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ments sustain contention and credibly assert autonomy from warring factions, they
reshape the fixed and competing preferences of warring parties, rendering reform
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apply a mixed-methods design combining natural language processing, regression
models, and process tracing to examine whether and how rural movements in-
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citizen demands and land-related provisions, I show that rural movements shaped
commitments to redistribution. Through interview and archival evidence, I demon-
strate that movements shifted the costs of elite resistance—the crisis credibility
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bility mechanism. These findings highlight the crucial role of unarmed civilians in
resolving conflict-related inequalities.
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1 Introduction

Civil war often exacerbates deep-seated inequalities, casting civilians in an ever-growing
pool of dispossessed communities. Amid uncertainty and coercion, armed actors, state
officials, and economic elites forcibly strip poor communities of their homes and land

(h“ellezj, IZOQﬂ; bteelel, lZOl?I; |Cramer and W00d|, lZOl?I). However, as war draws to an

end, peace negotiations have increasingly become crucial instances for addressing such
inequalities, particularly in land ownership and resource management. Figure EI shows
that, from 1991 to 2022, 40 out of 79 peace settlements—ranging from comprehensive
peace agreements to post-conflict conflict constitutions—addressed land reform. These

dispositions targeted issues such as land ownership, agricultural support services for the

rural poor, and property returns (rBell and Badanjakl, bOld)‘ Land reform provision pri-

marily involve transfers of land ownership from large landholders to landless peasants

through state-sponsored compensation and financing (tKeels and MasonL |2019|). Notably,

30 of these settlements included provisions for land ownership by ethnic and tribal com-

munities.
Figure 1: Civil War Peace Agreement Provisions on Land Reform (1991-2022)
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This trend challenges the conventional wisdom that civil war peace bargaining pri-

marily focuses on political incorporation for the opposition while preserving the status

quo in wealth distribution—a concept coined as liberal peace (IDoyleI, lZOlj; tRichmondL




2006). Such assumption is reinforced by traditional theories of negotiated transitions,
which suggest that economic redistribution is often sidelined since warring parties are
primarily concerned with securing a new democratic framework rather than disrupting
entrenched wealth structures (O’Donnell et al), 1986). While the opposition may push for
both political incorporation and wealth redistribution, incumbent parties are generally
more willing to grant costly concessions on political incorporation if the existing distribu-
tion of wealth remains untouched. This challenge becomes even more pronounced when
elites control fixed assets like land, which complicates efforts to democratize and redis-
tribute wealth (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2001; Ansell and Samuels, 2010; Boix, 2003;
Ziblatti, 2008). Why is land redistribution enshrined in civil war peace settlements?

In this article, I develop and test a theory highlighting why and how wunarmed op-
position mobilization drives land redistribution in civil war peace settlements, focusing
on rural social movements, such as Indigenous, Afro-descendant, and peasant organiza-
tions. In contexts of massive violence, I argue that non-belligerent, rural movements
emerge as consequential actors who reshape property relations for the rural poor. Peace
negotiations create openings for redistribution when rural movements show mobilization
strength, that is, the degree to which they sustain contention—organizational capacity—
and credibly assert autonomy from armed groups—distancing capacity. Deploying mo-
bilization strength, movements reshape the fixed and competing preferences of warring
factions, rendering redistribution as an admissible concession. Rural movements influ-
ence these redistributive commitments by activating two mechanisms. First, through
crisis credibility, movements impose material costs on elite resistance, altering the strate-
gic calculus of warring parties who believe that reform is an urgent response. Second,
through moral credibility, movements recast land redistribution as a legitimate civilian
imperative rather than a rebel concession.

To test the observable implications of my argument, I examine the 2012-2016 Colom-
bian peace negotiation between the Santos moderate administration and the revolutionary
guerrilla group FARC-EP (Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia - Ejército del
Pueblo). Colombia represents a least-likely case for land redistribution in civil war peace
settlements, since it endured a long-running civil war marked by massive dispossession
and elite resistance to land reform. I employ a mixed-methods research design integrat-

ing natural language processing, OLS regression analysis, and process tracing. To assess



whether rural mobilization influences peace agreement content (Hypothesis 1), I estimate
correlations between rural movements sending petitions to the bargaining table and text
similarity between citizen proposals and land-related provisions in the peace agreement. I
measure textual alignment by applying a Bag-of-Words (BoW) model intended to capture
lexical similarity—or word overlap between documents (Manning et al), 2008; |Ash et al,,
2024) and a Sentence-BERT (SBERT) model to measure semantic similarity—that is,
whether words used in two different documents convey similar meaning (Widmann and
Wich, 2022; Licht,, 2023). Then, I use process tracing to examine the causal mechanisms
through which rural mobilization influenced peace negotiation outcomes (Hypotheses 2
and 3). Finally, I leverage within-case comparison of two negotiation deadlocks to eval-
uate rival explanations, such as the claim that redistributive commitments are driven by
moderate governments—the elite concession hypothesis—or that they are extracted by
rebels—the rebel extraction hypothesis.

My data collection includes a novel dataset recording 8,238 civilian petitions submit-
ted to the Havana peace table, negotiation records, protest agreements signed between
movements and the government, as well as 47 in-depth interviews with government and
insurgent negotiators and social movement representatives collected during 16 months
of fieldwork. The original dataset on citizen proposals provides a robust proxy of rural
mobilization for land redistribution during peace negotiations in Colombia.

The combined evidence supports the argument that rural movements shape land com-
mitments in peace settlements. First, I observe that proposals endorsed by at least one
rural movement exhibit higher similarity scores to the agreement’s land dispositions. Sec-
ond, CPOs nested within the analytical narrative indicate that rural protest raised the
political and economic costs of ignoring land claims while mobilization autonomy from
rebels bolstered legitimacy for redistribution. Third, I demonstrate that variation in
mobilization strength offers a more compelling explanation than either of the two lead-
ing alternatives for why coca growers influenced dispositions on illicit crop substitution
while peasants failed to include provisions on collective property rights, despite similar
government and rebel strategies and elite resistance within the same negotiation setting

The bargaining theory of land redistribution developed in this article contributes to
scholarship on negotiated transitions, non-violent collective action, and the political econ-

omy of redistribution. Building on growing scholarship on civilian agency in civil wars



(Good, 2024; Berman et al{, 2023; Nilsson and Svensson, 2023), I bring non-armed social
movements to the center of war termination explanations, suggesting that civilians are
not passive victims nor subordinates to warring factions and international organizations
in conflict resolution (Fearon, 1995; Findley, 2013; Hartzell and Hoddie, 2007; Walter,
2021). Additionally, I specify the causal mechanisms through which unarmed social mobi-
lization affects redistribution in civil war settlements. Extending prior scholarship on the
effect of nonviolent tactics on regime change (Pinckney, 2020; Chenoweth and Stephan,
2013; Gausd, 2022; Kadivar and Ketchley, 2018; Amat and Trilling, 2025), I suggest that
together material disruption and moral legitimacy bolster non-armed civilians’ bargaining
capacity vis-a-vis warring factions at the table. Finally, I show that peace negotiations
can become critical openings for redistribution where unarmed civilians marshal mobiliza-
tion capacity to shape land reform. I thus extend existent work that largely centers land
redistribution on incumbent calculations in authoritarian regimes, emerging democracies,

and post-revolutionary regimes (Albertus, 2015; Boone, 2014; Lapp, 2004; DeMare, 2019).

2 A Bargaining Theory of Land Redistribution: The
Role of Unarmed Opposition

Land inequality operates both a driver and a consequence of civil war. Disputes over land
access and use serve as a catalyst for rebellion and rural-poor mobilization (Lopez-Uribe
and Sanchez Torres, 2024; Mitchell, 1968; Wood, 2003). In turn, armed confrontation
exacerbates land inequality, leading to a growing number of dispossessed peasants and
widespread grievances (Cramer and Richards, 2011). Under such circumstances, land
becomes a central issue in peace negotiation, as addressing these grievances is essential
for resolving the underlying sources of conflict (Keels and Mason, 2019). Why is land
redistribution enshrined in civil war peace settlements?

I argue that the strength of unarmed opposition collective action compels warring

parties to compromise on land redistribution in civil war peace settlements.ﬁl I define

!Drawing on prior political economy scholarship (Albertus, 2015; Borras, Saturning, 2012), I under-
stand land redistribution as a specific form of land reform, which extracts land from prior holders—
whether formally titled owners or de facto claimants—to poor populations. Land redistribution encom-
passes uncompensated or compensated expropriation of large estates to provide land for smallholders, the
reallocation of contested public and private land for marginalized communities, and voluntary transfers
with compensation for prior owners and free-of-charge for beneficiaries.



unarmed opposition as the collective action of non-elite civilians, who do not engage in
insurgent action, but instead rely on their organizational and moral resources to mobilize
their claims under the high-risk circumstances of civil Waur.E In contrast to elites, these
actors draw on their territorial networks of activism rather than wealth or institutional
prestige. Unlike armed groups, they do not wield the power of weapons; instead they
claim legitimacy as civilians who have borne the brunt of conflict. Nor are these actors
reducible to insurgent action: while they may at times share agendas with armed groups,
they mobilize as autonomous civilians.

Unarmed opposition actors involve a wide range of grassroots organizations—such
as labor unions, faith-based communities, neighborhood or shantytown associations, and
social movements—that contest inequality and exclusion. Rural movements are often at
the frontline of unarmed opposition, as the rural poor are disproportionately exposed to
dispossession. Despite differences in their standpoints (e.g., race, ethnicity, or gender),
these movements share a common plight, namely the lack of land ownership necessary for
securing their livelihoods, preserving cultural practices, and exercising political autonomy.

I posit that peace negotiations create the initial conditions for redistribution. While
these negotiations recalibrate government preferences and weaken the veto power of re-
calcitrant factions resistant to economic reform, they often introduce novel institutions—
such as public forums, citizen assemblies, or constitutional conventions—that expand
political space for formerly excluded actors and their suppressed demands (Fearon|, 1995;
Garcia-Montoya, Giiiza-Gémez, and Saffon, 2025). Peace negotiations usually involve two
warring factions, who hold competing redistributive preferences. Moderate elites—often
center-right or center-left governments—view peacemaking primarily as a vehicle for mar-
ket integration rather than redistribution (Martin et al), 2008; Stewart and Fitzgerald,
2000).

