yes, 
but only if things improve,” 15% said “No, but I 
don’t have a better option,” and 10% said “No, I 
am looking for somewhere to go.”

Three recommendations

• Accelerate the full implementation of 
the Peace Agreement. Transforming the 
territories is perhaps the most successful way 
to build a new Colombia within the framework 
of the 2030 Agenda. The first analyses of this 
survey show that progress is starting to be 
perceived, and that satisfaction appears to be 
associated with tangible improvements in the 
implementation of the Agreement. This allows 
us to think of a human development horizon in 
the PDET areas, through strategies of dialogue 
and improvement of public services. The 
emerging participation may be the most solid 

platform for State presence in the territories. 
Progress in a territorial peace will cement 
medium- and long-term reconciliation, which 
is a task for society as a whole. 

• Redouble efforts to protect social leaders 
and ex-combatants. In addition to being 
an ethical imperative, as the survey shows, 
violence against leaders undermines trust in 
the State and other actors. In the case of ex-
combatants, their protection is a necessary 
condition for reintegration. The report 
highlights the complex security situation and 
the need for comprehensive approaches to 
it. While State institutions have consented to 
significant protection efforts, attacks on social 
leaders have not stopped, even during the 
pandemic. 

• Further the research and analysis agenda 
with survey data. The report does not account 
for more than a small portion of survey data.  
Nonetheless, it outlines some avenues of 
research in the following topics:

• Trust, through a Peace Confidence Index 
and a General Trust Index. 

• The link between human development 
and peace.

• The mapping of violence and illicit 
economies in Colombia.

• An analysis of State interventions, 
incorporating perceptions. 

• Ethnic and gender gaps.

• An analysis of the victims of the conflict, 
which can nurture future policy changes.

• A better understanding of the human 
security needs in the territories.

We are confident that, with this data and other 
sources, in the near future, new analyses will allow 
us to optimize the implementation of the ambitious 
Peace Agreement, thus contributing to a peaceful 
and inclusive Colombia.
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This first section of the appendix describes the data 
collection process for the MAPS survey. Prior to 
launching the survey, a first exploratory exercise was 
carried out for Tumaco and Mesetas.97

 
An initial pilot began in January and February 2019 
in two PDETs (Arauca and Sur de Tolima). Pilot data 
collection was carried out with the Bogotá-based 
survey firm Sistemas Especializados de Información 
(SEI). In Arauca, the municipalities of Fortul, 
Saravena, Tame, and Arauquita were surveyed. 
In Tolima, residents were surveyed in Chaparral, 
Ataco, Planadas, Rioblanco, and Icononzo. The 
sample included municipal capitals and population 
centers in each municipality. Within the population 
centers, blocks were selected at random. Within 
the blocks, the surveyor walked around identifying 
the type of structure within the block: residential, 
abandoned, public parcels or commercial land. Then, 
the surveyor entered this information into a laptop 
computer. Given the types of properties and the 
required sample size, the software randomly selected 
from among the inhabited residences. Within the 
household, the objective was to talk to a household 
member who was an adult and who was home at the 
time of the surveyor’s visit. The surveyors sought 
gender parity in the sample for each block, but this 
depended on the availability of adults at the time.

After the completion of the pilot, which provided 
valuable information on the intelligibility of some 
of the questions and the need to include/discard 
others, data collection proceeded with the remaining 
PDETs from October to December 2019. Data 
collection was interrupted for a few days in late 
November 2019 during a nationwide strike that made 
it impossible to conduct topographic surveys. The 
expanded survey in the other PDETs was conducted 
by another Bogotá-based survey firm, Proyectamos. 
As a result, the application of the survey instrument 
differed slightly. For example, Proyectamos used 
tablets instead of laptops. However, the sampling 
procedure was nearly identical.

