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Abstract
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its affiliated organizations, or those of the Executive Directors of the World Bank or the governments they represent.
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Millions of people around the world are internally displaced 
and yet—compared to other forms of wartime victimiza-
tion—scholars know relatively little about the long-run 
consequences of displacement for victims. This gap in the 
literature is problematic since displacement is distinct from 
other forms of victimization and because IDPs face unique 
challenges in post-conflict transitions. This study contrib-
utes to the literature on the effects of displacement in three 
ways. First, the study brings to bear a unique sample of 
households in Colombia that is largely homogeneous along 
key confounders–mostly poor, rural, and conflict-afflicted— 
yet varies in their exposure to displacement. Next, the study 

draws on a rich set of covariates and outcomes to provide 
plausible estimates on the long-run effects of internal dis-
placement, finding that a decade or more after displacement, 
victims experience substantial negative welfare effects yet 
exhibit higher levels of social cohesion than their coun-
terparts. Finally, combining a prediction framework with 
interviews with key stakeholders and displacement victims, 
the study explores variation in outcomes among victims, 
particularly why some return home and seek reparations. 
The results reveal a wide assortment of consequences from 
displacement and should help inform policy-making bear-
ing on support for internally displaced people.

This paper is a product of the Social Sustainability and Inclusion Global Practice. It is part of a larger effort by the World 
Bank to provide open access to its research and make a contribution to development policy discussions around the world. 
Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://www.worldbank.org/prwp. The authors may be 
contacted at laia.balcells@georgetown.edu.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees estimates that more than 45 million peo-
ple around the world are internally displaced, comprising roughly half a percent of the global
population 1 (UNHCR, 2020). For many, displacement is a “life long sentence”, as IDPs can re-
main in a state of protracted crisis for years and even decades (OCHA, 2017). The magnitude
and duration of displacement raises questions about how the experience of displacement af-
fects victims, particularly in the long-run.

Surprisingly, while there is now a large literature on the consequences of wartime victimiza-
tion for a broad range of social and political outcomes (Bauer et al., 2016), academic research
has relatively less to say about displacement, especially in the long-term. This is in spite of the
fact that displacement is a unique form of victimization: in being forced to relocate, victims
are separated from their communities and social networks; they face violence and social exclu-
sion in new host communities (Rozo and Vargas, 2021); and they are often separated from prop-
erty, assets, and savings that they struggle to recover (Thapa and Hauff, 2005; Ibáñez and Moya,
2010). These characteristics also mean that displacement effects are especially likely to persist
and evolve over time. Understanding how displacement affects victims – both in the short and
long-term – is thus important not just for the academic value but also to inform the design of
policy aimed at addressing one of the most pressing global humanitarian challenges.

In this paper we bring new evidence to bear on the effects of internal displacement through
an original survey of 1,500 rural households spread across fifty municipalities in Colombia. Colom-
bia is a country where almost one in ten citizens have been internally displaced by armed con-
flict (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre, 2021) and where the success of a recent, fragile
peace agreement may in part rest on the extent to which the plight of IDPs can be redressed.2

We combine the unique nature of the sample – households that are largely homogeneous along
key confounders, such as poverty, rurality, and conflict exposure, yet vary substantially in their
incidence of displacement – with a rich set of covariates and causal inference approaches to pro-
vide plausible estimates of the effects of displacement on a varied set of victim outcomes3. Then,

1Internally displaced people (IDPs) remain within the boundaries of their country of origin. By contrast,
refugees by definition cross international borders.

2We would like to note that Colombia has also had significant number of refugees since 2015, particularly from
Venezuela. In this paper, we focus only on Colombian IDPs.

3The sample was not designed to be representative of all IDPs in Colombia, a limitation we discuss more fully in
the appendix and research design section. That said, we would argue there is still great value in the sample, given
that data collection on IDPs is relatively rare, particularly in the remote areas we cover. We would also argue, along
the lines discussed in Aronow and Samii (2016), that a nationally-representative sample analyzed in a regression
framework would not avoid the generalizability concerns associated with our sample.
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we use a predictive framework, a set of modules on IDP life after displacement, and qualitative
interviews with key stakeholders4 and victims of displacement to provide rare insight into two
key post-displacement questions: 1) who returns home after they are displaced, and why?; 2)
why do some victims seek out reparations for lost property from the state but not others?

Our results suggest displacement leaves victims transformed in varied ways, even years af-
ter the displacing event. Even within the largely poor and conflict-affected population we study,
IDPs are substantially worse off in economic terms than their counterparts (Ibáñez and Moya,
2010). They are also, surprisingly, much more mobilized and invested in collective action, per-
haps attesting to the need for self-advocacy in the face of state failures in post-conflict policy-
making (Sanín, Huertas and Hernández, 2019). IDPs also appear more invested in the prospect
of peace-building, even as they expect insecurity to remain constant (Tellez, 2019b). On the
other hand, displacement does not seem to generate changes in attitudes towards the state
or land security, which are generally low across the board. Finally, our analysis of who returns
home and who seeks restitution highlights continuing insecurity (Prem et al., 2020) and low
state capacity vis-a-vis post-conflict reparations (Sanín, Huertas and Hernández, 2019) as ma-
jor obstacles to the resettlement of IDPs.

2 CONTEXT: THE INTERNAL DISPLACEMENT CRISIS IN COLOMBIA

Colombia has one of the largest populations of internally displaced people in the world – approx-
imately 5 million in a country of 50 million people (Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre,
2021). The displacement crisis also spans the country’s territory: civilians have been displaced
in every department of Colombia. At the same time, IDPs are disproportionately concentrated
in ethnic minorities (CODHES, 2016, p. 826) and households headed by women (CODHES, 2015).
Despite an historic peace agreement in 2016 (Tellez, 2019a) that brought an end to large-scale
confrontations between the Colombian government and the country’s largest rebel group, the
FARC, forced displacement continues to plague the country, with an estimated 106,000 new
cases in 2020 alone (OCHA, 2020).

At the center of the displacement crisis in Colombia is a protracted, multi-party armed con-
flict that has lasted several decades, involving varied insurgent groups, the Colombian state,
and numerous paramilitary organizations. The dynamics of displacement in Colombia has been
a function of civilians fleeing in order to avoid being caught in the cross-fire of competing groups,
but also the result of groups deliberately ‘cleansing’ territory of civilians in areas controlled (or

4The stakeholders we interviewed include representatives of NGOs and government agencies working in land
restitution in Colombia, as well as victims of displacement.
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suspected to be controlled) by another group (Steele, 2011; Balcells and Steele, 2016).5 Once dis-
placed, IDPs often resettle in the outskirts of big cities such as Cali, Medellín or Bogotá, where
they face physical and economic insecurity (Ibáñez and Moya, 2010; Steele, 2017).