In contrast, revolutionary insurgents—who are committed to overthrowing previous
orders (Balcells and Kalyvas, 2025, p. 5)—advocate for radical wealth redistribution.
Their maximalist preferences are rooted in both ideological and instrumental concerns.

First, highly committed insurgents often prioritize deontological reasons over strategic

21 choose not to employ the term “civil society,” which is commonly used in the literature on civilian
mobilization in peace processes (Paffenholz, 2014; Nilsson and Svensson, 2023; Haass et al|, 2022). This
label collapses diverse civilian organizations with starkly different financial capacity, prestige, and territo-
rial presence—such as political parties, NGOs, think tanks, business associations, and social movements—
into a single category.



calculation when determining the terms of the agreement (Ginges and Atran, 2011).
Second, rebel leaders perceive land reform as a potential victory they can claim credit for
in post-settlement elections in which organizational survival stands a priority (Matanock,
2017).

Negotiation over land redistribution begins when revolutionary insurgents introduce
land reform as a bargaining issue. Yet, rebels cannot unilaterally force the government
to concede. Governments face strong incentives to resist redistributive policies, which
threaten rather than advance the interests of their core constituencies (Joshi and Quinn,
2015). Business firms and landowning elites, in particular, marshal their financial and
political resources to constrain the government’s bargaining capacity to make concessions
that would jeopardize their wealth, even when doing so might facilitate a settlement. In
response, insurgents seek to overcome such resistance by demonstrating military might
on the battlefield. Escalated guerrilla operations signal both their capacity to prolong
war and the risks of excluding redistribution from the settlement agenda (Leventoglu and
Metternich, 2018).

While insurgent attacks may persuade economic elites and the government to see con-
cessions as a less costly option compared to prolonged instability, they also cast doubt
on the government’s ability to provide stability. Prolonged violence risks framing conces-
sions as capitulation rather than negotiation, heightening elite opposition (Crisman-Cox;,
2022). For instance, elites exploit temporary ceasefire breaches by insurgents, portraying
costly concessions as rewards for rebel treachery, which in their view ought to be pun-
ished rather than accommodated (Sticher, 2021)). Therefore, insurgents find themselves
in a bind: while continued combat strengthens their bargaining position on incompatible
demands central to their political program and support base, it simultaneously constrains
the government’s concession capacity.

I argue that rural social movements with mobilization strength allow warring parties
to overcome such redistributive gridlock. Rural movements are uniquely positioned to
influence peace bargaining. Rooted in the daily grievances of the rural poor, these ac-
tors draw on embedded territorial networks to organize collective action and scale local
contention outward through occupations, protests, and blockades (Kadivar and Ketch-
ley, 2018; Thurber, 2021; Della Porta, 2014; Rossi, 2017). As local actors, movements

also bridge constituencies dispersed by war, turning scattered grievances into collective



demands that carry weight at the negotiating table (Berman et al), 2023; Gause, 2022;
Brockett,, 2005; Scott], 1992).

Mobilization strength constitutes a key property for rural movements to shape the
fixed and competing preferences of government and insurgents toward redistribution.
I understand mobilization strength along two dimensions: organizational capacity and
distancing capacity. Mobilization strength requires a baseline of both capacities. Move-
ments that fail in either dimension lack the organizational and credibility endurance to
influence peace negotiations. Organizational capacity refers to a movement’s ability to
mount multiple mobilization events—such as protest, demonstrations, or petitions—that
span geographical areas and target centers of political or economic power (Collier and
Collier, 2002, p. 67). Rural movements demonstrate high organizational capacity when
they launch several actions in locations central to government authority and economic
development, even if these events are geographically clustered. Conversely, movements
are weak on this dimension when their actions are sporadic and confined to areas outside
the reach of state or capital.

Distancing capacity refers to a movements’ ability to credibly organize as autonomous
from the infrastructure and claim-making of armed actors. Building upon Bermeg (2003),
I argue that distancing capacity extends beyond than mere condemnation of rebel vio-
lence. It involves maintaining independent leadership, networks, resource flows, and
holding civilian demands distinct from rebel agendas. Movements exhibit high distanc-
ing capacity when both infrastructure independence and claim-making differentiation are
present. A movement cannot credibly claim autonomy from armed factions if it couches
demands in democratic framings but continues to operate within insurgent networks.

When movements show mobilization strength, they play three key roles in peace
negotiations. First, they act as informational conduits toward both warring factions
who are filled with mistrust and lack accurate knowledge of rural grievances after years
of armed confrontation. Second, rural movements introduce new policy agendas that
neither the government nor insurgents initially prioritize. Prolonged war often severs
ties between rural populations and formal or insurgent forces, leaving both factions with
outdated or incomplete expectations. Third—and most importantly—movements reshape
the redistributive preferences of both parties, allowing both sides to shift toward a shared

willingness to include redistribution in the settlement. Hence, I expect that:



H1. Rural social movements with high mobilization strength increase the likelihood
that civil war peace settlements will include provisions on land redistribution.

I posit that two causal mechanisms connect the strength of rural mobilization to
the inclusion of land redistribution commitments in peace settlements: crisis credibility
and moral credibility. Crisis credibility arises when sustained mobilization renders land
redistribution urgent for reaching a negotiated settlement. Unlike insurgents, who extract
concessions through military threats, rural movements draw on organizational capacity
to deploy unarmed strategies, including strikes, land occupations, and protests. These
disruptions raise the costs of resistance for governments and business elites, who come
to see land reform as the least costly path to stability (Collier and Collier, 2002; Garay,
2016; Wood, 2000). At the same time, mobilization provides external validation for
insurgents’ redistributive claims, strengthening their bargaining position. Ultimately,
crisis credibility shifts the costs of sidelining redistribution from negotiated settlement.
Therefore, I hypothesize that:

H2. Rural social movements with high mobilization strength increase the likelihood of
redistributive land reform in peace settlements by raising the perceived costs of excluding
redistribution.

Moral credibility emerges when rural mobilization demonstrates that land redistribu-
tion is a legitimate demand of autonomous civilians rather than a concession coerced by
armed actors. For insurgents, this civilian mandate allows them to fold redistribution
into their negotiation agenda without appearing to bargain solely for organizational sur-
vival. For governments, it provides political cover to grant concessions without appearing
weak or complicit. In sharp contrast to armed groups, unarmed movements often enjoy
broader moral legitimacy, particularly among aggrieved rural populations and sympa-
thetic urban constituencies (Kadivar and Ketchley, 2018; Chenoweth and Schock, 2015;
Leventoglu and Metternich, 2018). This second mechanism affords political legitimacy
for redistribution, widening the scope for agreement. Hence, I hypothesize that:

H3. Rural social movements with high mobilization strength increase the likelihood
of redistributive land reform in peace settlements by increasing the legitimacy of redis-
tribution.

In this argument, civilian agency is constitutive of the role that movements play in

shaping redistributive outcomes. While rural movements may at times align with insur-



gents on redistributive agendas, they are not merely epiphenomenal to rebel groups. In
many instances, movements harbor grievances against official and rebel violence, emerg-
ing as contenders to each side (Kalyvag, 2006; Tavanti, 2002; Wilson, 1992).

This argument assumes a baseline capacity for rural mobilization under conditions of
civil war. Yet this capacity is not uniformly present across all conflicts. In wars where
repression escalates to genocidal violence, civilian agency is often decimated, rendering
movements devoid of leadership, networks, or territorial bases. Under such extreme
conditions, the rural poor face significant barriers to reconstituting collective action and
influencing negotiations (Stoll, 1994; Beswick, 2010, 2013). Even when rural mobilization
persists, movements often confront severe stigmatization, particularly in contexts where
elites collapse peaceful tactics and legitimate claims into rebellion—as observed during
Cold War-era civil wars (Brockett, 2005; Carroll, 2011). In such radicalized environments,
distancing capacity becomes key to signaling civilian agency and thus building legitimacy

at the negotiating table.

3 Empirical Case: the 2012-2016 Peace Negotiation
in Colombia

To test the observable implications of my argument, I examine the 2012-2016 peace
negotiation between the moderate government of Juan Manuel Santos and the guerrilla
group FARC-EP. Colombia constitutes a least-likely case for land redistribution in civil
war peace settlements. The country experienced one of the most protracted civil wars
in the Western Hemisphere, where approximately 8.3 million hectares of land—roughly
twice the size of Belgium—were forcibly taken from peasants, particularly in the 1990s
and 2000s (Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica, 2013, p. 76). Landed elites long
resisted land redistribution despite several policies aimed at reducing land inequality
(Gutiérrez Sanin, 2010; Albertus, 2015). In wartime, paramilitary groups, state forces,
and rebel groups repressed civilians and dispossessed peasants of their land ([Tellez, 2022;
Bandiera, 2021)). By design, Colombia provides a hard test of my argument: if rural
social movements can shape warring factions’ commitments to redistribution under these
inhospitable conditions, the argument plausibly extends beyond this case.

From the outset, land inequality emerged as a central concern at the bargaining table.
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In addition, the warring factions established proposal-making forums and consultation
meetings to gather citizen input from a diverse array of actors, including social move-
ments, business groups, NGOs, and political parties. Proposal-making forums entailed
state-sanctioned, nationwide meetings facilitated by nonpartisan actors like the United
Nations Development Program and Universidad Nacional de Colombia. To minimize
citizen co-optation, neither Santos’ administration nor FARC-EP could participate in
these meetings (Oficina del Alto Comisionado para la Paz - Presidencia de la Republica,
2018, p. 46). Consultation meetings invited external actors to offer in-depth insights
given their technical expertise, academic work, and first-hand experience (Oficina del
Alto Comisionado para la Paz - Presidencia de la Republica, 2018, p. 45-46) (interviews
20, 29, 26, 47). Adhering to principles of confidentiality, non-mediation, and celerity, the
negotiating parties facilitated these participatory spaces while retaining their own bar-
gaining capacity. Thus, civilian organizations formally lacked decision-making authority
and were unlikely to shape negotiation outcomes directly.