Given the significant operational challenges of 
covering a wide area of remote Colombian territory, 
for the expanded version, the survey team was 
divided into 10 separate teams covering different 
areas. Each team consisted of a team supervisor plus 
four surveyors. The surveyors received a two-day 
training session in Bogotá prior to the launch to learn 
about the survey instrument and understand how 
block-level sampling works.

Prior to a team’s arrival in a given municipality, the 
team supervisor contacted the municipal authorities 
to alert them of the team’s presence, communicate 
the general objectives of the survey, and determine 
whether there were any immediate safety risks that 
could put the survey team or respondents at risk. 
The supervisor was in charge of ensuring that the 
sampling procedure described above was followed. 
If a security issue was raised in these discussions 
with municipal authorities, these concerns were 
consulted with our MAPS project partner, the United 
Nations Development Program (UNDP), and its 
regional teams throughout Colombia. When security 
conditions in a given municipality did not permit the 
entry of our survey teams, a replacement municipality 
was randomly selected from the list of remaining 
municipalities within the same PDET. When a given 
population center was too dangerous to enter, 
another population center was randomly selected 
from the list of remaining options within the same 
municipality. After completing the day’s surveys, the 
responses from the tablets were sent remotely to the 
survey company’s server. This data was encrypted 
and stored on the company’s server.

In both the pilot version and the expanded version of 
the survey, before surveyors began each interview, 
they sought consent from the respondent. The 
consent form described the institutions involved 
and relevant contact information, the purpose of the 
project, how the interview would be conducted, and 
how long it might last, and how confidentiality and 
anonymity would be guaranteed. The surveyors also 
told the respondent that some questions might be 
uncomfortable and that he/she could refrain from 
answering any question or withdraw from the survey 
at any time, without facing any consequences. In 
addition, the consent form indicated that no direct 
benefits would be provided to respondents.
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Sample details
In total, in the two data collection efforts (the pilot 
and the expanded version), the MAPS project 
surveyed 12,052 people. The gender balance was 
6,812 women and 5,240 men, corresponding to 56% 
women and 43% men. The age breakdown of the 
respondents in our sample can be found below:

The level of education of our respondents is 
overwhelmingly concentrated towards having 
only completed basic education (more than 30% 
of the sample), while less than 15% report having 
completed middle school and approximately 25% 
high school. Less than 20% report having completed 
higher education, whether technical, university, or 
postgraduate degrees.

We see that the majority of our respondents report 
being “employed” (more than 45%) and the second 
largest group reports being “homemakers” (nearly 
35%). A minority are looking for work, are studying, 
are retired, or do other activities.

In addition, MAPS also involved focus groups with 
social leaders (both men and women) and focus 
groups limited to women in the following PDETs and 
their respective municipalities: Alto Patía and Norte 
del Cauca (Corinto, Miranda); Chocó (Medio Atrato, 
Riosucio); Montes de María (San Onofre, El Carmen 
de Bolívar), Pacífico Medio (López de Micay); Pacífico 
and Frontera Nariñense (Barbacoas, Tumaco); and 
Urabá Antioqueño (Apartadó). 
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Graph 61: MAPS sample breakdown by respondents’ age

Graph 62: MAPS sample breakdown by respondents’ occupation

Source: MAPS Survey, UNDP/PRIO
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The surveyors also conducted a series of in-depth 
interviews at the individual level in the following 
PDETs and their respective municipalities: Alto Patía 
and Norte del Cauca (Miranda, Buenos Aires); Bajo 
Cauca and Nordeste Antioqueño (Cáceres, Valdivia); 
Catatumbo (Sardinata, El Tarra); Chocó (Bojayá, Sipí); 
Cuenca del Caguán and Piedemonte Caqueteño 
(Belén de los Andaquíes, Curillo); Macarena Guaviare 
(Miraflores, Uribe); Montes de María (Los Palmitos, 
Tolú Viejo); Pacífico Medio (Buenaventura, Timbiquí, 
Guapí); Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense (Barbacoas); 
Putumayo (Puerto Caicedo, Orito); Sierra Nevada 
- Perijá - Zona Bananera (Ciénaga, Pueblo Bello); 
Sur de Boliviar (Arenal, Morales); Sur de Córdoba 
(Puerto Libertador, Valencia); and Urabá Antioqueño 
(Necoclí, Carepa). 
In these focus groups and interviews, participants 
were presented with the initial findings from the 
surveys collected in their PDET and were asked to 
reflect on them.