To be properly understood, the current displacement crisis must be set against a broader
context of weak tenure security, widespread informality, and a long history of violent land expro-
priation in the country. The Colombian countryside has been characterized by cycles of forced
expulsion and resettlement of peasants, which have fueled land conflicts long before the con-
temporary civil war (LeGrand, 1986). Land ownership is highly concentrated and interventions
to increase peasant access to land have often faltered or been derailed (Albertus and Kaplan,
2013). As a result of these and other factors, rural informality is rampant, with an estimated
48% of rural parcels lacking a registered title.6

These long-running land issues interact with the displacement crisis in complex ways. For
instance, there is evidence that elites and other actors have leveraged tenure insecurity to ex-
propriate peasant land during the conflict (Vargas Reina, 2021). Influxes of IDPs have also gener-
ated land conflicts among marginalized peasant and indigenous communities competing over
resources and territory (de Benito, 2015). And finally, with respect to IDP resettlement and resti-
tution, the fact that many rural landholders have no formal ownership of their land means that
achieving the legal return of property lost during conflict is rife with judicial and administra-
tive barriers (CODHES, 2015). The result is that displacement both results from and feeds into
Colombia’s land historical land problems.

Given the scale of the crisis, a key element of post-conflict policy has been the question of
how to resettle IDPs. While prior legislation and elements of the peace process provide for the
restitution, or legal return, of land and property to conflict victims, progress has been slow and
impeded by numerous factors7. Figure 1 visualizes the scale of the restitution problem, high-
lighting how only a fraction of the estimated number of restitution-eligible victims have begun
the restitution process, and among those, an even smaller percent have finished the process.
The substantial gap between what the restitution need the state anticipated (based on the inci-
dence of displacement) and the actual number of restitution claims received (Garay et al., 2016,
p. 18), raises the question of why few victims pursue restitution – a question we shed light on in
the study.8

5The process of political decentralization and democratization since the 1990s has also played a role in the po-
litical targeting of civilians (Steele, 2017).

6Figure retrieved from USAID’s Land-Links information portal. https://www.land-links.org/
country-profile/colombia/#1528464011915-6f6e82e5-9a53

7For a comprehensive review of barriers to restitution in Colombia, see CODHES (2016)
8Measuring the amount of restitution need is not straightforward and there are varying, competing estimates

of total need. The estimates presented here come from De Justicia.
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(124,000)

Request completed
(10,400)

Figure 1: Progress on land restitution in Colombia as of 2019. Source: De Justicia.

5



While there is important research on Colombian IDPs by economists and political scientists
(e.g., (Ibáñez and Moya, 2010; Ibáñez and Vélez, 2008; Steele et al., 2021)) there is still much
that is unknown about the effects of displacement on IDPs, and particularly its effects on social
and political attitudes and behaviors. We know even less about what comes after displacement:
why some IDPs are ultimately able to return home and seek out restitution, while others are
unable or unwilling to do so. In what follows we shed some light on these questions.

3 THEORETICAL MOTIVATION

3.1 The effects of victimization on social cohesion

Displacement is a form of wartime victimization in which civilians are forced to flee their home,
either because they are fleeing the cross-fire of armed actors or because they are deliberately
expelled by combatants (Steele, 2009). Research on the effects of displacement can be broadly
separated into research that focuses on: (1) how displacement affects the victims of displace-
ment; and (2) how displacement affects the communities which IDPs either arrive to or are ex-
pelled from. Our focus is on how displacement affects the displaced and, as a result, our analyt-
ical starting point is a broader literature on the general effects of victimization.

This larger literature has found some robust links between victimization and a range of so-
cial and political behaviors, including outcomes related to social cohesion. Early work by Bel-
lows and Miguel (2009) and Blattman (2009) document a positive effect of exposure to violence
on post-conflict civic and political participation (measured by activities such as attending com-
munity meetings, joining social and political groups, voting, etc.) in Sierra Leone and Uganda,
respectively. Likewise, more recent research in other parts of the globe has documented that
those exposed to wartime violence generally are more likely to participate socially, join more
social groups, and assume increased leadership roles within their communities (Bauer et al.,
2016). In behavioral studies, people who have had greater exposure to conflict have been found
to exhibit more pro-social behaviors, measured through altruistic donations, public good con-
tributions, and investment in trust-based transactions, among others (Gilligan, Pasquale and
Samii, 2014).

In contrast to these studies are a sizable set of findings linking victimization to ‘anti-social‘,
conflictual, or vengeful attitudes and behaviors (Vinck and Pham, 2009). In a set of behavioral
experiments in rural Colombia, Vélez et al. (2016) find that victimization affects subjective inse-
curity and has a negative effect on social cohesion, cooperation, and trust, although it does have
a positive effect on altruism. Likewise, other work has found that pro-social behavior is not nec-
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essarily correlated with increased political participation (Steele et al., 2021). Finally, some work
finds that victimization increases anger and punitiveness towards out-groups, undermining so-
cial cohesion in communities where victimization rates are high (Beber, Roessler and Scacco,
2014; Balcells, 2017).

The mechanisms underlying these disparate findings vary, but they generally center on psy-
chological theories that link traumatic experiences to behavior. Studies showing that victimiza-
tion decreases social cohesion and other pro-social behaviors often point to the development in
victims of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), which has been linked to antisocial attitudes
and behaviors in both conflict settings (Vinck and Pham, 2009) and the general population (Landwehr
and Ojeda, 2021).9 Other psychological mechanisms emphasize the social dimension of vic-
timization, where feelings of shame, fear, or ostracism cause victims to retreat from public life
(Wood, 2008; Nordås and Cohen, 2021). By contrast, studies that find victimization increases
social cohesion and other pro-social behaviors often point to “post-traumatic growth” as a po-
tential mechanism, where individuals respond to victimization with an increased sense of re-
silience and a desire to engage more actively in their communities (Bauer et al., 2016; Bateson,
2012). Schon (2020) argues, for instance, that witnessing violence delays the decision to flee
among Syrians because post-traumatic growth leads people to stay and try to help their home
communities.

Precisely why studies on victimization have appeared to produce contradictory results with
competing psychological mechanisms is perhaps one of the key standing questions in the lit-
erature. One possibility is that in testing for the effects of ‘victimization’, broadly conceived,
researchers are masking substantial heterogeneity among different types of victimization ex-
periences. For instance, there is mixed evidence that suggests victimization effects can change
over time (Balcells, 2012; Rohner, Thoenig and Zilibotti, 2013; Villamil, 2020). The context in
which victims find themselves can also moderate the impact of victimization: scholars have doc-
umented how wars can create “hierarchies of victimhood” that make some victims more likely
to mobilize and participate than others (Berry, 2017) and that patterns of rebel governance can
impede or mobilize victim activism (e.g. Arjona, 2016),10 The type of victimization itself should
also matter, as some forms of violence impact not just the individual but also the community

9However, not everyone who experiences trauma suffers from PTSD, and there is great diversity in the way
PTSD can emerge (Galatzer-Levy and Bryant, 2013). There is also a debate in the psychology literature on whether
PTSD is a universally experienced condition or whether it is relevant only to specific cultural groups.