At the same time, rural movements staged widespread protests and strikes, notably
during the nationwide 2013 agrarian strike (Belgioioso et al), 2024). Demonstrators in-
cluded small- and mid-sized farmers from well-integrated areas, as well as poor peasant
settlers, landless workers, and indigenous peoples from marginal frontier regions. Key de-
mands included land redistribution, state restrictions on extractive industries, and tariff
protections for domestic agriculture. Between 2013 and 2014, coca-growing peasants also
launched regional strikes across the country, demanding state-sponsored crop substitu-
tion programs, land ownership and collective rights, and reparations for forced eradication
(Cruz Rodriguez, 2017; Ramirez, 2017).

On August 26, 2016, the warring factions signed a comprehensive peace agreement,
which includes three cornerstone land reform mechanisms. First, the accord established a
land fund aimed at granting poor peasants farmland property rights free of charge, which
contrasts with other land mechanisms outlined in peace accords, such as the Guatemalan
land fund that allocated land through credits (Granovsky-Larsen, 2019). This fund re-
allocates 3 million hectares of land from private owners who had unlawfully acquired
property to landless peasants. It also formalizes property rights for 7 million hectares
already occupied by small-scale farmers.

A key component of land reform is the crop substitution program for coca-growing
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peasants. This program offers land property rights, agricultural services, and cash trans-
fers and food ait to support peasants in ceasing coca cultivation. Unlike previous pro-
grams that forcibly eradicated crops, this initiative encourages peasants to voluntarily
cease coca cultivation through participatory institutions at the local level. Second, state
agricultural services encompass housing, technical assistance, public infrastructure, and
credit for land reform beneficiaries. Third, the peace accord boosts the 2011 land resti-
tution program aimed at recovering property rights and use over dispossessed land by
strengthening agricultural service and return programs for victims of forced displacement

and dispossession.

4 Mixed-Methods Research Design

I employ a mixed-methods research design that integrates natural language processing
techniques, regression analysis, and process tracing. The quantitative analysis assesses
whether rural movements shaped peace agreement content (H1). The qualitative analysis
probes how these actors influenced the accord, elucidating the causal mechanisms of crisis
credibility and moral credibility (H2 and H3). Drawing upon Causal Process Observations
(CPOs) embedded in an analytical narrative, I evaluate two main rival explanations—the
elite concession hypothesis and the rebel extraction hypothesis. Together, quantitative
and qualitative evidence allows me to evaluate both the average effects of rural mobiliza-
tion on the 2016 peace agreement and the process through which movements influenced
redistributive commitments.

To test hypothesis 1, I estimate correlations between the type of civilian organiza-
tions that submitted petitions to the Havana peace table and the degree of similarity
between these proposals and land provisions in the 2016 agreement. I exploit variation
across citizen proposals collected in proposal-making forums between 2012 and 2016. I
take advantage of access to a comprehensive dataset recording 67,371 proposals submit-
ted by 18,766 individuals (46,17% men, 31,83% women, and 21,99% unspecified gender)
and 4,101 international, national, and local organizations. Since the original data do not
assign unique IDs to individual petitioners, I focus on variation within collective peti-
tioners. I constructed a new database disaggregating 8,238 rural-related proposals from

1,401 collective petitioners, coding organization profiles, represented constituencies, issue
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classification across the peace agenda, and geographic scope of each.

The key independent variable is the strength of rural mobilization, which is measured
as a binary indicator equal to 1 if at least one rural movement signed the proposal. I
manually coded citizen organizations into rural movements or non-rural movements for
each proposal submitted to the Havana peace table. Rural movements include grassroots
organizations—such as community action boards (or village- and neighborhood-level or-
ganizations), or territorial organizations (or movimientos de base)—that represent the
rural poor—including indigenous resquardos or Afro-descendant collective territories and
peasant organizations. Non-rural movements encompass NGOs, think tanks, business
firms, economic interest groups, and political parties. Coding procedures are detailed in
Appendix Section 1.3.

The dependent variable is the inclusion of commitments on land redistribution in
the 2016 peace settlement. Following Joshi et al) (2015), I understand peace agreement
commitments as dispositions that enshrine concrete, executable policies. To operational-
ize this outcome, I measure the degree of similarity between each citizen proposal and
land-related provisions in the peace agreement, using both lexical and semantic similarity
metrics. Lexical similarity captures shared vocabulary or identical text segments, while
semantic similarity identifies shared meaning, even when different terms are used.

I implement two complementary approaches. First, I use a Bag-of-Words (BoW)
model with term frequency—inverse document frequency (TF-IDF) weighting, which com-
putes cosine similarity between proposal and the agreement. This method converts each
document into a high-dimensional vector of word frequencies and compares them by cal-
culating the cosine of the angle between these vectors. Scores range from —1 (completely
dissimilar) to 1 (identical); in my dataset, they span from 0.02 to 0.716, with a mean
of 0.306. BoW models are widely used in computational political science for measur-
ing text alignment and document similarity (Manning et all, 2008; Garrett and Jansa,
2015; Hazelton and Hinkle, 2022; |Ash et al., 2024; Hager and Hilbig, 2020; Blumenau,
2019; Carlson, 2019). Appendix Section 1.2 details the implementation of BoW cosine
similarity.

Second, I employ a Sentence-BERT (SBERT') model to capture deeper semantic re-
lationships between proposals and agreement content (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019).

Unlike BoW, which relies solely on word frequency, SBERT generates contextual embed-
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dings by encoding dense vector representations that reflect sentence meaning accounting
for both word order and surrounding context. SBERT is increasingly used to extract
meaning in political texts (Bestvater and Monroe, 2022; Widmann and Wich, 2022; [Licht],
2023). Since the peace agreement exceeds SBERT’s 512-token input limit, I split it into
27 contiguous chunks of up to 512 tokens each. I compute cosine similarity between each
citizen proposal and all 27 chunks of the agreement, and retain the mean of the top-3
similarity scores per proposal. This top-k aggregation method emphasizes the most rel-
evant semantic overlaps while reducing noise from unrelated segments of the agreement.
This mirrors the BoW cosine structure but operates in a semantic vector space rather
than a lexical one. In my dataset, SBERT similarity scores range from 0.137 to 0.769,
with a mean of 0.453. I report main results using SBERT in the body of the paper and
BoW results in the appendix.

To evaluate the relationship between rural mobilization and the inclusion of land-
related provisions in the 2016 peace agreement, I estimate OLS regression models with
year-fixed effects and heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. The unit of analysis is the
individual citizen proposal submitted by civilian organizations. To improve comparability
across variables and enhance interpretability, I standardize continuous covariates. The

general model is specified as follows:

Yj; = Bo+ B1 - RuralMobilization j, + B’Controls i+Y+eEpn (1)

Where Yj; is the standardized similarity score for proposal j submitted in year ¢ and
RuralMobilization ; is the binary indicator of rural signatories. Controls; is a matrix
of standardized proposal-level controls. The vector % captures year fixed effects, which
absorb time-specific shocks—such as changes in negotiations—that might otherwise con-
found the relationship between mobilization and agreement content. I include proposal-
level covariates that may influence proposal-agreement similarity scores. Proposal length
(logged word count) controls for the possibility that longer petitions might be more likely
to show high similarity with the agreement as they elaborate more detailed arguments.
Thematic coverage is a binary variable that takes 1 when a proposal addresses more than
one peace agenda item. Proposals connected to multiple agenda items might be more
likely to resonate with warring factions. Endowed organizations is a variable measuring

the number of civilian organizations reliant upon prestige or institutional access—such
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as political parties, non-grassroots NGOs, and think tanks—that submitted petitions
independently. These actors may shape dispositions through credibility or institutional
access rather than grassroots organizing. As per hypothesis 1, I expect that proposals
endorsed by at least one rural movement will show higher similarity to land commitments
in the peace agreement.

To test Hypotheses 2 and 3, I use process tracing to probe the causal mechanisms of
crisis credibility and moral credibility. I draw on qualitative causal-process observations
(CPOs) embedded in an analytic narrative that reconstructs the causal chain wherein
rural movements influenced negotiations over redistributive land reform (Collier et al.,
2004). T then evaluate the theory against two main alternative explanations—that is, the
elite concession and the rebel extraction hypotheses—based on CPOs that inform a most-
similar comparison of two negotiation deadlocks (Liu, 2024; Zaks, 2017). I compare two
negotiation deadlocks: illicit crop substitution and communal property rights. I exploit
variation in mobilization strength across movements while holding constant government
and insurgent preferences within the same negotiation setting.

The qualitative corpus combines 47 in-depth interviews and original negotiation archives
collected over four fieldwork waves between 2021 and 2023. Interviewees included govern-
ment and FARC negotiators, advisors to each negotiating team, and movement leaders,
who directly participated in negotiation to varying degrees. I conducted semi-structured
interviews, in-person or online, lasting between 30 minutes and 2 hours. I began in-
terviews with contextual questions and follow up with more in-depth inquiries into the
“behind-the-scenes” causal mechanisms relevant to my research, adopting the role of a
“provocateur” (Kapiszewski et al), 2015). More details on recruitment strategies, inter-
view questionnaires, coding, and saturation can be found in Online Appendix Subsections
4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. Archival materials include peace negotiation records, rural move-
ments’ demands, and protest agreements, which were retrieved from open-source digital
archives and fieldwork collection. A full list of archival materials can be found in Online

Appendix Subsection 4.5.
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5 Findings

Quantitative and qualitative evidence shows that rural movements influenced the content
of land reform commitments in the final peace agreement (H1) by deploying crisis credi-
bility (H2) and moral credibility (H3). Through OLS regression analysis, I find that rural
movement proposals are positively associated with land reform stipulations in the peace
agreement. Through process-tracing, I demonstrate how movements shaped negotiators’
expectations about land reform by activating the proposed mechanisms. Comparing two
key negotiation deadlocks over land reform, I show that rural movements were most ef-
fective in compelling warring factions to concede when they deployed both organizational

capacity and distancing capacity.

5.1 Estimating the Effects of Rural Mobilization on Peace Agree-

ment Content

OLS regression model results provide empirical support for the proposed effect of rural
mobilization on land commitments in the 2016 peace agreement (H1). Table m reports
estimates from standard OLS models with year fixed effects and heteroskedasticity-robust
standard errors. Model 1 operationalizes the dependent variable through the SBERT
algorithm (semantic similarity), while Model 2 uses the bag-of-word algorithm (lexical
similarity).