Changes between the 
questionnaire used in the 
pilot and the final version
After having used the questionnaire in Arauca and 
Tolima, some changes were made: several questions 
were added, and some were eliminated. This section 
summarizes these changes.  

Questions added to 
the original pilot 
questionnaire
 
In the General Information section, some questions 
were added to the version used after the pilot in order 
to better understand forced displacement and other 
dynamics related to changes of residence. In this 
regard, the following questions were added: 

• Have you or any member of your household 
changed residence due to violence?

• What was the main reason for your last 
change of residence due to violence? 

• Have you or any member of your household 
changed residence for reasons other than 
violence?

• Where did you live before living here?

• In the same place you were born? If the 
answer is no, 

• Department
• Municipality
• DANE code

� 
• [Before,] I lived in (name of department and 

municipality)

Graph 63: MAPS sample breakdown by respondents’ education
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In the section on Trust and Participation, some new 
institutions were added to the original list: 

• [How much do you trust in …] the Governor

• [How much do you trust in …] the municipal 
representative

• [How much do you trust in …] social leaders

• [How much do you trust in …] State 
institutions. 

In the same section on Trust and Participation, it was 
asked whether

• [During the last six months, have you been…] 
a participant or active member of any civil 
society organization? 

• [During the last six months, have you been…] 
a participant or active member of any victims’ 
organizations or citizen platforms?

• [During the last six months, have you been…] 
a member of any Community Action Boards?

• Will you / did you vote in the elections for 
mayor, governor, departmental assemblies, 
municipal councils, and local administrative 
boards in October 2019?

• If yes, what were the reasons why you 
will / did vote in the elections for mayor, 
governor, departmental assemblies, 
municipal councils, and local 
administrative boards in October 2019?

• If yes, which party will you vote / did you 
vote for?

• If the answer was no, what are the 
reasons you will not / did not vote in 
the elections for mayor, governor, 
departmental assemblies, municipal 
councils, and local administrative boards 
in October 2019?

Minor changes include the addition of the option 
“doesn’t remember” for different questions. 

• In the section on the Peace Agreement and 
its implementation, we added the following 
questions: 

• In the question “Before the Peace 
Agreement with the FARC was signed in 
2016, who was primarily responsible for 
seeking justice in your community?” The 

option of traditional authorities (indigenous 
governors, community councils)

• In the question “In the last 6 months, who 
has primarily assisted with dispute resolution 
between members of your community?,” the 
option for male/female social leaders was 
added.

• In the question presenting some central 
components of the Peace Agreement signed 
between the Colombian government and 
the FARC-EP, and asking respondents to say 
how much they agree or disagree with each 
of them, two options were added: 

• To clarify the facts, find the missing 
persons and make crimes committed 
in the context of the armed conflict 
more visible.

• Ensure FARC-EP ex-combatants’ 
reintegration.

• The next question presented the same core 
components of the Peace Agreement and 
asked about how each point is being carried 
out in their community, and added the same 
two options mentioned above: 

• To clarify the facts, find the missing 
persons and make crimes committed 
in the context of the armed conflict 
more visible.

• Ensure FARC-EP ex-combatants’ 
reintegration.

In the section on Armed Conflict, the following 
questions were added: 

• In the question, “Who is the main perpetrator 
of the violence experienced by (community 
name) during the armed conflict,” we 
added the option “business owners and 
landowners.”

• In the question, “Who is the main perpetrator 
of the violence experienced by (community 
name) in the last 6 months,” we added the 
option “business owners and landowners” 
and “petty crime.”

