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Welcome Letter 

 
 
Dear Delegates, 
 
           Welcome to the 33rd annual North American Model United Nations Conference 
at the University of Toronto! We are excited to witness your impressive skills in 
negotiation, military strategy, political maneuvering, historical research and any other 
talents you may bring to the table. It is with our pleasure that we invite you to be a 
delegate in the Congress Committee of the Colombian Conflict Integrated Crisis. You will 
be working closely with the NAMUN Crisis staff, and the other four Colombian crisis 
committees. As we turn to 1991, you will have the unique opportunity to influence the 
future of Colombia and its citizens. This high stakes and multifaceted conflict is a 
particular favorite of ours because it acutely exhibits deeply-rooted notions of political, 
social and economic alienation. 
 
    In regard to a brief introduction to your chairs, Andrea Ho is studying Neuroscience 
and International Relations with a minor in History. It will be her fifth year in Model 
United Nations, and her third year chairing a historical crisis committee. Mark Chamoun is 
majoring in Political Science and Near and Middle Eastern Studies. He has two years of 
experience in Model United Nations under his belt. Your moderator, Leo Zhu, studies 
Chemical Engineering, with this being his eighth year of Model United Nations. 
 
           We strongly suggest that you use this background guide as a preliminary source, 
and continue to do your own research. We have provided a list of sources that you may 
find useful, but these are by no means the only sources that you may, or should look at. 
Physical sources or scholarly online sources may prove to be quite useful to you, as they 
often provide the depth, detail and analysis needed for our discussions. 
 
           With that, we once again welcome you to NAMUN 2018 and we look forward to 
meeting you all! 
 
 
Andrea Ho and Mark Chamoun 

 
 
 
	

	

	

	
	



	
	
	

Introduction 
 
 

The Colombian Crisis from its beginnings in the 1960’s to the height of conflict in 
1991 highlights a history of tensions between political and social factions in a country left 
ravaged both by internal conflict and crime. The crisis involves three main players: the 
Colombian government, Guerilla insurgencies (i.e FARC), and Right-wing paramilitaries 
(i.e AAA). The crisis originates in a conflict period in Colombia called “La Violencia”, a 10 
year civil war between Colombia’s two main parties, in which guerrilla movements 
(notably FARC) found an opportunity to organize and began an armed conflict with the 
government of Colombia. As the crisis grew other actors such as right-wing paramilitary 
groups emerged and became significant factors in the conflict. Within the larger dynamic 
of tensions and violence between these actors, there exists smaller issues emerging out of 
the greater conflict. Notably there is the problem of drug trafficking, kidnappings and 
other human rights violations, an economic and social rural-urban divide, and the concern 
of American involvement in Colombian affairs.  

 
The purpose of the Colombian congress is to address these problems through 

pragmatic action. Whether this takes form in legislation, policy making, or simply 
confrontation between differing political faction is up to you. The time period for the 
crisis will begin in the year 1991; arguably the height of tensions in the conflict. Within 
the confines of Colombian congress during this time period this crisis committee should aim 
to analyze issues in the Colombian crisis and create concrete solutions and resolutions to 
the conflict therein.   
 
  
  
 

	
	
	 	



	
	
	

Definitions 
 
 
Paramilitaries: Paramilitaries often resemble professional military bodies in their 
organization, training and strategic approaches, but lack the official endorsement of the 
state to be a formal military force. However, the state may adopt these forces as one of 
their own in times of desperation. 
 
Armed Insurgency: An armed movement against a recognized authority or power using 
weapons as a means for uprising and combat 
 
Guerilla Warfare: An asymmetric conflict waged by actors including paramilitary 
groups, armed civilians, or other political groups. Tactics used in this conflict include: 
ambushes, raids, hit-and-runs, military and economic sabotage and targeted attacks on 
civilian collaborators (examples of guerilla groups include FARC).   
 
Drug Cartel:  A criminal organization dedicated to the cultivation, production, trafficking, 
and distribution and sale of illegal substances.    
 
Terrorism: The unlawful and systematic use of intimidation, violence and terror as a means 
of coercion and pursuit of particular aims  
 
Drug Trafficking: The illegal practice of cultivating, manufacturing, distributing and selling 
drugs, especially on a global scale.  
 
Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs):  A person who is forced to leave their home, and take 
up refuge elsewhere, but still remains in the confines of their country’s borders 
Populism: Political rhetoric, support, concern and appeal to  “common people” centered 
around advocacy for the “common man/woman” 
 
Human Rights Abuses: Violations, transgressions and encroachments on human rights 
(usually as outlined by the UN Charter of Human Rights) committed by a lone actor or a 
state on an individual or group 
  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	

Historical Background 
	
	
Colombia’s as Bolivar’s Knot:  
 Colombia’s current crisis is the culmination of many interrelated, multi-faceted, 
and complex conflicts, most of which have deep historical roots. Consequently, the 
breakdown of Colombian political order is often likened to a tangled knot with 
indiscernible ends and beginnings. No clear explanations for its entanglement have 
arisen and the number of strands is uncountable. However, the knot’s origins are often 
associated with Simon Bolivar’s independence movement; unfortunately, the push for 
autonomy unintentionally spawned fundamental roadblocks in nation-building that have 
yet to be successfully resolved.1  
 
Geographic Brief: 
 Colombia’s geographic characteristics play an integral role in the complex nature 
of Colombia’s internecine conflict. For example, certain geographic features, such as the 
lowlands, both hindered and facilitated economic growth and migration. Three main 
geographical regions can be identified.  

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
Figure 1: Topographic map of Colombia. 2 

 

																																																								
1 Jenny Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth (London: Latin America Bureau, 1990), 3.  
2 World Maps Online, Colombia Physical Education Wall Map, Map, WorldMapsOnline.com, 
https://www.worldmapsonline.com/images/academia/countries/academia_colombia_physical_l
g.jpg  



	
 

 
The first is the mountainous region of the West. This area is characterized by the 

mountain ranges of the Andes and the Western, Eastern, and Central Cordillera. Deep 
valleys separate the ranges, and the country’s two greatest rivers, Cauca and 
Magdalena, flow through this region. Additionally, the mountain region is arguably the 
greatest contributor to Colombia’s economic growth, as it covers 26% of the country’s 
surface and 80% of the population lives here. Low-lying flat land to the east of the 
mountains characterizes the second region. This region is home to huge savannahs, or 
plains, to the north, and extensive forests to the south. Less than 1% of the population has 
settled in this region. The Pacific and Caribbean coasts shape the last region; it consists of 
19% of all national territory and 19.4% of the population lives here.3  
	
Colonial Legacy: 
 
 Before Spanish colonial administration, Colombia’s population numbered 3 to 4 
million indigenous peoples.4 Cartagena, the first permanent Spanish settlement, was 
established in 1533 on the norther coast of Colombia. 5 years later, Santafe de Bogota 
was founded and soon became a “Captaincy General” or a “viceroyalty”: an officially 
recognized Spanish colonial territory ruled by a viceroy. The viceroyalty of Nueva 
Granada, which includes the modern territory of Colombia, Panama, Venezuela, and 
Ecuador, was founded in 1739; Santafe de Bogota was adopted as its capital. Unknown 
to most, the first attempts to assert Colombian sovereignty included Cartagena’s 
declaration of independence in May 1810. However, the following period was known as 
“Patria Boba”, or “Foolish Country”, because native rulers failed to unite the disparate 
territories, resulting in the re-establishment of Spanish rule in 1815.5  
 
 The encomienda, a system for drafting locals to work as tribute to a landowner, 
had arguably the greatest impact of all Spanish colonial structures. However, the 
encomienda’s legacy is mixed; its ramifications included both the expansion and 
modernization of large estates, and the subsequent alienation of the rural poor. This 
marginalization led to “backward” agricultural practices throughout the colonial period.6 
For example, unlike other nations, Colombia never fully embraced plantation agriculture. 
Historians have often blamed this underdevelopment on the absence of an 
entrepreneurial spirit among the local ruling class. But, Colombia’s unfavourable terrain 
must be considered; goods could only be transferred via mules, which was a costly and 
risky endeavour. Ultimately these challenges engendered a hierarchical colonial society 
and considerable social tension plagued politically disparate groups.7  

 

																																																								
3 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, vii.  
4 The population would drop to 130 000 by 1800 due to repression, forced labour, and the 
introduction of European diseases.  
5 Grace Livingstone, Inside Colombia: Drugs, Democracy, and War (London: Latin America Bureau, 
2003), 60. 
6 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 14.  
7 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 15.  