10Justino and Stojetz (2019) find that individual exposure to governance in times of war increases participation
in long-term local planning and provision of public goods, and stimulates interest in and commitment to politics,
governance, and collective action, even if only locally. Steele et al. (2021) argue, for their part, that exposure to rebel
mechanisms of competitive state-building increase informal political engagement (e.g., participating in strikes
and protests, joining civil society organizations, etc.) once a conflict has ended.
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(Wood, 2008), with downstream implications for social cohesion and mobilization.
There are thus potentially different effects and mechanisms at play depending on the type

of victimization, the timing of the victimization, and the context in which victims find them-
selves. With this in mind, we turn now to a discussion of how displacement constitutes a distinct
form of victimization.

3.2 Displacement as a distinct form of victimization

In other strands of the conflict literature – for instance, on the causes of violence – it is today well-
established that displacement is a type of violence that should be studied separately (Ibáñez
and Vélez, 2008; Steele, 2017). Yet when it comes to research on the effects of displacement on
victim outcomes, displacement tends to be lumped in with other forms of victimization (Fearon
and Shaver, 2021). For example, Lupu and Peisakhin (2017) focus on the deaths of relatives among
the survivors of a large forced displacement campaign, but don’t consider how the displacement
itself might have affected victims. Similarly, Hazlett (2020) studies the determinants of atti-
tudes towards peace among refugees but focuses on the effects of their exposure to violence
and not on the experience of displacement itself.11

The key way in which displacement differs from other forms of victimization is that, in dis-
placement, victims are forced to relocate, often far from their homes. This forced relocation has
a number of distinct implications for victim outcomes. First, forced relocation means that dis-
placed households are often separated from substantial proportions of their wealth, in the form
of lost property, assets, and the costs associated with moving and resettling (Ibáñez and Vélez,
2008). Resettlement also means moving to areas where there is often a mismatch between vic-
tims’ human capital and local labor market demand – seen most strikingly, for instance, with
rural, agrarian households that are forced to relocate to urban environments (Calderón and
Ibañez, 2009). The implication should be reduced economic welfare of displaced households
even in the longer-term, as these effects are not one-off shocks but likely to persist over time.

Second, forced relocation also means that long-standing networks of cooperation, reciprocity,
and exchange within communities are often severed (Dorff, 2017; Torres and Casey, 2017). While
this should ultimately reduce social cohesion and the capacity for collective action among vic-
tims of displacement, there are also some potential counter-trends in how forced displacement
affects social cohesion. For one, refugees often cluster in particular places: a function of geogra-

11An exception is a recent study by Steele et al. (2021), who survey victims in Colombia –including IDPs. However,
they mainly focus on the political effect of IDPs registering as victims. They find that IDPs who register with the
state are more likely to engage in politics through formal channels (for example, voting), in line with Voytas (2021)’s
findings of Pinochet’s victims in Chile.
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phy, information networks, and other factors (Steele, 2009; Schon, 2018). Such clustering may
provide victims with the proximity and common interest necessary to spur social cohesion and
collective action. Relatedly, the welfare losses associated with displacement – while undermin-
ing the economic security of victims – may also present victims with the motive and shared in-
terest to pursue collective action as they try to recover land, property, or win reparations from
the state. Agitation for wartime reparations may be particularly salient in post-conflict settings,
where victims must often navigate a complex ‘state bureaucracy of victimhood’ in order to ac-
cess services (Steele et al., 2021; Cronin-Furman and Krystalli, 2021). ’

Finally, displacement is a particularly long-lasting form of victimization. Psychological re-
search on the mental well-being of refugees shows that IDPs can display significant distress
symptoms for as long as their status as displaced people lasts (Vinck and Pham, 2009). This
means that displacement effects should be more likely to persist over time than other forms of
wartime victimization. The duration of displacement may also moderate the overall effects of
displacement – for instance, it is possible that in in the short run the network-destroying dimen-
sion of displacement would reduce overall social cohesion, while in the long-run it is possible
IDPs could become more engaged and cohesive in their demands of the state for reparations.

In sum, while the effects of displacement on household economic welfare are likely to be
unambiguously negative, the overall effect of displacement on social cohesion and other pro-
social attitudes could potentially run in either direction depending on the balance of effects on
victim’s social networks and capacity and motivation for collective action. Displacement effects
should also be particularly persistent, in that many of the dynamics generated by displacement
are likely to persist and change over time.

In addition to exploring overall displacement effects, we also leverage our data collection
effort to explore heterogeneity among IDPs in their post-displacement experiences. We focus
on two important yet understudied dimensions of life post-displacement: first, why some dis-
placed people ultimately return to their origin communities while others do not; and second,
why some IDPs pursue formal reparations from the state while others are unwilling or unable to
do so. Research on return is still scarce, and it is more focused on refugees than on IDPs. There is
not much evidence on the preferences for return among IDPs, and even less for desire for return
in the longer-term, as is the case in our study.12 Research on reparations is also scarce, particu-
larly on the determinants of who advocates for (and ultimately is able to win) reparations.13

12Some recent contributions to this topic are: Vinck and Pham (2009), Camarena and Hägerdal (2020), Schwartz
(2019), Ghosn et al. (2011), and Fakhoury (2021).

13Some recent exceptions look at the political effects of receiving reparations (Voytas, 2021; Steele et al., 2021).
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4 RESEARCH DESIGN

4.1 Data

Data for the project comes from a survey of rural households in Colombia fielded between March
and June of 2017. The survey was commissioned as part of the performance evaluation14 of US-
AID’s Land and Rural Development Program (LRDP), a program designed to improve institu-
tional capacity in relation to land formalization, land restitution, and broader rural develop-
ment outcomes. The survey was fielded at the halfway point of the LRDP’s lifespan, part of a
broader effort to measure the program’s strengths and weaknesses up to that point in time.

The survey captured almost 1,500 responses across fifty rural and conflict-affected munici-
palities, 25 of which were selected because of their involvement in or relevance to the LRDP and
an additional 25 which were selected through matching on observables to serve as comparable
municipalities that did not experience any LRDP programming (Figure A.1). Survey responses
were collected on tablets and in-person, in or near the respondent’s home. More detailed infor-
mation on data collection, sampling, implementation, and ethical considerations of sampling
in violent contexts are available in the Appendix.