• In the question “In the last 6 months, have 
you had contact with…” the option “Land 
Restitution Unit (URT)” was added.

• If the answer to the previous question was 
“yes” to any entity, the question “Do you think 
this authority will serve the community?”
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• The question “Have you had to resort to any 
justice authorities in the last 6 months” was 
added.

• Then the question “Which entity did you go 
to?” was asked with the following options: 

• The Prosecutor’s Office

• The Municipal Representative’s Office

• The Police headquarters

• Justice authorities

• Equality conciliators

• Family commissioner

• The Ombudsman’s Office

• Community Action Board (JAC)

• There are no entities in this municipality

• I don’t trust the entities

Then, “What was the result?” was asked with the 
following options: 

• It worked for me, the problem was solved.

• The process was advanced, but it was not 
resolved.

� It did not help me at all.

Finally, in the section on attitudes towards the 
community situation, the following questions were 
added: 

• In your community, have you seen an 
increase in the construction of community 
assets (bridges, schools, roads, community 
kiosks, etc.) in the last 6 months?

• Now please think about the future. In the 
coming year, would you like to continue living 
here? 

• Do you think the armed conflict may return 
to your community in the future?

• In the question, “In your opinion, what 
is the most serious problem affecting 
your municipality?” we added the option 
“domestic violence.”

Questions removed 
from the original pilot 
questionnaire
Finally, two questions were eliminated from the pilot 
questionnaire. 

Technical notes for 
Figures 23-26
The figures result from estimating a latent variable 
measurement model. The model, a two-dimensional 
model, is estimated using the observed item 
responses from the survey. Technically,  Let i = 1, . . . , 
N index subjects. We observe values yij for each of j = 
1, . . . , J survey response for each subject (with some 
missingness). Each of the survey response variables 
can take on Kj values. For each subject, the model 
assumes that the responses to each of the survey 

items depends on the latent variable  in the 

unidimensional case and , where d = 1, 2 the 
dimension, in the two-dimensional case. We tested 
for a third dimension but found no empirical support 
in the parameters so we only report on the two-
dimensional measurement model here in the report.

The probability distribution for a given response to 
item j is:

where F (·) denotes the logistic cumulative 
distribution function. Therefore, assuming local 
independence of responses across subjects, the 
likelihood function for �, �,  and �  given the data is:
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In Figure 23 we use this model to find two 
dimensions of trust. On x-axis Figure 23 shows the 
20 different trust questions asked in the survey. 
The box-and-whiskers show for each of these 
trust questions and items, how respondents tend 
to answer. Looking across the items, it is then 
possible to discern patterns or clusters of high or 
low levels of trust that tend to go together. The two 
dimensions roughly divide trust in ELN and FARC 
in one dimension and trust in other institutions and 
actors on the other dimension. 

In Figure 24, we do not focus on the 20 different 
trust questions but instead on the 2 distinct 
dimensions of trust created by the model. On each 
axis, we plot the range of these two dimensions, 
this range in itself does not have a substantive 
meaning. The Figure plots the two dimensions 

against each other, and each ‘diamond’ indicates, 
through the darkness of the shade of the diamond, 
how many people have this combination of trust. 

For Figures 25 and 26 we use the latent variable 
model to create an index of trust (which is 
based on the one-dimensional trust model from 
above) and a peace confidence index which is 
constructed using the same statistical model but 
using survey questions that ask about people’s 
support for and approval of the peace process. The 
box-and-whiskers show the average score and 
distribution across the 16 PDETs for each of these 
two indices. The x-axis shows the range, again the 
actual score does not have a substantive meaning 
and it is better to focus on differences between 
PDETs instead of specific scores.  
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ANNEX I: tell me how 
much you trust in