 
 
 
 

Independence: Freedom at Last or Further Turmoil? 
 
 Independence was triumphantly declared when Venezuelan revolutionary Simon 
Bolivar defeated the Spanish at the battle of Boyaca in 1819.8 Although Bolivar 
dreamed of uniting South America under the guise of a singular state, he ultimately 
failed due to politically divergent local entities. Unfortunately, the declaration of 
sovereignty abetted the integration of colonial structures into the Colombian social fabric. 
For example, wealthy landowners still dominated the political and economic system, while 
peasants were largely neglected.9 Moreover, a struggle between Bolivar’s vision and 
that of his Vice President, the grand administrator Francisco de Paula Santander, is often 
linked to the development of a weak state and political instability. Subsequently, 
Colombia fell victim to brutal wars between landowners and merchants, as the latter 
were unable to consolidate power, despite a formal commitment to constitutions, laws, 
and elections.10  
 
 
The Establishment of Liberal and Conservative Parties: 
 
 The Conservative party was founded in 1848, and the Liberal party announced 
its conception a year later; political divergence was ascribed to differing religious 
views.11 Conservatives advocated for the tenets of Catholicism and the centralizing ideas 
of Bolivar, while the Liberals espoused secularism and a federal state.12  
 
 
The Bi-Partisan Wars: 
 
 Even though these parties were established by the upper class, they amassed 
significant support among lower class citizens. Individuals often felt that they were born 
either liberal or Conservative, sentiments of which were strengthened during the numerous 
bi-partisan civil wars in the 19th century.13 As each generation of peasant armies swept 
through the land, leaving a trail of havoc in its wake, another generation emerged, 
vowing to avenge the injustices committed by their political enemies.14 The War of a 
Thousand Days, from 1900 – 1902, was the most brutal and violent bi-partisan conflict, 
exacerbated by the emergence of numerous, mostly liberal, guerilla armies.15 Eventually, 
the Liberals were declared victorious, but the Conservatives officially ruled until 1930.	
	

																																																								
8 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 60. 
9 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 60. 
10 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 22.  
11 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 23. 
12 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 61. 
13 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 62.  
14 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 62. 
15 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 25. 



	
	
 
Early Economic Development (1870 – 1930):  
 
 Colombia entered the 20th century with what could be considered one of the 
“most backward economies in Latin America”. However, the production of coffee 
provided a basis from which the country could build its economic strength and 
consequently “forge a nation out of a fractured republic”.16 Coffee was first planted in 
1850, but sales increased dramatically in the 1900s. The lucrative beans represented 
70% of all of Colombia’s exports; unsurprisingly, Colombia was the second largest 
supplier of said good.17 Likewise, gold mining in Antioquia became another profitable 
natural resource. Many economists, after conducting historical analyses of Colombia's 
exports, have concluded that gold mining was a more integral aspect of Colombia’s 
colonial economy than agriculture.18 Another major economic development was the 
privatization of public lands. Most of the beneficiaries of this policy were wealthy 
landlords whose estates grew substantially. Conversely, the burden of these policies fell 
on farmers who were forced to migrate to the lowlands. Although this exodus extended 
the agricultural frontier, its prevailing corollary was the advancement of agrarian 
conflict.19  
 
 
Divisions within Elite (1900 – 1950): 
 
  As cities and industries grew, a minority nationalist sentiment proliferated among 
urban professionals such as industrialists and bankers. These individuals wanted to 
increase domestic industry by implementing tariffs and greater state intervention and 
were largely successful. Thus, significant division characterized Colombian political 
classes: liberal radicals aspired to mobilize the working poor, while ultra right-wing 
fascists wished to emulate fascism in Spain. However, most elites were content to 
capitalize on the profits from exporting produce; free trade and a small state suited 
their needs perfectly. Eventually, positive intervention of the state in economic 
development was publicly espoused, although dissident elites were diametrically 
opposed to strengthening social and labour legislation.20  
 
 
A Revolutionary Prelude: 
 

The Liberals returned to power after fifty years of unbroken conservative rule in 
the 1930s. New reforms included: universal male suffrage, state intervention in domestic  
 

																																																								
16 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 27.  
17 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 62. 
18 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 31.  
19 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 62. 
20 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 64.  