These results indicate that rural mobilization is positively with larger textual align-
ment between citizen proposals and the peace agreement’s land-related commitments at
a statistically significant level. In Model 1, proposals endorsed by at least one rural
movement score approximately 0.18 standard deviations higher on similarity compared
to those without rural movements’ endorsement (p < 0.01), holding other variables con-
stant. Model 2 shows smaller effects—around 0.10-0.12 standard deviations—but still
statistically significant (p < 0.01). Taken together, these findings support Hypothesis 1
positing that rural mobilization correlates with higher lexical and semantic alignment
between citizen proposals and the agreement’s land provisions.

The Online Appendix Section 3 presents results from these model specifications that
retain variables at their original scale. I also estimate these models using cosine similarity

scores between proposals and the revised peace agreement signed on November 24, 2016,
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Table 1: OLS Models Estimating Effect of Rural Mobilization on Proposal-Agreement
Similarity

Model 1: SBERT Similarity Model 2: Bag-of-Words Similarity

Rural Mobilization (Binary) 0.185*** 0.117**

(0.030) (0.032)
Signatures —0.035"** —0.016

(0.009) (0.011)
Proposal Length 0.449*** 0.346***

(0.012) (0.010)
Thematic Coverage 0.148"** 0.142%**

(0.020) (0.021)
Endowed Organization 0.039*** —0.002

(0.014) (0.017)
Year-Fixed Effects Yes Yes
Robust SE Yes Yes
Constant —0.001 —0.041

(0.029) (0.028)
Observations 8,239 8,238
R? 0.248 0.213
Adjusted R? 0.248 0.212
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Robust standard errors (HC3) used in both models. Year fixed effects included.
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following the failed plebiscite. To assess whether the observed associations are artifacts of
the similarity metric or text length, I conduct a placebo test using a sample of security-
sector reform proposals applied to the agreement’s security-related sections, which did
not include substantive security reform. No statistically significant correlations are found

in this placebo sample, lending support to the measurement validity of the main results.

5.2 Mechanisms at Play: Crisis Credibility and Moral Credibil-
ity

How did rural movements shape peace negotiation over land redistribution in the Colom-
bian case? Drawing upon interviews and archival materials, I trace how rural movements
used crisis credibility and moral credibility as mechanisms to narrow the gap between fac-
tions’ preferences for redistribution. Even before public negotiations began, both Santos’
administration and FARC-EP held fixed, competing preferences toward redistribution
(CPO 1). Land inequality surfaced as a central issue early in the talks when FARC-
EP conditioned the formal launch of negotiation on including land reform in the agenda
(interviews 17, 22, 23, 26, and 46) (Acosta, 2010). Initially, insurgents insisted on ex-
propriation as the chief mechanism for land reform, reflecting both this guerrilla group’s
ideological commitments and recruitment base (interviews 22, 26, and 46). Expropria-
tory land reform had long represented “FARC-EP’s DNA,” as former high commanders
described it (interviews 23 and 26).E The group’s composition reinforced this stance: Of
the 10,015 combatants who demobilized in 2017, 7,012 (70%) were peasants ([Universidad
Nacional de Colombia, 2017).

In contrast, the Santos government held minimalist preferences, viewing peace nego-
tiation as a vehicle for global market integration rather than redistribution (interviews 5
and 20). As a high-ranked official noted, “diminishing land concentration was not nec-
essarily incompatible with foreign investment in the countryside (...) where there was
enough farmland to address rural unrest and boost food production for international

supply chains” (interview 5). Such position aligned closely with the administration’s de-

3At the seventh conference held in 1982, the group issued a “revolutionary agrarian reform bill”
mandating de facto redistribution from large landowners to landless peasants. Land reform had previously
been a key theme in peace talks, including the 1984 La Uribe accord and the 1999 FARC-EP Shared
Agenda for Change discussed during the El Cagudn peace talks. At these talks, the guerrilla group also
proposed an illicit crop substitution plan—which was crafted by its high commander Manuel Marulanda
Vélez—reflecting a broader understanding of land reform that extended to war economies.
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velopment strategy, which prioritized mining and agribusiness over redistributive policies
for the rural poor (Jaskoski, 2022; Shenk, 2022).

Against this backdrop of competing preferences, the August 2012 framework agree-
ment marked an inflection point. Santos’ administration agreed to place land issues on
the negotiating agenda (Gobierno de Colombia, nd). Officials described this concession as
“the ‘golden bridge’ for FARC-EP” (interviews 5, 20, 29, and 30) (Gobierno de Colombia,
20121h). Declassified drafts from February and April 2012 included an agenda covering
land titling, restitution for victims of civil war dispossession, and state support for illicit
crop substitution under the rubric of ’agrarian development and rural poverty’ (Gobierno
de Colombia, 2012b,4)).

Following this framework agreement, peace talks moved toward agrarian development
and rural poverty yet the warring factions remained deadlocked over redistribution (CPO
2). Guerrilla negotiators agreed to forgo blanket expropriation, acknowledging that radi-
cal land reform is rarely achieved through negotiated settlement and instead often follows
revolutionary victories—as seen in China, Russia, and Cuba (interviews 22, 26, and 46).
Still rebels insisted on land reform mechanisms aimed at reclaiming large, unproductive
estates and land obtained through violence (interviews 23 and 26) (FARC-EP, 2012). By
contrast, the government narrowed land inequality issues down to violent dispossession
and insecure property rights (interview 5). For Santos’ team, farmers could legitimately
hold vast tracts of land—regardless of use—so as long as ownership was not tied to drug
trafficking or wartime seizure (Bermudez Liévang, 2018, p. 84).

Rural movements emerged as autonomous, unarmed civilians, who helped the factions
overcome such deadlocks by playing three main roles in peace negotiation. First, these
movements transmitted local grievances to both sides to the negotiating table (CPO 3).
Government and insurgent representatives alike drew upon movement demands to refine
their proposals, viewing rural organizations as “ears on the ground” after a long war
that had left both sides disconnected from land grievances (interview 29). Government
negotiators used movement demands to gauge whether proposed policies “would resonate
with affected communities” (interview 20). Similarly, insurgent negotiators grounded
their demands on rural populations’ grievances, systematically aligning their negotiation
documents with the language of rural grievances (interviews 16 and 23).

Second, rural movements introduced substantive policy inputs that expanded the
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scope of warring side’s preferences (CPO 4). Advisors emphasized that movements di-
rected attention beyond land titling to issues such as agricultural subsidies (interviews
29 and 47) and land reform tailored to coca-growing regions (interview 30). FARC-EP
negotiators also used rural movement demands to update their stance on economic re-
distribution at the bargaining table, aligning it more closely with contemporary rural
conflicts (interviews 4, 16, 17, 23, and 46). A former high-ranking commander acknowl-
edged that movement claims updated his understanding of rural grievances: “I had never
encountered demands like food sovereignty until I read proposals from the first nationwide
proposal-making forum in December 2012”7 (interview 17). Echoing this point, peasant
leaders noted that while FARC-EP “had historically framed peasants as agrarian wage-
laborers within a class-based paradigm” (interview 1), the guerrilla group “adapted its
approach to incorporate claims linking land access to political incorporation, which had
been largely overlooked in rebel agendas” (interview 3).

Third, rural movements shaped the fixed and competing preferences of warring fac-
tions through two mechanisms: crisis credibility and moral credibility (CPO 5). Through
crisis credibility, rural mobilization increased the government’s capacity to make costly
concessions despite business resistance. Although expropriation was swiftly ruled out,
alternative land reform measures encountered strong opposition from economic elites,
who only pursued property rights security (interviews 5 and 29). Business groups closely
monitored peace talks, holding regular checkup meetings with officials and appointing
key representatives to the government’s negotiating team (Portafolio, 2015; RCN|, 2015).
Figures such as Sergio Jaramillo (High Commissioner for Peace, formerly head of the
business-led think tank Fundacion Ideas para la Paz), Frank Pearl (former CEO in major
private firms), Alejandro Eder (a prominent figure in the Valle del Cauca sugar industry),
and Luis Carlos Villegas (president of the National Business Association, ANDI) worked
to align peace commitments with private sector interests (interviews 5, 20, and 29).

Rural movements drew on their organizational capacity to stage widespread protest
across Colombian municipalities, raising the costs of resisting reform. Government nego-
tiators recalled that demonstrations compelled them to broaden the range of acceptable
concessions. One official emphasized that “the negotiation team actively coordinated
with local government branches tasked with managing protests, both to contain rural

contention and to ensure that local negotiations with protesters aligned with peace dis-
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positions under discussion in Havana” (interview 30). However, such grassroots influence
was largely unanticipated. Santos’ administration had merely regarded citizens as instru-
ments for triggering political buy-in. As one government negotiator remarked, “citizen
engagement was a small concession” because “citizens cannot act as referees or mediators”
(interview 5).

Through moral credibility, rural movements increased legitimacy for land reform by
reframing it as a civilian demand rather than a rebel reward. Initially, FARC-EP claimed
a spokesperson role for rural grievances, borrowing movement petitions to bolster its
stance. A former commander noted: “In Havana, we simply demonstrated that land
reform demands came from rural communities rather than just insurgents” (interview
23). Yet this strategy risked backfiring because elites could brand costly concessions
as rebel victories. Government negotiators warned against meeting maximalist guerrilla
demands, which would erode public support for the peace process by raising the question
of why the government“should address policies with those who bore weapons?” (Gobierno
de Colombia, 2012b, p. 5).

To counter this perception, movements cultivated distancing capacity to detach land
reform from insurgent ownership and recast it as a broad civic mandate. Interviewees
consistently highlighted how grassroots organizations leveraged their moral authority as
unarmed civilians who did not participate in the war. As one activist put it, “peasant
organizations conveyed a clear message to the government: we raise land demands on
our own terms, seeking to influence reform in the agreement” (interview 15). An indige-
nous leader echoed this point, noting that “ethnic movements articulated their claims as
civilians who were not represented by any side to the table—particularly FARC, which
sought to claim the role of spokesperson for rural communities” (interview 9).