Level of Trust

Doesn’t know Doesn’t answer Not at all Not very much Somewhat A lot

The President

Senate and the House

The Mayor

The Justice System

The Police

The Armed Forces

The Community Action Board

Ethnic or Indigenous Authorities

The ELN

Reintegrated FARC-EP

FARC-EP Political Party

The Catholic Church

The Christian Church

The UN

Press, radio, and television

Community neighbors

Governor

Municipal representatives

Social leaders

State Institutions

Foreigners
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Explanatory Notes. 
1 The questionnaire mainly includes questions related to the past and the present. Several dozen refer to the 
FARC, the FARC-EP, the FARC political party, and former FARC-EP members. Questions are also asked 
separately about FARC dissidents. To simplify the reading, in the text, with a few exceptions (fundamentally 
regarding the period when the armed conflict was active), we will use the terms FARC or ex-combatants of the 
FARC. When the reference is to the new FARC political party, it will be mentioned explicitly. For a programmatic 
overview of this transition, see Estrada, J. (2019).  

2 (High Commissioner for Peace, 2016)

3 Respondents in two PDET areas, Arauca and Sur del Tolima, did not answer this question. For more details on 
the case of Arauca and Sur de Tolima, see the Technical Annex. 

4 See: Firchow, P. (2018). 

5 See: (Dyrstad et al., 2016). 

6 See: (Buhaug & Scott, 2002) and (Raleigh et al., 2010). 

7 See: (Matanock, 2017). 

8 Only 18.5% of registered voters in Guatemala participated in the 1999 referendum, thus the population’s true 
preferences remain hidden.

9 Votes may also, in turn, be influenced by people’s wartime experiences, such as in Colombia, where areas 
that saw more fighting during the armed conflict tended to also have more people vote in favor of the Peace 
Agreement, see: (Weintraub, Michael, Juan F. Vargas, 2015) 

10 (De Juan, Alexander, 2016). 

11 (Arjona, 2016) (Steele, 2017). 

12 (Dyrstad et al., 2016). 

13 (Havard Mokleiv & Weintraub, 2017). 

14 (Collier et al., 2008). 

15 (Mukherjee, 2006); (Collier et al., 2008). 

16 (Toft, 2010), (Sambanis, 2001). 

17 (Hartzell & Hoddie, 2007); (Loyle & Benjamin J, 2017); (Doyle & Nicholas, 2006). 

18 (Hartzell & Hoddie, 2007). 

19 (Collier & Hoeffler, 2004). 

20 (Bitar et al., 2018). 

21 (Mampilly, 2012); (Arjona, 2016). 

22 (UNDP, 2014). 
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23 See in particular (Firchow, 2018); (Mac Ginty, 2014; and (Mac Ginty & Firchow, 2016). 

24 Consejo Nacional de la Política Económica y Social (CONPES) (2018) “Plan Marco de Implementación. 
Acuerdo Final para la terminación del conflicto y la construcción de una Paz Estable y Duradera” (Implementation 
Framework Plan. Final Agreement to End the Armed Conflict and Build a Stable and Long-Lasting Peace.”

25 See the UN Secretary General’s reports https://colombia.unmissions.org/en/reports-secretary-general-0 ; 
Kroc Institute reports https://peaceaccords.nd.edu/barometer/colombia-reports as well as reports by CERAC/
CINEP  https://www.cinep.org.co/Home2/component/k2/tag/CERAC.html 

26 See Colombian Government reports at http://www.portalparalapaz.gov.co/publicaciones/1112/Informesde-
gestion/

27 These include Fundación Ideas para la Paz (Ideas for Peace Foundation), the Democracy Observatory at 
the Universidad de los Andes, and the Fundación Paz y Reconciliación (Peace and Reconciliation Foundation), 
among others.