This survey data has a number of strengths for the study of displacement. First, the sam-
pling frame explicitly over-sampled areas and communities that have experienced a lot of dis-
placement and as a result, produced a sample where approximately half of respondents have
been displaced (sampling characteristics can be seen in Figure A.2). Second, and relatedly, the
survey contains long modules both on displacement experiences as well as on a variety of post-
displacement outcomes that can be used to explore the effects of displacement. Finally, the
sample is otherwise relatively homogeneous, capturing rural areas with a relatively high de-
gree of exposure to conflict. This means that – following statistical adjustment to control for
potential confounds in who is displaced – there is good coverage for comparing respondents
who have experienced displacement against those who have not experienced displacement. An
important limitation, however, is that the sample is not representative of the universe of IDPs
in Colombia.15

In terms of which outcomes to focus on with respect to displacement effects, we consider a
broad range, which we group into six categories. Given prior work on the welfare-diminishing

14Generally, performance evaluations differ from impact evaluations in that the latter tend to have built-in ran-
domized treatment and control groups for subsequent estimation of effects, while the former tend not to or are
often more descriptive in their evaluation goals.

15While the distribution of respondent characteristics in the household survey largely resemble comparable re-
spondent characteristics from the recent (nationally representative) rural waves of LAPOP in Colombia (see Figure
A.3), we cannot strictly generalize our findings outside of these areas.
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consequences of displacement (e.g., Ibáñez and Moya (2010)), we look at survey items captur-
ing different dimensions of economic well-being (welfare). Following a large literature on the
social and political consequences of victimization (Bauer et al., 2016), we also look at items mea-
suring social cohesion and community cooperation (cohesion), interest or involvement in pol-
itics (politics), and trust in state institutions (trust). Finally, we consider two other sets of
outcomes that are particular to displacement and the Colombian context: the first are attitudes
bearing on land reform and tenure security (land), which may be affected by displacement and
are important elements of politics in countries with rural economies (Albertus, 2020). The sec-
ond are attitudes towards the peace process between the Colombian government and the FARC
(peace), which prior work suggests may be influenced by victimization experiences (e.g., Tellez
(2019b); Hazlett (2020)).

4.2 Estimating displacement effects

Estimating the effect of displacement – as with other victimization experiences – is difficult.
Some civilians are more likely to experience displacement than others, either as a result of back-
ground characteristics that expose them to conflict at higher rates (e.g., poverty, insecurity, weak
property rights) or characteristics that single them out as targets during war (e.g., perceived loy-
alties, location in relation to battle-lines, lootable resources). The decision to flee itself – i.e.,
not just who is exposed to conflict, but who “chooses” to flee rather than stay remain in the face
of exposure (Schon, 2019) – may also be endogenous to outcomes of interest. And, unlike other
‘treatments’ of interest in the social sciences, field experiments and randomized control trials
do not present a solution to these identification problems.

Our approach to addressing these identification problems relies on inverse probability weight-
ing (IPW) (Imbens, 2000; Cole and Hernán, 2008). In short, IPW resembles matching methods
where researchers attempt to balance pre-treatment characteristics among treated and control
groups to create ‘apples-to-apples’ comparison groups that vary only in treatment status. IPW
has the added advantage of not discarding observations that are left unmatched, instead re-
weighting the sample towards observations that are similarly likely to have received treatment.

The weights create a synthetic sample in which subjects who have received a treatment (the
displaced) and subjects who have not received a treatment (the non-displaced) are balanced
on pre-treatment characteristics (i.e., where the distribution of pre-treatment covariates is in-
dependent of treatment assignment) (Austin, 2011). In our application, weights are generated
by the covariate balancing propensity score (CBPS) methodology, which models treatment as-
signment while optimizing covariate balance (Imai and Ratkovic, 2014), though our results are
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robust to other approaches.
An important part of any approach to estimating treatment effects with observational data

is deciding what covariates to adjust for. Table A.1 lists and provides justification for all covari-
ates included in our IPW procedure. We include covariates (both at the individual and municipal-
level) that are likely affect both the likelihood of being displaced and the class of outcomes we
are interested in, while avoiding adjustment for post-treatment variables (e.g., completed years
of education, which are likely to be affected by displacement) (Montgomery, Nyhan and Torres,
2018).16

A first step in evaluating our estimation strategy is examining covariate balance post-weighting.
Figure 2 shows remarkable improvements in balance before (‘unadjusted‘) and after weighting
(‘adjusted‘), and also showcases the problem with naively comparing outcomes of IDPs and non-
IDPs. Prior to adjustment, IDPs and non-IDPs are fundamentally different in many ways that
make comparison difficult (e.g., IDPs tend to have larger families). Post-weighting, many of
these baseline differences shrink to zero. This can be seen, for instance, in the LRDP’s sampling
design itself, which actively sought out places with displacement: respondents in LRDP areas
are substantially more likely to have been displaced than those in other areas. Post-weighting,
this difference effectively disappears. Table A.2 provides further summary statistics and also
shows that we retain a relatively large post-weighting effective sample size (ESS).

16Importantly, our municipal-level controls are based on the municipality of origin for respondents in our sample
(i.e., for the displaced this is the municipality they were displaced from; for the non-displaced, it is where they
currently live), out of concern that characteristics associated with the current location of the displaced are post-
treatment.
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Altitude (logged)
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Figure 2: Love plot of covariate balance before and after weighting.

One potential confound that is specific to displacement but unaddressed by the set of co-
variates discussed above is that exposure to displacement may be a function of an individual’s
(real or perceived) political loyalties (Steele, 2011; Balcells and Steele, 2016), which are in turn
correlated with outcomes of interest. In the Colombian context, this might mean that civilians
who are (perceived to be) loyal to the left-wing guerrillas are more likely to be targeted by right-
wing groups, or the military. Using an endorsement experiment designed to indirectly elicit
truthful attitudes towards the FARC (Bullock, Imai and Shapiro, 2011), we find no evidence that
the displaced in our sample17 are any more likely to have favorable views of the FARC than their
counterparts (Table A.6; details on design available in the Appendix). While the experiment im-
perfectly addresses this concern, it does present some evidence against the possibility that the
displacement effects we estimate are confounded by ideology.18

17Of course, we are not claiming that (perceived) loyalties have no bearing on the incidence of displacement in
Colombia writ large. We are instead suggesting that, among the people we interviewed, loyalties do not seem a
major potential confounding difference in attributes between IDPs and non-IDPs.

18In particular, the endorsement experiment measures attitudes in the present and not attitudes at the time of
displacement, which may have taken place years in the past.
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5 RESULTS

5.1 Main Results: Outcomes of Displacement

We compile the main results of the project into Figure 3, which plots effect estimates (points)
and 95% confidence intervals (lines) for each of the six types of outcomes. Overall, a few distinct
patterns emerge.

First, displacement seems to have substantial negative welfare effects: IDPs report lower
levels of income today, are more likely to say their income is not enough to subsist on, and expe-
rience food insecurity more frequently.19 They are also more likely to be at risk of eviction, and
to expect to have a harder time transferring their property, patterns that reflect the economic
damages of displacement. We also test for whether displacement causes shifts in general risk-
seeking behavior, but find no evidence of differences between IDPs and non-IDPs.20

Our evidence also suggests displacement may increase levels of social cohesion and mobi-
lization: IDPs are more likely to say they’ve recently helped solve a local problem, support col-
lective action (“Would you get together with other rural families to demand the state improve your sit-
uation?”), are more willing to pay taxes if they were used to help the needy, and are more likely
to say they’ve attended a variety of local meetings21. These findings echo prior work on the mo-
bilizing effects of victimization (Blattman, 2009; Bauer et al., 2016), though to our knowledge
these patterns have not been documented with respect to displacement.