The unarmed nature of rural mobilization provided a credible counterweight to gov-
ernment and elite skepticism. An official underscored: “If the government was negotiating
peace with a guerrilla group, how could it ignore unarmed civilians raising parallel rural
claims?” (interview 5). Therefore, rural movements positioned land reform as a politically

viable policy commitment.
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5.3 Alternative Explanations: Elite Concession and Rebel Ex-

traction

I now turn to assess two main alternative explanations for redistributive commitments
in the 2016 peace agreement. The elite concession hypothesis holds that redistributive
provisions emerge when moderate governments gain autonomy from recalcitrant factions
and adopt pro-poor preferences (Albertus and Menaldd, 2017; Garcia Trujillo, 2020). Ap-
plied to Colombia, this account expects that President Santos would pursue redistributive
reform in the peace agreement, since his administration had gained autonomy from Al-
varo Uribe’s faction, which represented rentier capital opposed to peace negotiation and
redistribution. Moreover, Santos’ administration had already enacted a land restitution
program in 2011—a year before the Havana talks began—signaling preferences for pro-
poor policies. The rebel extraction hypothesis posits that redistribution is forged when
rebel negotiators exploit civilian mobilization to strengthen their bargaining leverage at
the table (Leventoglu and Metternich, 2018; Fearon, 1995). In this case, this alterna-
tive account expects FARC-EP would extract redistribution, as this guerrilla group had
long taken a strong stance on redistribution and it would channel peasant protest into
bargaining power at the table.

To test these explanations, I compare two negotiation deadlocks, namely illicit crop
substitution and communal property rights for peasant communities. Both cases involved
costly concessions, elite resistance, and insurgent support for redistributive measures. Yet
the peace agreement ultimately enshrined commitments on crop substitution yet excluded
provisions on communal land ownership. This most-similar comparison probes whether
variation in mobilization strength—rather than elite concessions or rebel extraction—
better accounts for why some redistributive demands enter peace settlements while others
do not.

In the first case, illicit crop substitution remained a contentious issue at the table
between January 2013 and May 2014. Nearly a year before the topic was formally ad-
dressed, FARC-EP proposed the transfer of land rights and agricultural support for coca
growers, along with the legalization of drug cultivation for cultural and therapeutic pur-
poses (Bermudez Liévang, 2013d). This proposal stood in sharp contrast to the govern-

ment’s militarized “war on drugs” strategy, which had relied on forced eradication and
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criminal prosecution. Between 1994 and 2015, 1.8 million hectares of coca leaf were fu-
migated, causing environmental and health crises (Rodriguez, 2020; Lyons, 201§). From
2005 to 2013, approximately 1,500 peasants were imprisoned on drug-trafficking charges
(Gobierno de Colombia, 20144). Such militarized approach excluded coca growers from
land reform, offering only conditional cash transfers once crops were forcibly eradicated
and promoting agribusiness projects on cleared land (Presidencia de la Republica, 200S;
Gutiérrez Montenegro, 2016). Against the elite concession hypothesis, Santos’ adminis-
tration did not endorse pro-poor reform.

This issue reached deadlock at the bargaining table. On June 11, 2013, peasant

movements launched a 53-day strike in Catatumbo a coca-growing region bordering
Venezuela that ranked third in coca cultivation in 2012 (Oficina de las Naciones Unidas
contra la Droga y El Delitg, 2013). Approximately 7,000 participants demanded the
reallocation of property rights to the poor, communal-use programs, and a halt on forced
eradication and criminal prosecution (Tiempd, 2013b; Cruz Rodriguez, 2017). These
demands nonetheless encountered resistance from oil palm firms, refinery companies, and
drug-trafficking networks, which each sought to preserve control over land for extraction
(interviews 19 and 24) (Espinosa Rincén, 2018). Protest raised the costs of excluding
redistribution from the negotiated settlement. Movements blocked major transportation
routes for oil palm and refinery companies while cutting off commerce with Venezuela
(Tiempo, 2013a). Oil palm firms reported losses of over 1.2 million hectares of produce,
amounting to roughly $5 million USD during the protests (Fedepalma, 2013).
Nonetheless, state officials initially rejected engagement with movements. President
Santos and the Minister of Defense alleged that guerrilla fighters, disguised as civilians,
were orchestrating the protests to establish an autonomous zone for coca cultivation
and arms trafficking (Tiempag, 2013d). The police and military cracked down unarmed
civilians, leaving four dead and over 200 injured (interviews 18, 19, 24, and 41).
Civilian casualties, however, sparked condemnation of state repression among local
authorities, members of Congress, and the UN Office for Human Rights in Colombia
(The Governor of Norte de Santander et al), 2013; Semana, 2013b; Marcha Patridtica,
2013). The Vice-President publicly sided with coca growers, remarking that the govern-
ment “should not pose heavier hand on those who comply with the law than those who

act outside it.” As such, this statement questioned the government’s dual approach to
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rural grievances wherein Santos’ administration advanced peace negotiation over agrarian
issues with FARC-EP in Havana yet refused to engage with unarmed civilians protesting
in Colombia’s countryside ([Tiempd, 2013d).

Between August and December 2013, sustained mobilization forced the government to
seal agreements with peasant organizations, allocating allocated temporary cash trans-
fers and agricultural assistance for licit agricultural transition. These agreements also
halted forced eradication and provided reparations for fumigation victims. Importantly,
they mandated administrative agencies to prioritize property rights allocation in coca-
growing areas (Mac Master and Quinterd, 2013; Escobar Arango and Abril Abril, 2013;
Escobar Arango et all, 2013). These Catatumbo protest negotiations set a precedent
for similar strikes in other coca-growing regions, such as Cauca, Arauca, and Putumayo
(interviews 28, 37, and 39).

Notably, protest agreements became drew boundaries for acceptable concessions on
this issue at the peace table. As a peasant leader noted, “The strikes forced the national
government to recognize us as legitimate interlocutors and to accept that our negotiations
needed to be linked to the peace talks in Havana” (interview 37). A government advisor
further confirmed this influence: “In Havana, we [the government| monitored protest
agreements from Catatumbo, Putumayo, Cauca, and Caqueta to draw the boundaries of
concessions in Havana. We could not commit to anything that conflicted with what other
branches had already agreed with rural communities in rural Colombia” (interview 30).

Alongside protest, peasant movements engaged in parallel talks with insurgent nego-
tiators, tempering their negotiating stance. Activists from coca-growing regions—such as
Catatumbo, Narino, Meta, Caqueta, and Guaviare—met with insurgent representatives
to co-draft proposals on a gradual, voluntary, and participatory substitution program
(interviews 22, 23, 26, 28, 37, 44) (FARC-EP, 20144). Simultaneously, government ne-
gotiators began to view coca growers as autonomous organizations from guerrilla groups,
who advanced legitimate claims. As one official recalled, “the legitimacy of the peasant’s
voice—who actually cultivated coca crops and suffered criminalization—became undeni-
able for both the government and FARC” (interview 30). This evidence suggests that
peasant organizations influenced negotiation outcomes by increasing legitimacy for their
claims through the mechanism of moral credibility. It also indicates that peasant organi-

zations acted as autonomous actors in peace negotiations, challenging a key assumption
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under the rebel extraction hypothesis.

By combining crisis credibility and moral credibility, these movements reshaped the
fixed and competing preferences of Santos’ administration and FARC-EP. By December
2013 and January 2014, both sides had agreed on a substitution program, which shifted
state response from militarization toward transfers of land property and agricultural
services in coca-growing areas (Gobierno de Colombia, 2013¢; FARC-EP, 2013d; Gobierno
de Colombia, 2013d; FARC-EP, 2013a; Gobierno de Colombia and FARC-EP, 2014b).
Nonetheless, negotiations stalled over implementation timelines and forced eradication.
Officials cautioned against the reallocation of property rights to peasants still engaged in
coca cultivation, citing risks of drug-trafficking expansion and international obligations
(Gobierno de Colombia, 2014b; Gobierno de Colombia and FARC-EP, 20144; Gobierng
de Colombig, 2014d,d) (interviews 20, 29, and 30). In contrast, FARC-EP insisted on
delivery of land and services in tandem with coca-leave eradication on a voluntary basis
(Gobierno de Colombia and FARC-EP,, 2014b; FARC-EP|, 2014b) (interviews 22, 23, and
26).

On May 16, 2014, the warring sides reached a partial agreement that allowed coca
growers to gain land rights and state support as they transitioned to licit production.
The program also established participatory institutions for local communities to shape
development projects in former war-economy enclaves. While the government rejected a
fully gradual rollout, it conceded to start support before forced eradication, reserving it
as a last 1resort.H The final agreement closely mirrored peasant demands. A Catatumbo
peasant put it, “When compared to the 2013 protest agreement, the 2016 peace accord
enshrined core principles we proposed.” (interview 19).

In the second case, collective land ownership for peasant communities remained as a
contentious issue at the table between October 2012 and May 2013. Until late 2012, land
negotiations significantly stalled over the withdrawal of property rights on unproductive
land (Bermudez Liévano, 2018). In December 2012, peasant organizations demanded
communal property rights (interviews 2, 19, 24, 27, 40, and 44). In January 2013, FARC-
EP formally integrated these claims into its agenda (interviews 4, 16, 17) (FARC-EP,

2013b). Against what the rebel extraction hypothesis would expect, this evidence suggests

4The agreement ambiguously referenced aerial fumigation, which was later banned in 2015 after the
World Health Organization classified glyphosate as a carcinogen (BBC News Mundo, 2015).
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that movements brought a new outcome to the table that neither the government nor
rebels had initially introduced.