28 By way of illustration, the Kroc Institute points out that 40% of the provisions of the Agreement are fulfilled 
or are on the right track, three years after signing the Agreement. Kroc Institute for International Studies 
(2019) “Informe 4. Resumen Ejecutivo. 3 años después de la firma del Acuerdo Final de Colombia: hacia la 
transformación territorial. Diciembre 2018-Noviembre 2019” (Report 4. Executive Summary. 3 years after signing 
Colombia’s Final Agreement: towards territorial transformation. December 2018-November 2019.) p.12. The 
exact mention is that “25% of the provisions have been fully implemented. 15% have an intermediate level of 
advancement, that is, are on track to be completed in the established time. Another 36% of the commitments are 
in the initial phase, which means they have simply started. The remaining 24% of the Agreement needs to start 
being implemented.”

29 Afro-Colombian refers to the category “Black, Mulatto, Afro-Colombian, or the African diaspora.” Palenqueros 
and raizales are mentioned separately.  

30 Icononzo is the only municipality in the survey that is not in a PDET area. It should be noted that the MAPS 
survey is not statistically representative at the municipal level, therefore data at this scale are presented for 
illustrative purposes.

31 The option in the questionnaire is to “give money to farmers to plant crops other than coca.”

32 For more details on PDETs, see https://www.renovacionterritorio.gov.co/especiales/especial_PDET/ 

33 The graph shows the estimates and the lines on both sides cover the 95% confidence interval. The model 
weights gender and employment status and include fixed effects and standard errors grouped by municipalities.

34 The question is, “If the Colombian State decided to spend 10% of its taxes on one of the following projects, 
which would you prefer?: build and improve roads, build and improve clinics and hospitals, formalize property 
ownership, improve education, hire more police officers, doesn’t know, doesn’t answer.”

35 0.2% of the area voluntarily eradicated consistently (one year after the first payment was made). As of March 
31, 2020.  UNODC (2020).p.2

36 For a less quantitative - and necessary -  approach to this complex problem, see Ingrid 
Bethancourt’s reflections before the Truth Commission https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Zf-
AkuVUHU  on September 14, 2020, the subsequent FARC statement on kidnapping, from 
September 14, 2020 https://twitter.com/PartidoFARC/status/1305651081410736128?ref_
src=twsrc%5Etfw%7Ctwcamp%5Etweetembed%7Ctwterm%5E1305651081410736128%7Ctwgr%5Eshare_3&ref_
url=https%3A%2F%2F www.eltiempo.com%2Fjusticia%2Fdelitos%2Ffarc-pide-perdon-a-victimas-por-
secuestros-que-cometio-esa-guerrilla-537815 and the subsequent interview with the President of the 
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Truth Commission on September 19, 2020, in Semana magazine https://www.semana.com/nacion/articulo/
deberiamos-poder-decir-nos-la-verdad-francisco-de-roux/202000/ 

37 More than 90% of respondents say they agree with the truth, justice, and reparation for victims component 
of the Agreement. However, when asked about their attitude toward criminal benefits with respect to FARC 
ex-combatants or members of the Armed Forces, “without thinking about what the Peace Agreement says,” the 
respondents showed less positive attitudes

38 For a detailed account of this topic, see Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights 
“Comments on the Declaration on Human Rights Defenders.”

39 For an explanation of the Information System on Aggressions against Human Rights Defenders in Colombia 
(SIADDHH) of “Somos Defensores,” used in the subsequent analysis, see Avila, Ariel. “¿Por qué los matan?” 
(Why are they being killed?), p.43-46. The same document draws a comparison with other available sources of 
information on the subject. Somos Defensores’s reports can be found at https://somosdefensores.org 

40 The difference between the parties ranges from 32% to 43% satisfaction with implementation. However, 
the difference between the parties does not seem to show a substantial gap in terms of: (i) the position in the 
plebiscite (ii) ideological affiliation (iii) the current political alliances.

41 For a general description, see, for example, (Fukuyama, 1996): (Simon and Schuster and Levi and Stoker, 2000). 

42 This can be seen in the October 2020 Invamer survey series. The institution’s favorability values have 
exceeded 60% from 2000 to 2019, reaching 90%. Since mid-2019, this favorability has suffered notable 
oscillations, remaining at 48% in October 2020. 