Displacement also appears to influence attitudes towards peace-building. People who have
been displaced are more likely to express support for the peace process (“to what extent do you
support the implementation of the peace accords with the FARC?”) and to be optimistic about the
ability of ex-FARC members to reintegrate into society (“How optimistic or pessimistic do you feel
about demobilized FARC members successfully reintegrating into society?”) than those who weren’t
displaced, even as they are less likely to say they feel safer now. This latter pattern bearing on
expectations of future safety is more mixed: they are no more likely to fear the formation of new
groups, nor to expect less conflict after the end of the peace process.22

19These patterns are in line with prior work showing that IDPs have extreme poverty rates over three times
higher than the national average (CODHES, 2016).

20We picked three items from a “Risk-Acceptance Index” used in the American National Elections Survey (ANES)
(Kam, 2012). The items we selected were very weakly correlated, and thus we did not combine them into an index.

21The “women’s meetings” item was only administered to respondents who identified as women.
22We delve more deeply into the effects of displacement on peace attitudes through a conjoint experiment that

randomly varies the attributes of hypothetical peace agreements (Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014).
Overall, we find no evidence that the displaced and non-displaced react differently to the peace agreement at-
tributes, using the preference heterogeneity test in Leeper, Hobolt and Tilley (2020) (Table A.4). Attribute-level
results available in Table A.5.
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Figure 3: Estimated effect of displacement across outcomes.

In terms of political attitudes, differences are more muted. The displaced are no more likely
than the non-displaced to claim they will vote in the next presidential elections, or to say they
are generally interested in politics. They are, however, more likely than the non-displaced to en-
dorse land expropriation as a policy tool to improve access for the landless and (unsurprisingly)
to believe that the restitution process is generally fair and equitable.

Where there is consistently little to no evidence of displacement effects is in attitudes to-
wards land tenure and trust in the state. Across the board, displaced people are no more likely
than the non-displaced to feel their land tenure is insecure, that their property is safe, that land
conflicts are likely to emerge, even as they are more aware of the government’s land restitution
unit (LRU). In terms of trust, the displaced are similarly no more or less likely to express trust in
varied state institutions, though they do appear more optimistic about the ability of the state
to implement land reform as part of the peace process. Jointly, these patterns perhaps attests
to the widespread nature of tenure insecurity in the rural Global South (Deininger, 2003; Broe-
gaard, 2005).

The results are robust to a few other, common modeling choices. With IPW, one decision-
point is what algorithm or process to use in constructing the propensity scores underlying the
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weights. Figure A.4 shows estimates are largely consistent across five different methodologies
for constructing propensity scores. A different decision-point concerns how to identify ‘extreme’
weights and whether or not to remove them prior to analysis. Figure A.5 shows results are largely
similar even while truncating extreme weights (above the 99th percentile).

In sum, the picture that emerges of the effect of displacement on civilians centers on house-
hold welfare and social cohesion. IDPs are clearly worse off in economic terms than their peers,
even among the very poor and rural population that we sampled, and many years after the fact:
the median respondent in our sample was displaced sixteen years before their responses were
collected. This finding mirrors prior research on the negative welfare consequences of displace-
ment (Ibáñez and Moya, 2010).

The displaced also appear much more mobilized and invested in community than their coun-
terparts, in part reflecting prior work on the potentially ‘positive’ effects of displacement on so-
cial cooperation, though at the same time clashing with work that suggests these pro-social ef-
fects are a function of social ties (which have often been destroyed for IDPs) (Dorff, 2017). One
possibility, as discussed in Steele et al. (2021) is that the displaced have something at stake –
recovering lost land or property, or returning to origin communities – that makes them more
likely to mobilize and experience social cohesion than the non-displaced. We explore these two
outcomes in the following section.

5.2 What happens after displacement?

Beyond estimating the effects of displacement, our data also provide us a rare view into the post-
displacement experiences of IDPs. Here, we focus on two key questions of post-displacement
life: first, which victims return home after displacement? And second, which victims pursue
legal restitution of their land?

5.2.1 IDP RETURN

Figure 4 presents a few descriptive patterns related to IDP return. More than half of IDPs in
our sample do eventually return to their place of origin, and among those, the most common
motivations for return are economic and social. Notably, almost no one in our sample listed
state assistance as a factor facilitating return, which speaks to persistent low state capacity in
redressing wartime victims (Voytas, 2021). Return for many is also a long process: the median
victim who returned home did so after five years, but many spend much longer.
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Figure 4: Summary of descriptive characteristics concerning ability of displaced to return home.

Among those who never return, security concerns and an inability to recover property (ei-
ther because it was destroyed, or because of legal issues) are the dominant obstacles.23 Inse-
curity in the countryside is driven by various factors, including the violent expansion of armed
groups into areas previously controlled by the FARC (Prem et al., 2020). Such insecurity can limit
the ability of victims to return, even for those who are already relatively near. Team interviews
with a Yupka indigenous community in the department of Cesar, for instance, highlighted how
paramilitary groups continue to occupy Yupka land and forbid access to state officials working
to map out the boundaries of the community’s territory.24

The return of IDPs to areas where property rights are characterized by informality can also
generate social conflict between different groups laying claim to the same land. In Colombia,
land conflicts between indigenous groups and peasants have surged over questions of who owns
what (de Benito, 2015). These patterns were echoed in our interviews with members of the
Yupka community, who argued that returning IDPs were creating conflict because “they [the

23These findings echo reports by the Consultancy on Human Rights and Displacement (CODHES), who in a 2014
study found that security concerns are among the most important barriers to IDP return (CODHES, 2015).

24Research team focus group discussions in Valledupar, Cesar. March 27th, 2017.
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peasants] are being given back land that was part of our ancestral territory”.25 As discussed in
the next section, informality can also exacerbate conflicts between returning IDPs and locals
laying claim to the same parcel of land (CODHES, 2016, p. 453).

5.2.2 SEEKING LAND RESTITUTION

These dynamics demonstrate that the return of IDPs is often entangled with the question of
whether IDPs are able to recover lost property through the restitution process. As seen in Fig-
ure 5, only a quarter of IDPs in our sample formally seek out restitution of property from the
state. While the majority among these have some professional entity advocating their case,
many claim they are serving as their own advocates. The process is also lengthy: among those
who achieve restitution, the average respondent spent 2.25 years in the process, but others at
different stages of restitution spend much longer.