 
 
 
industry, diminished religious influence, the right of the state to expropriate property 
ostensibly to redistribute among the poor, levied taxes on profits, and legalized strikes. 
Such reforms marked the high point of radical liberalism.21 However, waning support for 
the Liberals precipitated political instability; this opening prompted multiple parties to 
reassert influence, which in turn devolved into local party feuds. Additional challenges to 
oligarchic rule inadvertently contributed to the rise of Jorge Elicer Gaitan’s populism. The 
subsequent collapse of the popular movement paved the way for immense sectarian 
violence.22  
	
	
Bogotazo of 1948:  
 
 Jorge Elicer Gaitan, leader of the burgeoning populist movement in Colombia, 
evoked fear among the elite because his political ideology deviated significantly from 
paternalism, and ultimately popularized radical liberalism. Gaitan’s speeches were well-
received because they explicitly condemned the urban elite and addressed the concerns 
of the urban poor. The lawyer from the modest family in Bogota was perceived as a 
dedicated social reformer, rather than a pure revolutionary. In 1947, Gaitan won the 
leadership of the Liberals, but a year later was shot by an assassin.23 His death 
catalyzed a violent spontaneous uprising known as the Bogotazo. These angry protests 
shook Bogota to its core; every object and institution that represented the peasants’ 
marginalization were either looted or destroyed.24 Although the Bogotazo can be 
considered a revolution of sorts, it ultimately failed due to an absence of strong 
leadership and organization.  
 
 
La Violencia (1948 – 1965):  
 
 The Bogotazo catalyzed one of the greatest periods of turmoil in Colombia’s 
history. La Violencia was a complete disintegration of social and political order, a 
manifestation of irrepressible tension due to inadequate social and political reforms. 
Although the social revolt initially espoused policies of economic redistribution and 
political participation, the conflict soon coopted the eruption of fierce personal vendettas 
and bitter class grievances. The first phase, from 1949 to 1953, epitomized barbarity, 
purportedly in the “name of political parties”. A “political solution” entailed military 
arbitration in the second phase (1953 – 1957). Widespread banditry characterized the 
third and final phase, from 1958 – 1965; however, others consider the formation of the 
National Front in 1953 as the official end.25 Perhaps the conflict’s most dramatic  

																																																								
21 Ibid.  
22 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 48.  
23 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 65.  
24 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 50.  
25 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 66.  



 
 
 
characteristic was the introduction of “innovative” killings methods, such as the corte 
corbata: a process which entailed leaving an individual’s tongue hanging from the neck. 
In a parallel to Colombia’s history, “La Violencia” was anything but straight-forward. On 
some occasions, it resembled a bi-partisan war between Liberals and Conservatives, on 
others, it was marked by either a spontaneous social uprising against landlords and 
village notables, or a conscious revolution. 1950 was perhaps the most violent period 
because the policies of ultra-right wing president Laureano Gomez often entailed 
unrestrained political violence and repression.26  
	
Failure of Agricultural Reform and the Rise of Guerilla Groups: 
 
 An attempt at agricultural reform was conducted in 1961. These policies included 
the redistribution of public lands. This was initially strongly opposed by landowners who 
feared dwindling power and wealth. However, once large landowners realized they 
benefited substantially from the reforms, they actively capitalized on the policies. 
Consequently, the lucrative reform fixated on agribusiness instead of agriculture.  
Additional attempts at grassroot peasant movements were instigated by radical Liberal 
President Carlos Lleras Restrepo; his campaign was independent, radical, and Maoist, 
but ultimately a failure. Consequently, land ownership was given to elites. Once again, 
poverty-stricken farmers were forced to migrate to the lowlands, which had little 
infrastructure or state authority.27 The partial anarchy prompted guerilla groups to 
defend the small settlements; they were essentially the acting law and order within 
communities.28 As payment for their services, guerilla groups demanded considerable 
reparations from farmers who were more than willing to comply. This relationship was 
consolidated further when the farmers began growing coca. Guerillas were initially 
opposed to the cultivation of coca on moral grounds, but they were reluctant to deny 
farmers the higher standard of living associated with illicit drug production. Ever 
pragmatic, the guerillas began to tax the farmers on their cocaine profits and 
consequently capitalized on the drug boom.29 Thus, a symbiotic relationship between 
peasants and guerilla groups emerged organically.30  
 