By March 2013, however, the government firmly rejected peasants’ proposal, argu-
ing that collective ownership should remain exclusive to Indigenous and Afro-descendant
communities (Gobierno de Colombia, 2013d,a,h). Further, the Ministries of Defense and
Agriculture, along with military officials, alleged that peasant reserve zones served as
guerrilla strongholds (Oficina del Alto Comisionado de Naciones Unidas, 2013; Semana,
2013a). At the same time, the Ministry of Mines and Energy reassured extractive compa-
nies that peasant collective land rights would not interfere with mining and hydrocarbon
projects (Bermiidez Liévano, 20134). Beyond the table, elites closed ranks against com-
munal land ownership. The National Cattle Ranchers’ Federation (FEDEGAN) dismissed
peasant reserve zones as “guerrilla enclaves” ([E1 Nuevo Siglg, B 14), while agribusiness
and mining firms feared that extending communal property rights to peasants would un-
dermine their undergoing projects. At the time, local communities had engaged in open
confrontation with the extractive sector by threatening mining and energy projects at
the ballot box in popular consultations (Shenk, 2022; Jaskoski, 2022; Rodriguez-Franco,
2017). Official government statements and alliance with elites indicate that Santos’ ad-
ministration prioritized elite economic interests and security concerns, thus undercutting
the elite concession hypothesis. Even with relative autonomy from the Uribe-led and
capital rentier faction, the government did not pursue a pro-poor agenda on this issue.

As negotiations reached deadlock, peasant convened a national summit where 3,000
rural leaders ratified the proposal for communal property in March 2013 (interviews
12 and 15) (Bermudez Liévano, 2013b; Garcia-Reyes, 2013). Movements also sought
to take their demands directly to Havana, but unlike coca growers, they were denied
formal participation in peace talks (FARC-EP, 2013d) (interviews 2, 19, 24, 27, 40, and
44). Excluded from official channels, peasant leaders instead engaged in parallel talks
with FARC-EP, co-drafting a communal land ownership proposal (interview 44). This
evidence once again suggests that movements were not passive instruments of insurgents
but rather pursued autonomous strategies to shape negotiations.

On May 26, 2013, negotiators reached an agreement on rural development, which
pledged to boost the implementation of peasant reserve zones yet did not upgrade them to

communal property. Three months later, peasant movements staged the largest agrarian
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strike seen in the country since the massive protests of the 1960s and 1970s (interviews
12, 15, 21) (Ardila Arrieta and Nicolds Guillot, 2013). Peasant movements from 641
municipalities submitted 98,550 protest demands, including 14,312 claims on land access
for the rural poor, the recognition of landholdings as communal property, state protection
for national agriculture, and a halt to extractive projects (Fundacién Ideas para la Paz,
2014; Roa-Clavijo, 2023; Cruz Rodriguez, 2017).

Unlike coca-growing organizations, however, peasant movements failed to convert
protest into bargaining leverage at the Havana table. Instead, the government effectively
insulated peace talks from peasant protest, thus keeping communal property rights off
the agenda (Bermudez Liévano, 2014). Because movements did not develop both organi-
zational capacity and distancing capacity, they lacked the ability to alter elite resistance
or provide legitimacy for their demands before the signatories.

The divergent outcomes of illicit crop substitution and peasant communal property
suggest that variation in mobilization strength better explains why rural movements shape
redistributive commitments in peace settlements. In both cases, Santos’ administration
held to a minimalist approach, which contradicts the expectation that moderate govern-
ments would concede redistribution. The rebel extraction hypothesis does not explain
these outcomes either. FARC-EP maintained maximalist preferences for redistribution
across both issues, but their demands alone did not move negotiations forward. Interview
and archival evidence demonstrate that variation in mobilization strength better explain
these outcome. Where movements coupled organizational capacity with distancing ca-

pacity, they compelled the signatories to incorporate redistributive provisions.

6 Conclusion

In civil wars, land reform lies at the core of war termination by removing an underlying
source to armed rebellions (Daly], 2012; Wood, 2003; Keels and Mason, 2019). I developed
and tested a bargaining theory of land redistribution in civil war peace settlements.
I argued that peace negotiations trigger political openings for non-armed civilians to
delineate the range of acceptable concessions at bargaining tables. Particularly, unarmed
rural movements exercise bargaining influence by building mobilization strength rooted

in grassroots organization and moral authority. I then showed that rural movements
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largely shaped land commitments outlined in the 2016 Colombian peace agreement by
reshaping the costs of resistance and folding reform as a civilian mandate. Thus, this
article challenges the conventional wisdom that economic redistribution stands as an
intractable issue in negotiated settlements and costly concessions are driven by either
moderate elites or strong rebels.

The influence of rural mobilization on land reform in peace settlements is not unique
to Colombia, as seen in other contexts such as El Salvador. The 1992 Chapultepec peace
accords established a land transfer program that combined market-based and state-led
mechanisms to increase land ownership for landless peasants and former combatants
(De Bremond, 2007; McReynolds, 2002). This program aimed to redistribute 11% of
farmland by transferring public land, expropriated large plots, and private land offered up
voluntarily for sale (De Bremond, 2007; McReynolds, 2002). The guerrilla group FMLN
initially placed land inequality at the center of its bargaining agenda(Wood, 2000). Yet,
rural social movements rendered reform as an unavoidable commitment at the bargaining
table, acting as autonomous, non-combatant civilians with mobilization capacity. Sim-
ilar to the Colombian case, rural movements in El Salvador staged sustained political
contention to extract costly concessions from Christiani’s administration and economic
elites. However, rural mobilization in El Salvador posed a more extensive and credible
threat to political and economic stability, including in the capital (Wood, 2000; Almeida,
2008). Such heightened threat set stricter parameters for what could be considered an
acceptable agreement.

This argument is developed in civil wars where land redistribution lies at the core
of armed confrontation, yet it has implications for other distributive disputes in which
marginalized actors demand concessions that impose costs on elites, such as welfare ex-
pansion, labor rights, or urban housing. The mechanisms of crisis credibility and moral
credibility operate when marginalized groups mobilize outside of armed struggle. Whether
negotiations unfold in militarized conflicts such as civil wars or authoritarian regimes, un-
armed opposition can shape costly concessions at the table when it sustains contentious
action and credibly distances itself from violent actors.

Beyond the contours of negotiated settlements, this article contributes to existing
research on non-violent action. Prior scholarship shows that social movements who rely

upon nonviolent tactics can erode authoritarian regimes and forge democratic rule from
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below (Wood, 2000; Chenoweth and Stephan, 2013). Drawing upon this insight, I sug-
gest that non-armed social movements affect economic reform in conflict settings. Crisis
credibility and moral credibility work in tandem rather than as alternative logics of con-
tention. Together, they allow movements to strengthen their bargaining position at the
table vis-a-vis warring factions.

Future research may further investigate the conditions under which unarmed civilians
grow in mobilization strength as armed conflicts draw to an end. In settings marked by
genocidal violence or extreme repression, social movements may encounter severe barriers
to articulating grievances and influencing warring factions at the table. Commitments to
redress dispossession in peace settlements are a crucial breakthrough, but they mark only
an initial step in preventing relapse into violence (Keels and Mason, 2019). More research
is needed to examine when and these commitments translate into transfers of land to the

rural poor, thereby addressing entrenched inequalities and consolidating peace.

29



References

Acemoglu, D. and J. A. Robinson (2001, September). A Theory of Political Transitions.
American Economic Review 91(4), 938-963.

Acosta, H. (2010, December). Propuestas de Henry Acosta al Presidente Juan Manuel
Santos sobre la consecucion de algunos logros como forma de alcanzar la paz y el modo

de iniciar un camino de didlogo con las FARC-EP.

Albertus, M. (2015). Autocracy and Redistribution. The Politics of Land Reform. Cam-
bridge University Press.

Albertus, M. and V. Menaldo (2017). Authoritarianism and the Elite Origins of Democ-

racy (1 ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Almeida, P. D. (2008). Waves of Protest: Popular Struggle in El Salvador, 1925-2005.

Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

Amat, C. and C. Trilling (2025, January). Who gains from nonviolent action? unpacking
the logics of civil resistance. Comparative Politics 57(2), 267-289.

Ansell, B. and D. Samuels (2010). Inequality and democratization: A contractarian

approach. 43(12), 1543-1574.
Ardila Arrieta and Nicolds Guillot (2013, August). El Paro Agrario Versién Bogota.

Ash, E.,; D. L. Chen, and A. Ornaghi (2024, January). Gender Attitudes in the Ju-
diciary: Evidence from US Circuit Courts. American Economic Journal: Applied

Economics 16(1), 314-350.

Balcells, L. and S. N. Kalyvas (2025, April). Ideology and revolution in civil wars: The

“marxist paradox”. American Political Science Review, 1-19.

Bandiera, A. (2021). Deliberate displacement during conflict: Evidence from colombia.

World Development 146, 105547.

BBC News Mundo (2015, May). Colombia Suspende Uso del Polémico Pesticida Glifosato

Contra Cultivos de Coca.

30



Belgioioso, M., M. D. Cebul, V. Dudouet, and M. A. Montes (2024, August). What Role

Can Nonviolent Social Movements Play in Peace Talks?

Bell, C. and S. Badanjak (2019). Introducing PA-X: A New Peace Agreement Database
and Dataset. 56(3).

Berman, C., K. Clarke, and R. Majed (2023). From victims to dissidents: Legacies of
violence and popular mobilization in iraq (2003-2018). American Political Science

Review, 1-22.

Bermeo, N. G. (2003). Ordinary people in extraordinary times: the citizenry and the

breakdown of democracy. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press.

Bermudez Liévano, A. (2013a, February). La Locomotora Minera: A Una Velocidad Para

Santos, A Otra Para Los Mineros.

Bermudez Liévano, A. (2013b, March). La Reunién De Campesinos Que Busca Llamar

La Atencién De La Habana.

Bermudez Liévano, A. (2013c, January). Seis Razones Por Las Que La Propuesta De

Drogas De Las FARC Tiene Sentido.

Bermudez Liévano, A. (2014, May). La Férmula Para Desactivar El Paro: Un Comple-

mento A La Habana.

Bermudez Liévano, A. (2018). Los debates de La Habana: una mirada desde adentro.
Fondo de Capital Humano para la Transiciéon Colombiana, Instituto para las Transi-

ciones Integrales (IFIT).

Bestvater, S. E. and B. L. Monroe (2022, April). Sentiment is not stance: Target-aware
opinion classification for political text analysis. Political Analysis 31(2), 235-256.

Beswick, D. (2010, March). Managing dissent in a post-genocide environment: The

challenge of political space in rwanda. Development and Change 41(2), 225-251.