Have you sought restitution?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
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Yes

Percent of respondents
(N = 726)

Who is advocating your case?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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Percent of respondents
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Time in restitution process
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0
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30

In years
(N = 111)

Still waiting for restitution? No Yes

Figure 5: Summary of descriptive characteristics concerning restitution.
25Research team focus group discussions in Valledupar, Cesar. March 27th, 2017.
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The restitution process itself is opaque, costly, and difficult for victims to navigate. Author
interviews with state officials and advocacy organizations point to problems with institutional
coordination, low state capacity, and the difficulty of adjudicating competing claims as key ob-
stacles in the restitution process. Officials noted how courts and legal services are concentrated
in urban areas whereas restitution cases are concentrated in rural areas, limiting access for vic-
tims and creating coordination problems among entities26. Even when a restitution case is adju-
dicated by the courts, agencies often lack the capacity to implement and enforce court rulings.27.
Restitution cases are also often complicated by the presence of secondary occupants who live on
the land abandoned by the IDP 28. Indeed, of the 144 IDPs we interviewed who had a pending
restitution case, about one quarter of them faced an opposing claimant. As (CODHES, 2016)
notes, competing claims introduce additional normative and legal complexity in balancing the
needs of IDPs against those of secondary occupants, who may have purchased the land in good
faith and depend on it for survival.

5.2.3 PREDICTIVE ANALYSIS

Given these obstacles, a natural follow-up question is what factors explain variation in who re-
turns and who seeks out restitution. Given the nature of this question and the data – a relatively
small sample of displaced respondents (N = 733), many potential explanatory variables, and
few ex ante theoretical expectations – we adopt a prediction framework (Shmueli, 2010; Hill Jr
and Jones, 2014), and ask which variables are most predictive of these outcomes. To retain inter-
pretability, we use LASSO regression, a common variable selection methodology (James et al.,
2013). LASSO uses a penalization parameter to shrink coefficient estimates to zero based on
how the resulting model performs in cross-validation.

Our process is as follows. First, we select a relatively large set of explanatory variables that
are reasonably relevant to each outcome. Next, we use 10-fold cross-validation to tune the pe-
nalization parameter, using the explanatory variables in the training data. We then evaluate
the predictive out-of-sample performance of the resulting model on the test set.

We report the main results of the LASSO model in Figure 6. In terms of who returns, men
and those who report greater comfort with risk-seeking were more likely to have returned home.
Conversely, those who were deliberately displaced by force (as opposed to fleeing general inse-

26Author interview with Director of Access to Justice Program (March 9th, 2017) and interview with Director of
Defensoría Pública and head of Group for the Judicial Representation of Victims (March 7th, 2017).

27Author interview with Secretary of Government of Santander de Quilichao, Cauca. April 3rd, 2017.
28Author interviews with Director of Defensoria Publica and head of Group for the Judicial Representation of Victims.

Bogota, Colombia, March 7th, 2017.
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curity) were less likely to return, as were respondents who identified as white/mestizo (as op-
posed to other racial categories, such as Afro-Colombian or indigenous). That non-white IDPs
are more likely to return is in many ways surprising: multiple interviews with state officials high-
light a dearth of specialists in ethnic issues and a “need for greater dialogue” with minority com-
munities affected by the conflict.29 On the other hand, if victims are returning largely without
the help of the state it may be that these communities have a higher capacity for collective ac-
tion that facilitates return (Arjona, 2016).

With respect to restitution, men also tend to be more likely than women to formally seek
out restitution of lost property. This gender gap is also reflected in an earlier national survey by
CODHES (2015), who find that although women-headed households constitute 45% of the dis-
placed population, they comprise only 30% of restitution cases (pg. 130). In addition, respon-
dents who have attended local meetings for victims of the conflict also appear more likely to
seek out restitution, while the probability that a victim seeks out restitution decreases in how
rural their origin municipality is. Interestingly, despite the legalistic nature of restitution pro-
cesses, income and education seem to have little predictive power in who seeks restitution.

29Author interview with Director of Access to Justice Program (March 9th, 2017) and interview with Director of
Defensoria Publica and head of Group for the Judicial Representation of Victims (March 7th, 2017).
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Figure 6: Penalized coefficient estimates from LASSO regression. Variables with missing bars
had estimates pulled to zero.
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How well do these models predict who returns and who seeks out restitution? We report
receiver operating (ROC) curves for out-of-sample (test set) predictions in Figure A.6. The area
under curve metric is .68 for the decision to return and .7 for restitution-seeking, which repre-
sents an improvement of 36% and 40% over guessing at random, respectively. In overall terms,
these improvements are modest, which suggests other, unknown factors may be more predic-
tive of these outcomes.

6 POLICY AND PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS

Displacement is a deeply traumatizing experience that affects millions around the world. The
prospect of resettling, restituting, and rebuilding communities destroyed by displacement also
represents a daunting challenge for societies in conflict and global humanitarian efforts. Un-
derstanding how displacement shapes victim’s trajectories is thus crucial for crafting informed
policy-making and advocacy. In this project, we advance our understanding of the effects of dis-
placement using original data from rural households with a high incidence of displacement in
Colombia. The results have numerous implications for both the academic literature and policy-
makers.

First, the results provide strong evidence that there can be substantial heterogeneity of ex-
perience within the broad umbrella term of “wartime victimization”. Even after adjusting for
other forms of wartime victimization, the experience of displacement appears to both under-
mine and mobilize victims in distinct ways that may set them apart from other conflict victims.
Disaggregating wartime victimization may thus be one way of working towards resolving what
are at times contradictory findings in the literature on the effects of victimization. With respect
to policy, this potentially means designing interventions that take into account the dispropor-
tionate economic burden faced by IDPs (Arias et al., 2014), or that leverages IDPs apparently
higher capacity for collective action in ‘bottom-up’ peacebuilding efforts (Autesserre, 2021).

Second, the study underscores that there is substantial variation among IDPs in what comes
after displacement. Explaining and addressing this variation is likely crucial for the long-term
well-being of IDPs. With respect to return, ongoing security concerns originating from post-
conflict instability (Prem et al., 2020) and difficulty recovering property appear as major impedi-
ments. Intervention design should thus take into account the fraught security situation present
in many post-conflict settings. In terms of restitution-seeking and the recovery of property, a
key insight is that few victims formally pursue restitution, and that many in our sample claim
to lack access to representation in what is an often labyrinthine legal process (Sanín, Huertas
and Hernández, 2019). A key area for policymakers to intervene is thus in facilitating the resti-
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tution process for victims who want restitution, and to explore how the differential uptake of
restitution may exacerbate inequities in post-conflict societies. Interventions to improve the
restitution process and formalize land ownership should also, in turn, help to reduce local con-
flicts among IDPs and secondary occupants and ensure the rights of each in the process.