43 As for the other institutions, we also find that women have less trust in the Armed Forces. For the National 
Police, women report having significantly higher trust in general, but the difference is small.

44 This data on the FARC political party is consistent with the data on “favorable opinions” of the FARC at a 
national level, and similar to that of political parties in general, as shown by the Invamer survey, October 2020.

45 For more details about this section, see the Technical Annex.

46 For details and technical specifications of the model, see the Appendix. 

47 Measures in terms of the model’s goodness-of-fit.

48 (Democracy Observatory et al., 2016, p.29). 

49 UN Mission, figure from November 21, 2020 

50 See https://colombia.unmissions.org/en/documents 

51 ARN in Figures, 30/04/2020

52 Source: UN Verification Mission, as of November 12

53 Graph 29 includes the responses: doesn’t know / doesn’t answer / doesn’t apply, unlike what was presented in 
the thematic analysis in Chapter II. For this reason, the percentages of satisfaction and dissatisfaction are lower.

54 These results differ significantly from those using data from the Democracy Observatory, as in (Arjona Trujillo, 
A, Fergusson Talero, L, Garbiras Díaz et al., 2020). The difference may be attributed to divergence in the wording 
of the questions. 
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55 While this is result is concerning for reconciliation, respondents are slightly more trusting towards ex-
members of the FARC than towards ex-members of paramilitary groups: nearly 80% of respondents say that they 
would not feel comfortable having an ex-member of a paramilitary group as their neighbor.

56 (National Historical Memory Center 2013). 

57 (Cronin Furman & Roxani, 2020, p.9). 

58 Respondents in two PDETs, Arauca and Tolima, were not asked this question.

59 Other pillars of the agreement also refer to victims’ rights, such as the political participation pillar. Victims 
of the conflict were assigned special representation in Congress with 16 seats, but this provision has not been 
approved in Congress. See: https://www.elespectador.com/colombia2020/opinion/curules-para-las-victimas-
volver-lo-esencial-columna-905602/ 

60 See (Rivas, 2016) for a comparative perspective on registries, and (Vargas Reina, 2014) for more information 
on how registration changed as a result of the Victims’ Law.

61 (Rivas, 2016). 

62 The question excludes humanitarian aid such as: rent, healthcare affiliation, groceries.

63 (Presidential Advisory for Stabilization and Consolidation, 2018) 

64 (Blattman, 2009); (Bellows & Miguel, 2009.) 

65 Several of these issues were studied in the 2003 and 2011 National Human Development Reports.

66 DNP (2015). https://www.dnp.gov.co/programas/agricultura/Paginas/Informe-misi%C3%B3n-FInal.aspx 

67 In the near future, with the results of a new round of surveys in 2021, the approach may confirm some of the 
results predicted here and provide more substantial results. 

68 For a more detailed analysis of what happened during the armed conflict, see (National Historical Memory 
Center 2013). 

69 (Democracy Observatory et al, 2019), p.49. 

70 There are five PDETs where the reduction is very small: Bajo Cauca and Nordeste Antioqueño (1%), Pacífico 
Medio (2%), Pacífico and Frontera Nariñense (-4%), Alto Patía-Norte del Cauca (9%) and Arauca (9%). These five 
PDETs are among the six PDETs in the worst situation.

71 (Forero, 2020). 

72 It is worth mentioning here that the most serious problems “in their municipality” for respondents are, in 
this order: unemployment, organized crime, corruption, healthcare services, domestic violence, roads and 
highways (these monopolize the majority of responses), followed by conflict, poverty, quality of public services, 
immigration, drug trafficking, illegal mining, and justice. This is a unique response.