Beswick, D. (2013, September). Democracy, identity and the politics of exclusion in post-
genocide rwanda: The case of the batwa. In Democratization in Africa: Challenges

and Prospects. Routledge.

31



Blumenau, J. (2019, September). The effects of female leadership on women’s voice in

political debate. British Journal of Political Science 51(2), 750-771.
Boix, C. (2003). Democracy and Redistribution. Cambridge University Press.

Boone, C. (2014, February). Property and Political Order in Africa: Land Rights and the

Structure of Politics. Cambridge University Press.

Borras, Saturnino (2012). Pro-Poor Land Reform. A Critique. University of Ottawa

Press.

Brockett, C. D. (2005). Political Movements and Violence in Central America (1 ed.).

Cambridge University Press.

Carlson, T. N. (2019, February). Through the grapevine: Informational consequences
of interpersonal political communication. American Political Science Review 113(2),

325-339.

Carroll, L. A. (2011). Violent Democratization. Social Movements, FElites, and Politics
in Colombia’s Rural War Zones, 1984-2008. Indiana: The University of Notre Dame

Press.

Centro Nacional de Memoria Histérica (2013). jBasta ya! Colombia: Memorias de Guerra

y Dignidad. Informe General Grupo de Memoria Histérica.

Chenoweth, E. and K. Schock (2015, December). Do Contemporaneous Armed Challenges
Affect the Outcomes of Mass Nonviolent Campaigns? Mobilization: An International

Quarterly 20(4), 427-451.

Chenoweth, E. and M. J. Stephan (2013). Why civil resistance works: the strategic
logic of nonviolent conflict (Paperback edition ed.). Columbia studies in terrorism and

irregular warfare. New York Chichester, West Sussex: Columbia University Press.

Collier, D., H. E. Brady, and J. Seawright (2004). Sources of leverage in causal inference:
Toward an alternative view of methodology. In H. E. Brady and D. Collier (Eds.),
Rethinking Social Inquiry: Diverse Tools, Shared Standards, pp. 229-266. Rowman
and Littlefield.

32



Collier, R. B. and D. Collier (2002). Shaping The Political Arena: Critical Junctures,
The Labor Movement, And Regime Dynamics in Latin America. University of Notre

Dame Press.

Cramer, C. and P. Richards (2011). Violence and War in Agrarian Perspective. 11(3),
277-297.

Cramer, C. and E. J. Wood (2017). Introduction: Land rights, restitution, politics, and
war in colombia. 17(4), 733-738.

Crisman-Cox, C. (2022). Democracy, Reputation For Resolve, And Civil Conflict. 59(3),
382-394.

Cruz Rodriguez, E. (2017). La Protesta Campesina En El Catatumbo Colombia (2013).
Un Analisis Sociopolitico. 18(39).

Daly, S. Z. (2012). Organizational Legacies of Violence: Conditions Favoring Insurgency
Onset in Colombia, 1964-1984. Journal of Peace Research 49(3), 473—491.

De Bremond, A. (2007, December). The politics of peace and resettlement through El
Salvador’s land transfer programme: caught between the state and the market. Third

World Quarterly 28(8), 1537-1556.

Della Porta, D. (2014). Mobilizing for Democracy: Comparing 1989 and 2011. Oxford

University Press.

DeMare, B. (2019). Land Wars: The Story of China’s Agrarian Revolution. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press.

Doyle, M. (2012). Liberal Peace: Selected Essays. Routledge.
El Nuevo Siglo (2013-03-14). Farc Busca Que Otorguen 9 Millones De Hectéreas.

Escobar Arango, M. and J. d. C. Abril Abril (2013, November). Acuerdos Entre Los
Gobiernos Nacional y Departamental De Norte De Santander Y La ASCAMCAT Para

La Ejecucién Inmediata De Proyectos De Confianza En La Region Del Catatumbo.

Escobar Arango, M., A. Borbén, E. Pabén, and E. Guerrero (2013). Acta Mesa Politica
del 11 de Diciembre de 2013. Mesa de Interlocucion y Acuerdo del Catatumbo.

33



Espinosa Rincén, N. (2018). Acciéon politica campesina en el catatumbo. 1996-2013.
Master’s thesis, Pontificia Universidad Javeriana. Disponible en: http://dx.doi.

org/10.11144/Javeriana.10554.37949.

FARC-EP (2012, December). Entrevista con la delegacién de paz de las farc-ep desde la

habana, cuba red de prensa alternativa del suroccidente colombiano, rpasur.
FARC-EP (2013a). Carta De Pablo Catatumbo A Henry Acosta.

FARC-EP (2013b, January). Desarrollo Rural Para La Paz De Colombia. Diez Propuestas

Para Una Politica De Desarrollo Rural Y Agrario Integral Con Enfoque Territorial.

FARC-EP (2013c). Politica Anti-drogas Para La Soberania Y El Buen Vivir De Los
Pobres Del Campo.

FARC-EP (2013d, January). Recibimos Carta De Saludo De Los 50 Procesos, Territo-
rios Y Organizaciones Que Construyen Zonas de Reserva Campesina En Colombia,

Organizados En ANZORC.

FARC-EP (2014a, January). Lineamientos Bésicos Para La Formulacién De Un "Pro-
grama Nacional De Sustituciéon De Los Usos Ilicitos De Los Cultivos de Hoja De Coca,

Amapola o Marihuana”.

FARC-EP (2014b, March). Rueda De Prensa De Fin De Ciclo Propuestas De Las FARC-
EP Para Abordar El Tema Solucion Al Problema De Las Drogas Ilicitas.

Fearon, J. (1995). Rationalist Explanations for War. International Organization 49(3),
379-414.

Fedepalma (2013, June). Levantamiento del bloqueo ilegal en el catatumbo.

Findley, M. G. (2013). Bargaining and the interdependent stages of civil war resolution.
57(5), 905-932.

Fundacion Ideas para la Paz (2014, November). Base de Datos del Pacto Agrario.

Garay, C. (2016, January). Social Policy Expansion in Latin America. Cambridge Uni-

versity Press.

34


http://dx.doi.org/10.11144/Javeriana.10554.37949
http://dx.doi.org/10.11144/Javeriana.10554.37949

Garcia-Montoya, L., I. Giiiza-Gémez, and M. P. Saffon (2025). Entering the political
arena in exclusionary settings: A grassroots-led turn to the left in colombia. Compar-

ative Politics.

Garcia-Reyes, P. (2013). III Encuentro Nacional De Zonas De Reserva Campesina. San

Vicente del Caguan, Caquetd, 22 y 23 de marzo de 2013. Informe.

Garcia Trujillo, A. (2020). Peace and rural development in Colombia. The Window for
Distributive Change in Negotiated Transitions. Routledge.

Garrett, K. N. and J. M. Jansa (2015). Interest group influence in policy diffusion
networks. State Politics &amp; Policy Quarterly 15(3), 387-417.

Gause, L. (2022, February). The Advantage of Disadvantage: Costly Protest and Political

Representation for Marginalized Groups. Cambridge University Press.

Ginges, J. and S. Atran (2011, February). War As A Moral Imperative (Not Just Prac-
tical Politics By Other Means). Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sci-
ences 278(1720), 2930-2938.

Gobierno de Colombia (2012a, April). Documento preparatorio del iii encuentro ex-
ploratorio: Hoja de ruta para la construccién del acuerdo marco para la terminaciéon

del conflicto armado interno.

Gobierno de Colombia (2012b, February). Documento preparatorio: Una estrategia para

“el cierre”.

Gobierno de Colombia (2013a, March). Declaracion Del Jefe De la Delegacion Del Gob-

ierno Nacional Para Los Didlogos En La Habana, Humberto De la Calle Lombana.

Gobierno de Colombia (2013b, May). Dindmica De La Negociacién Y Asuntos No Trata-
dos Como El Latifundio, La Mineria General y Artesanal, El TLC, Las ZRC Y La

Soberania Alimentaria, Entre Otros.

Gobierno de Colombia (2013c, March). Listado De Temas Del Punto 1 Ya Discutidos,
Aplazados O Que No Hacen Parte De La Agenda.

Gobierno de Colombia (2013d). Solucién al Problema de las Drogas Ilicitas.

35



Gobierno de Colombia (2013e). Talking Points Punto 4 "Solucién Al Problema De Las

Drogas Ilicitas™

Gobierno de Colombia (2014a, April). Anexo. Cifras De Judicializacién De Campesinos

Cultivadores.

Gobierno de Colombia (2014b, January). Comentarios "Programa Nacional de Sustitu-

cién De Los Usos Ilicitos De Los Cultivos De Hoja De Coca, Amapola O Marihuana”.

Gobierno de Colombia (2014c, May). Documento De Trabajo: Pendientes del Punto
4. Temas Pendientes A Tratar Entre Las Delegaciones Sobre La Gradualidad De La

Erradicacion De Los Cultivos Ilicitos, La Aspersiéon Aérea, La Implementacién Del

PNIS, Entre Otros.

Gobierno de Colombia (2014d, April). Documento De Trabajo. Temas Pendientes Del
Punto 4, Solucién Al Problema De Las Drogas Ilicitas, Y Propuestas Tanto Del Gob-
ierno Como De Las FARC-EP.

Gobierno de Colombia (nd). Medidas destinadas a fomentar la confianza.
Gobierno de Colombia and FARC-EP (2014a, February). Acta n°® 15.
Gobierno de Colombia and FARC-EP (2014b, March). Acta n° 16.

Good, E. (2024, September). Power over presence: Women’s representation in compre-
hensive peace negotiations and gender provision outcomes. American Political Science

Review 119(3), 1099-1114.

Granovsky-Larsen, S. (2019). Dealing with Peace: The Guatemalan Campesino Movement
and the Post-Conflict Neoliberal State. Toronto, ON, Canada: University of Toronto

Press.

Gutiérrez Montenegro, N. F. (2016). Establecimiento de la agroindustria palmera en la

regién del catatumbo, norte de santander (1999 -2010). Ciencia Politica 11(21).

Gutiérrez Sanin, F. (2010). Land and Property Rights in Colombia - Change and Con-
tinuirty. Nordic Journal of Human Rights 28(2), 230—261.

36



Haass, F., C. A. Hartzell, and M. Ottmann (2022, April). Citizens in peace processes.
Journal of Conflict Resolution 66(9), 1547-1561.