Finally, it is important to note that the results presented here are from a particular time
(the post-accord peace process) and a particular place (rural Colombia). Displacement effects
can vary significantly across countries in ways that are difficult to synthesize. More theoretical
and empirical work is needed on the effects of displacement, especially work that leverages re-
search design strategies to identify displacement effects. One clear avenue for future research
is work that identifies the determinants of IDP return, particularly research that distinguishes
between the desire and ability of IDPs to return (Arias, Ibáñez and Querubin, 2014; Camarena and
Hägerdal, 2020). Another avenue is to explore how IDPs navigate post-conflict programs and
policies related to victim’s reparations and restitution (Voytas, 2021; Steele et al., 2021). Even if
such programs are key to rebuilding after war, their impact will be limited if IDPs face significant
barriers to uptake.
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Appendix

1 SURVEY DATA: SOURCE OF DATA, SAMPLING FRAME

Data used in the rural household analysis come from a survey collected in March and June of
2017 as part of USAID’s performance evaluation of the Land and Rural Development Programme
(LRDP), which had been operating in the following departments/regions: Cauca, Tolima, Meta,
Cesar, and Montes de Maria. The LRDP is a multi-faceted development program that include ef-
forts to address challenges in rural areas bearing on land restitution for displaced victims of the
war, the formalization of land tenure, and broader rural development. Program interventions
varied, but largely focused on improving bureaucratic capacity and cooperation among govern-
ment agencies that interact with these policy areas. More details of the program are available
in Section 2 of [citation removed to ensure blind review].

The survey data used in this paper come from the quantitative portion of the performance
evaluation of the LRDP, which aimed to assess the effectiveness of the LRDP at the halfway point
of its lifespan. As part of this evaluation, approximately 1,548 rural households were selected
across 50 municipalities that included locations where the LRDP had been operating and other,
comparable municipalities. The decision-making process underlying where the LRDP chose to
operate involved a number of factors, but largely centered on need related to restitution and
formalization, conflict-exposure, low development, and rurality. In terms of selecting munici-
palities for evaluation, a subset of the municipalities where the LRDP had been active were ran-
domly selected, and then using data on municipal characteristics, a set of comparable munici-
palities were identified through matching. The result is a set of municipalities characterized by
high rurality, high exposure to conflict, and a high incidence of poverty. More details available
in Annex 1 of [citation removed to ensure blind review].

Moving from the municipality to the household, rural parts of the municipality were em-
phasized for data collection, in particular veredas (or ‘villages’) within municipalities. Village se-
lection was largely random, though in some municipalities where the LRDP was active specific
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villages were chosen because of their relevance to the LRDP program. Roughly 15 households
in each village were surveyed. Enumerators performed random-walks through the village until
the specified number of surveys were completed in each village. In terms of sample diversity,
the sample frame involved quotas on gender and age, though not for ethnicity. That said, many
respondents do belong to minority ethnic groups in Colombia, especially Afro-Colombian (10%
of sample) and indigenous (13% of sample). More details available in Annex 1 of [citation re-
moved to ensure blind review].

Once in the field, there were a few unexpected constraints. In a small number of cases, cost
constraints prevented traveling to very remote or poorly connected villages. There were also
a few instances where it was deemed too dangerous to survey a particular village. In these in-
stances, a new village was chosen at random that had a high chance of having similar charac-
teristics. These constraints are not out of the ordinary for survey work in rural Colombia. More
details on page 239 of [citation removed to ensure blind review].

The resulting data captures a random sample (though I note a few constraints, above) of
households in rural and highly conflict-afflicted regions of the country. Given the sampling
frame emphasis on rurality and conflict-exposure, the resulting sample is not intended to be
nationally representative of all households, nor of rural households.
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Figure A.1: Location of surveys, including LRDP status.
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Figures A.2 and A.3 present distributions of sample characteristics in the survey and from
the last two years of the rural portion of data from Colombia collected by LAPOP, respectively.
In contrast to the survey, the item used to measure displacement in LAPOP asks respondents
whether a family member was displaced during the conflict, so direct comparison is not perfect.
Overall, there is a fair amount of overlap in these distributions, though the sample (by design)
captures a much larger proportion of people who were displaced.
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Household size Respondent age Years of education

0 5 10 15 20 25 50 75 100 0 5 10 15 20

Race Sex

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
Divorced
Engaged

Married
Never married

Permanent partner
Separated
Widowed

Female

Male

Displaced? Marital status

0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

No

Yes

NA

Black
Indigenous

Mestizo
Mulatto

Other
White

NA

Percent of sample

Figure A.2: Sample respondent characteristics from survey.
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Black

Indigenous

Mestizo

Other

White

Man

Woman

Family member displaced Gender Race

0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

No

Yes

NA

Percent of sample

Age Number of kids Years of education

25 50 75 0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15 20

Figure A.3: Respondent characteristics from rural module of LAPOP Colombia (2018 and 2019,
combined).
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1.1 Implementation, data quality, and ethical considerations

Participants took the survey in or near their home. An informed consent form was read to par-
ticipants outlining the purpose of the study, steps taken to protect the confidentiality of their
responses, and potential risks faced by participating. Participants were assured that their pro-
tection was voluntary. They were also informed that their responses would be shared through
public publication in a way that protected their identity. Participants received no benefit or ex-
pectation of participation and were instructed that they could end the interview at any time.
Enumerators administered the survey using tablets, and the interview lasted approximately 45
minutes to an hour. Participants who agreed to participate gave consent orally, and consent was
recorded in the tablet. The survey included modules on topics in restitution, land tenure, land
formalization policy, and other questions bearing on rural development. The full instrument is
available in Appendix 3 of [citation removed to ensure blind review].

In terms of data quality, enumerators received four days of training on best practices in sur-
vey collection, including sampling methodology, and electronic data collection using platforms
and Survey CTO (the survey platform selected for electronic data collection). On the field, enu-
merators received spot-checks by supervisors, phone verification by the survey team of answers
with a random subset of participants, and data quality checks by the performance evaluation
team (e.g., plausible length of time answering questions; geo-location while collecting survey).
More details on page 102 of [citation removed to ensure blind review].

Data collection received IRB approval from XXX University in March 2017. I have no reason
to expect the survey adversely affected participants, though I recognize the difficulty people can
face in discussing painful memories. Given that the survey instrument touches on sensitive sub-
jects, the survey procedure involved ensuring that others were not present during the interview
who might overhear, to the best extent possible. Enumerators also received training on ethics
in survey research and research with human subjects, which explicitly included training on not
‘pushing’ participants for answers on questions deemed sensitive. Participants were not paid
or compelled to participate in the survey. The survey also did not differentially benefit or harm
any particular group. Finally, given the setting, some participants can be considered vulnerable
or marginalized. As a result, great care was taken to remove identifying information from the
data and ensure respondent anonymity both in data storage and analysis.

2 ADDITONAL ANALYSIS
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Table A.1: Motivation for including variable in covariate balancing procedure. For simplicity, out-
come variables are discussed as ‘outcomes’, which includes beliefs, preferences, sense of secu-
rity, etc.