73 The UNDP has analyzed this issue in several reports. UNDP (1994), UNDP (2009-2010), UNDP (2013- 2014). 

74 The questions about justice are asked as follows: “In your community, who was responsible for enforcing 
justice? Examples: (petty crime, theft, mugging, drug addiction).” This applies both to the question referring to 
the period prior to the Agreement and to “the last six months.”
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75 The rest are 17% that “doesn’t know” or “doesn’t answer,” and 4% who responded with “another” option. 

76 Against 16% who “don’t know” or respond “other”.

77 510 observations

78 According to the survey data, Bajo Cauca and Nordeste Antioqueño is the third PDET with the most influence 
of armed groups.

79 People who have already completed the land restitution process are excluded from the calculation.

80 This calculation is made based on their beneficiaries. However, if the URT’s mission was to reach all the victims 
who state “No, even though land was lost, I do not know how to start a restitution process,” who could potentially 
have been affected by land dispossession, this percentage would drop significantly from 42% to 16%. Yet another 
example of the magnitude of the challenges facing the implementation of peace in Colombia.

81 This satisfaction is related to Indicator 16.6.2 of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) in the 2030 Agenda, 
which points to the % of the population satisfied with their last public service experience.

82 These three programmatic interventions are the only ones that have been analyzed in this report. The 
methodology is similar. Compare the perceptions of satisfaction with the topics analyzed - reintegration, provision 
of property titles, and the substitution of illicit crops - against a sample of selected municipalities and the rest of 
the municipalities in the survey. In the case of reintegration, these are the municipalities where an ETCR existed. 
For the ANT, this is a selection of priority municipalities for intervention.  In the case of illicit crop substitution, 
all the municipalities with PNIS presence where there is survey data were used. Since the information at the 
municipal level is not statistically representative, the analysis is merely illustrative. In the future, it would be 
advisable to have more in-depth work on public policy evaluation, combining different sources of available 
information.

83 It is worth mentioning that the survey does not specifically target FARC-EP ex-combatants. The municipalities 
analyzed are: Arauquita, Buenos Aires, Icononzo, Miranda, Patía, Planadas, Puerto Asís, San Andrés de Tumaco, 
San José del Guaviare, and Tibú.

84 Areas where there is regular UN presence seem to have slightly more favorable perceptions towards living with 
ex-combatants.

85 The following municipalities have been selected for this analysis: Chaparral, Cáceres, Ciénaga, Montelíbano, 
Planadas, Pradera, Puerto Libertador, Rioblanco, San Juan del Cesar, Valdivia, and Valencia.

86 10% neither agree nor disagree. This information is available for a sub-sample of 5,395 respondents, selected 
randomly in the context of an academic experiment.

87 It should be noted that a detailed analysis focusing on the intervention areas of forced eradication has not 
been carried out. 

88 Source Departamento Administrativo nacional de Estadística (DANE) https://www.dane.gov.co/index.
php/estadisticas-por-tema/pobreza-y-condiciones-de-vida/pobreza-y-desigualdad/pobreza-monetaria-
ymultidimensional-en-colombia-2019 

89 The municipalities are Barbacoas, Cáceres, Caucasia, El Bagre, El Charco, El Tarra, Montelíbano, Mosquera, 
Puerto Libertador, San Andrés de Tumaco, San Calixto, Sardinata, Tibú, Tierralta, Valencia. Although these 
municipalities are part of the so-called “Future Areas,” they are not a statistically representative sample of these 
areas.

90 Invamer Survey #137, Colombia. June 2020.
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91 UN (2020). 

92 The questionnaire uses the term BACRIM. However, the acronym Grupos Armados Organizados (GAO) 
(Organized Armed Groups) is more common today.

93 This information is not available for Arauca and Sur del Tolima.

94 In this PDET, the figure of “responsible for violence” reaches 10% of respondents for the Armed Forces.

95 This question does not include Sur de Tolima and Arauca.

96 The question is “Now please think about the future. In the coming year, would you like to continue living 
here?”

97 Mention the paper about Tumaco and Mesetas, see: https://www.prio.org/Projects/Project/?x=1779 
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