Hager, A. and H. Hilbig (2020, May). Does public opinion affect political speech? Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science 64(4), 921-937.

Hartzell, C. and M. Hoddie (2007). Crafting Peace: Power-Sharing Institutions and the

Negotiated Settlement of Civil Wars. Pennsylvania State University.

Hazelton, M. L. W. and R. K. Hinkle (2022). Persuading the Supreme Court. The

Significance of Briefs in Judicial Decision-Making. University Press of Kansas.

Jaskoski, M. (2022). The politics of extraction: territorial rights, participatory institu-
tions, and conflict in Latin America (1 Edition ed.). Studies compar energy environ

pol series. Oxford University Press.

Joshi, M. and J. M. Quinn (2015). Is the Sum Greater Than the Parts? The Terms of
Civil War Peace Agreements and the Commitment Problem Revisited. 31(1), 7-30.

Joshi, M., J. M. Quinn, and P. M. Regan (2015). Annualized implementation data on
intrastate comprehensive peace accords 1989-2012. Journal of Peace Research 52(4),

551-562.

Kadivar, M. A. and N. Ketchley (2018, January). Sticks, Stones, and Molotov Cocktails:
Unarmed Collective Violence and Democratization. Socius: Sociological Research for

a Dynamic World 4, 237802311877361.
Kalyvas, S. (2006). The Logics of Violence in Civil War. Cambridge University Press.

Kapiszewski, D., L. M. MacLean, and B. L. Read (2015, January). Field Research in

Political Science: Practices and Principles. Cambridge University Press.

Keels, E. and D. Mason (2019). Seeds of Peace? Land Reform and Civil War Recurrence
Following Negotiated Settlements. 54(1), 44-63.

Lapp, N. (2004). Landing Votes: Representation and Land Reform in Latin America.

New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

37



Leventoglu, B. and N. W. Metternich (2018). Born Weak, Growing Strong:
Anti-Government Protests as a Signal of Rebel Strength in the Context of Civil Wars.
62(3), 581-596.

Licht, H. (2023, January). Cross-lingual classification of political texts using multilingual

sentence embeddings. Political Analysis 31(3), 366-379.

Liu, A. H. (2024). Process tracing. In J. Cyr and S. W. Goodman (Eds.), Doing Good
Qualitative Research. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lopez-Uribe, M. D. P. and F. Sanchez Torres (2024). Ideology and Rifles: The Agrarian
Origins of Civil Conflict in Colombia. 175, 106387.

Lyons, K. (2018, March). Chemical Warfare In Colombia, Evidentiary Ecologies And
Senti-Actuandopractices Of Justice. Social Studies of Science 48(3), 414-437.

Mac Master, B. and O. L. Quintero (2013, August). Estrategia para la post erradicacién
y fase inicial de la intervencion par ala estabilizacién socio-econémica como parte del

proceso de sustitucion y desarrollo alternativo.

Manning, C. D., P. Raghavan, and H. Schutze (2008, July). Introduction to Information
Retrieval. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Marcha Patriética (2013, June). Comunicado De Las Comisiones De Paz Del Congreso

De La Republica Sobre La Situacion En El Catatumbo.

Martin, P., M. Thoenig, and T. Mayer (2008). Civil wars and international trade. 6(2),
541-50.

Matanock, A. M. (2017). Electing Peace: From Civil Conflict to Political Participation

(1 ed.). Cambridge University Press.

McReynolds, S. A. (2002, October). Land Reform in El Salvador and the Chapultepec
Peace Accord. Journal of Peasant Studies 30(1), 135-169.

Mitchell, E. J. (1968). Inequality and insurgency: A statistical study of south vietnam.
20, 421-38.

38



Nilsson, D. and I. Svensson (2023, January). Pushing The Doors Open: Nonviolent
Action And Inclusion In Peace Negotiations. Journal of Peace Research 60(1), 58-72.

O’Donnell, G., P. Schmitter, and L. Whitehead (1986). Transitions from Authoritarian

Rule: Latin America. Johns Hopkins University Press.

Oficina de las Naciones Unidas contra la Droga y El Delito (2013). Colombia. monitoreo

de cultivos de coca 2012.

Oficina del Alto Comisionado de Naciones Unidas (2013, July). “;reserva campesina en

la billetera de timochenko?”.

Oficina del Alto Comisionado para la Paz - Presidencia de la Republica (2018). Bib-
lioteca del Proceso de Paz con las FARC-EP. Tomo VII. Los Mecanismos e Instancias
de Participacion de la Mesa de Conversaciones y la Construccion de Paz desde los
Territorios. 2012 a 2016. Oficina del Alto Comisionado para la Paz - Presidencia de

la Republica.

Paffenholz, T. (2014, January). Civil Society and Peace Negotiations: Beyond the
Inclusion—Exclusion Dichotomy. Negotiation Journal 30(1), 69-91.

Pinckney, J. C. (2020, August). From Dissent to Democracy: The Promise and Perils of

Civil Resistance Transitions. Oxford University PressNew York.

Portafolio (2015, November). Ocho Grandes Empresarios Se Reunieron En Cuba Con

Las Farc.

Presidencia de la Republica (2008, August). Plan de consolidacién integral de la

macarena.

Ramirez, M. (2017, September). Las Conversaciones De Paz En Colombia Y El Re-
conocimiento De Los Cultivadores De Coca Como Victimas Y Sujetos De Derechos
Diferenciados. Canadian Journal of Latin American and Caribbean Studies / Revue

canadienne des études latino-américaines et caraibes 42(3), 350-374.

RCN, N. (2015, May). El Presidente De La Andi Aseguré Que Con Este Gesto Se
Demuestra El Importante Papel Que Juega El Sector Privado En La Construccion De

Paz.

39



Reimers, N. and I. Gurevych (2019). Sentence-bert: Sentence embeddings using siamese

bert-networks.

Richmond, O. P. (2006). The problem of peace: understanding the ‘liberal peace’. Con-
flict, Security Eamp; Development 6(3), 291-314.

Roa-Clavijo, F. (2023, May). The Politics Of Food Provisioning In Colombia. Farthscan
Food and Agriculture. London, England: Routledge.

Rodriguez, C. (2020). The Effects of Aerial Spraying of Coca Crops on Child Labor,
School Attendance, and Educational Lag in Colombia, 2008-2012. Journal on Educa-

tion in Emergencies 6(1), 84.

Rodriguez-Franco, D. (2017). Participatory Institutions and Environmental Protection:
Popular and Prior Consultations in Latin America. Ph. D. thesis, Northwestern Uni-

versity.

Rossi, F. M. (2017). The Poor’s Struggle for Political Incorporation: The Piquetero

Movement in Argentina (1 ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Scott, J. C. (1992). Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts. New

Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Semana, R. (2013a, March). El Lio De Las Zonas De Reserva Campesina.
Semana, R. (2013b, July). ONU Pide Investigar Las Muertes En Catatumbo.

Shenk, J. L. (2022, October). Consultations and competing claims: Implementing partic-
ipatory institutions in colombia’s extractives industries. Comparative Politics 55(1),

1-22.

Steele, A. (2017). Democracy and displacement in Colombia’s civil war. Cornell University

Press.

Stewart, F. and V. Fitzgerald (2000). War and Underdevelopment. Oxford University

Press.

Sticher, V. (2021). Negotiating Peace with Your Enemy: The Problem of Costly Conces-
sions. 6(4), ogaa054.

40



Stoll, D. (1994). Between Two Armies in the Izil Towns of Guatemala. Columbia

University Press.

Tavanti, M. (2002). Las Abejas. Pacifist Resistance and Syncretic Identities in a Global-

izing Chiapas. Routledge.

Tellez, J. F. (2022). Land, opportunism, and displacement in civil wars: Evidence from

colombia. 116(2), 403-418.

The Governor of Norte de Santander, C. L. P. E. T. E. C. T. S. H. Mayors of Tibn,

Ocana, and S. Calixto (2013, June). Press release.

Thurber, C. (2021). Between Mao and Gandhi: The Social Roots of Civil Resistance.
Cambridge University Press.

Tiempo, E. (2013a, March). Entablan Millonaria Demanda Por Perjuicios Durante Paro
Del Catatumbo.

Tiempo, E. (2013b, June). 'Marchas En El Catatumbo Estan Infiltradas Por Las Farc”:

Gobierno.
Tiempo, E. (2013c, July). Negociacién En El Catatumbo Sigue Sin Mayores Avances.

Tiempo, E. (2013d, June). ’'Que No Nos Crean Bobos Con Zona De Reserva Campesina
de Catatumbo’.

Universidad Nacional de Colombia (2017). Caracterizacién de la comunidad FARC-EP

para la formulaciéon de una politica nacional de reincorporacion.

Walter, B. F. (2021). Committing to Peace. The Successful Settlement of Civil Wars.

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Widmann, T. and M. Wich (2022, June). Creating and comparing dictionary, word
embedding, and transformer-based models to measure discrete emotions in german

political text. Political Analysis 31(4), 626-641.

Wilson, K. B. (1992). Cults of violence and counter-violence in mozambique. Journal of

Southern African Studies 18(3), 527-582.

41



Wood, E. J. (2000). Forging Democracy from Below. Insurgent Transitions in South
Africa and El Salvador. Cambridge University Press.

Wood, E. J. (2003). Insurgent Collective Action and Civil War in El Salvador. Cambridge

University Press.

Zaks, S. (2017). Relationships among rivals (rar): A framework for analyzing contending

hypotheses in process tracing. Political Analysis 25(3), 344-362.

Ziblatt, D. (2008). Does Landholding Inequality Block Democratization? A Test of the
‘Bread and Democracy’ Thesis and the Case of Prussia. 60(4), 610-641.

42



	Introduction
	A Bargaining Theory of Land Redistribution: The Role of Unarmed Opposition
	Empirical Case: the 2012-2016 Peace Negotiation in Colombia
	Mixed-Methods Research Design
	Findings
	Estimating the Effects of Rural Mobilization on Peace Agreement Content
	Mechanisms at Play: Crisis Credibility and Moral Credibility
	Alternative Explanations: Elite Concession and Rebel Extraction

	Conclusion