Covariate Reasoning

White/non-white Ethnic minorities more likely to be targeted for displace-
ment (?); identity affects outcomes

Sex (male) Men more likely to die, women often disproportionately
affected (?); men and women often systematically differ
in outcomes

Age (years) Age shapes decision to flee; age shapes outcomes
Household size Family size shapes decision to flee; family status affects

outcomes
% rural population Conflict clustered in rural areas; rurality shapes outcomes
Population (logged) Size of town shapes decision to flee; size shapes out-

comes
Distance to capital Remote areas more likely to be targeted; remoteness

shapes outcomes
Municipal poverty index Poverty shapes decision to flee; poverty shapes outcomes
Altitude (logged) Conflict clustered in mountainous terrain; rugged terrain

shapes outcomes
Municipal homicides (avg) Relative danger shapes decision to flee; danger/risk

shapes outcomes
AUC presence (prop. of years) Presence of AUC increases displacement; right-wing

group shapes outcomes via targeting, unobserved loyal-
ties

FARC presence (prop. of years) Presence of FARC increases displacement; left-wing
groups shape outcomes via targeting, unobserved loyal-
ties

ELN presence (prop. of years) Presence of ELN increases displacement; left-wing
groups shape outcomes via targeting, unobserved
loyalties

Number of people displaced
(avg)

Places with high displacement might be fundamentally
different

Other victimization experiences Victims are more likely to be displaced; victimization
shapes outcomes

LRDP programming area LRDP shapes sample, influencing both displacement and
outcomes

literacy Human capital shapes decision to flee and outcomes, lit-
eracy is arguably pre-treatment
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voted for Santos would pay more tax

trust in courts trust in INCODER trust in MARD trust in mayor trust in personeria trust in police trust in state

property safe from govt property safe from outsiders risk aversion 1 risk aversion 2 supports expropriation supports land invasions supports peace

land conflicts unlikely land help available land rights clear land rights protected less conflict future monthly income property is respected

has enough food helped solve local problem income not enough interest in politics invested in property knows land victim law knows of LRU

belief in titling belief restitution is fair ease of property transfer eviction risk favors collective action fear new groups feel safer now

attends community meetings attends farmer meetings attends political party meetings attends women's meetings belief FARC can demobilize belief in land reform belief in restitution
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Figure A.4: Displacement effect estimates across weighting algorithms.
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Table A.2: Summary statistics of the qualities of the distributions of weights.

Balance Status Coef. of variation MAD Entropy ESS (control) ESS (treated)

Unweighted Treated 0.5 0.33 0.82 783 725
Weighted Control 0.46 0.29 0.72 648.77 580.48

Overall 0.48 0.31 0.77 NA NA
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Land help available
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Figure A.5: Displacement effect estimates, truncating weights above the 99th percentile.
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3 CONJOINT RESULTS
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Table A.3: Conjoint experiment attributes and levels.
Provision Type Attribute Levels

Transitional Justice Retributive Justice
FARC members don’t go to jail,

Only human right violators go to jail,
All FARC members go to jail

Political FARC Elections
Demobilized fighters cannot compete in elections,

Demobilized fighters can compete in elections,
Demobilized fighters can compete in elections and have 5 guaranteed seats in Congress

Land Land Distribution
No transfer,

Small transfer of land to landless peasants,
Large transfer of land to landless peasants

Drug Policy Drug Policy Reform
Aerial fumigation,

Manual eradication,
Cultivation substitution program
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Table A.4: Test of heterogeneity (f-test) for conjoint experiment. Null model = attributes only;
alternative model = attributes interacted with displacement status.

Resid. Df Resid. Dev Df Deviance F Pr(>F)

8, 567 2, 086.793
8, 558 2, 083.007 9 3.786 1.728 0.077
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Table A.5: . Conjoint results. Model interacts displacement status and profile attributes. Errors
clustered at respondent-level.

Model 1

Intercept 0.424***
(0.021)

displaced? 0.043
(0.031)

drugs (medium) -0.007
(0.018)

drugs (high) -0.049***
(0.018)

elections (medium) -0.065***
(0.018)

elections (high) -0.095***
(0.018)

land (medium) X displaced -0.025
(0.026)

land (high) X displaced -0.064**
(0.027)

justice (medium) X displaced -0.044
(0.027)

justice (high) X displaced 0.032
(0.028)

drugs (medium) X displaced 0.003
(0.026)

drugs (high) X displaced 0.008
(0.027)

elections (medium) X displaced -0.029
(0.026)

elections (high) X displaced -0.016
(0.026)

N 8576
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
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4 ENDORSEMENT EXPERIMENT

Three endorsement experiments were administered to measure respondent support for the
FARC. These experiments were administered out of concern that respondent fear, social desir-
ability bias, and non-random refusal to participate would bias measures of rebel support. Policy
questions were selected to be: a) plausible or existing policy questions in domestic Colombian
politics; b) relevant to the rural context, to maximize probability that respondents have opin-
ions or intuitions about them; c) policies that the FARC either has or would plausibly endorse.

The mechanics of the endorsement experiment is as follows: a randomly-selected half of
all respondents are asked to express their opinion toward a policy, which they are told has been
endorsed by the FARC (treatment group). The other respondents are asked for their opinion,
without the FARC endorsement (control group). Higher levels of support under the treatment
condition is interpreted as evidence of support for the endorsing actor.

The three policy questions are the following:

• A recent proposal [TREATMENT: by the FARC] calls for shifting away from importing food-
stuffs from foreign countries and instead producing food domestically, so that the major-
ity of food consumed in the country is made by Colombians. How do you feel about this
proposal?

• A recent proposal [TREATMENT: by the FARC] calls for redistributing land from large land-
holders, in order to give landless peasants greater access to land. The proposal would
mean that anyone who owns very large tracts of land might be subject to having some of
it taken away. How do you feel about this proposal?

• A recent proposal [TREATMENT: by the FARC] calls for the legalization of coca cultivation
in Colombia. This proposal would allow coca cultivators to sell coca legally, and has been
argued will end the drug trade and the need for counter-narcotics efforts on the part of
the state. How do you feel about this proposal?

To analyze whether underlying support for the FARC varies substantially across displace-
ment status, I simply interact the treatment indicator with an indicator of whether the respon-
dent was displaced during the conflict.
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Table A.6: Endorsement experiment results. Models interact FARC endorsement treatment
with displacement status.

Dependent variable:

Agr. policy Coca policy Land policy
(1) (2) (3)

Endorse treatment X displaced 0.042 0.017 0.175
(0.098) (0.112) (0.117)

Observations 1,500 1,456 1,484

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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5 LASSO

Out-of-sample AUC: 0.68

Outcome: respondent able to return
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Figure A.6: Receiver operating characteristic curve for LASSO models, out-of-sample data.
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