 Surprisingly, the migration to the lowlands was accompanied by a reverse influx 
of individuals into the cities. This stimulated the growth of domestic industries including 
banking, communications, transport, and utilities. The burgeoning middle class, 
unsurprisingly, demanded new political freedoms that were not addressed by the old 
parties, thus leaving another opening for political divergence.31  
	
																																																								
26 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 67.  
27 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 70.  
28 Charles Berquist, Ricardo Penaranda, Gonzalo Sanchez, Violence in Colombia: The 
Contemporary Crisis in Historical Perspective (Wilmington: Scholarly Resources Inc, 1984), 205. 
29 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 76.  
30 Berquist, Violence in Colombia, 205.  
31 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 71. 



	
	
	

The “major guerilla organization” in Colombia, the Revolutionary Armed Forces of 
Colomba (FARC) began in 1966 as a collection of “communist self-defence forces”.32 
Between the 1960s and 1980s, FARC’s guerilla activity consisted of a series of raids on 
small villages and farms to acquire food, supplies, and hostages to preclude its 
destruction at the hands of a determined and resourceful Colombian state.33 Another 
prominent guerilla group was the 19th of April Movement, better known as M-19. This 
group emerged during the second wave of guerilla movements in the 1970s in response 
to the allegedly fraudulent victory of the National Front over the opposition Anapo (or 
National Popular Alliance) during the 1970 election. An early urban-centered 
establishment, M-19 was primarily concerned with the assertion of American interests in 
Colombia; consequently, their actions were often targeted against US diplomats. 
Towards the end of the 1970s and early 1980s, many of the guerilla groups, including 
FARC and M-19, increased their guerilla activities to assert hegemonic control; the 
resultant political crisis expedited an intervention by the Colombian government.34  
 
 
Peace Processes (1982 – 1991): 
 
 Conservative president Belisario Bentacur aptly realized that his predecessor 
Turbay Ayala’s hardline policies were ineffective and ultimately stimulated increased 
guerilla activity. Indeed, President Ayala is often credited for overseeing the most violent 
period in Colombia’s history since La Violencia. His doctrine of “National Security” 
legalized the authority of armed forces to prosecute any “subversive” political insurgents, 
and perpetuated a constant state of fear. Exhausted by chronic political violence, 
Colombian citizens elected Bentacur on his pacifist agenda. Eager to keep his promise, 
Bentacur declared an amnesty in 1982, even before talks had officially begun. 
Fortunately for Bentacur, FARC declared a ceasefire in 1984, followed shortly by M-19. 
However, the peace process collapsed in a few short months due to resurging guerilla 
and military conflicts.35 In 1985, paramilitary groups took active measures to eliminate 
guerillas and suspected civilian supporters. Their policies included the murder of not only 
M-19 leaders but other minority groups such as homosexuals and delinquents. Such 
actions were dubbed "sophisticated counter-insurgency operations", but their 
ramifications resulted in an official termination of negotiations.36 Ironically, it was the 
attack in November 1985 by the military on the Palace of Justice, held by M-19  
guerillas, that terminated the official peace process and resulted in a bloodbath with 
over 100 deaths. The significant death toll included many of the supreme court justices.37  

																																																								
32 Angel Rabasa and Peter Chalk, Colombian Labyrinth: The Synergy of Drugs and Insurgency and 
Its Implications for Regional Stability (Santa Monica: RAND Corporation, 2001), 23-24. 
33 Rabasa and Chalk, Colombian Labyrinth, 24.  
34 Thomas M. Leonard ed., Encyclopedia of U.S.-Latin American Relations (Washington, DC: CQ 
Press, 2012), 573.  
35 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 79.  
36 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 179. 
37 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 79. 



	
	
War Against the State (1989 – 1992 
 In the 1980s, prominent drug cartels, including Pablo Escobar’s Medellin cartel, 
gained considerable clout by bribing government officials with drug money. To 
counteract the cartels’ growing authority, Bentacur’s government laid the groundwork for 
extradition processes. However, the cartels opposed this fiercely and began kidnapping 
and killing members of the judiciary. The murder of Liberal presidential candidate Luis 
Gaitan, and the subsequent official implementation of extradition, induced the cartels’ 
declaration of war; this period signified the most dramatic exhibition of urban terrorism 
since the conception of the conflict. In November of 1989, a bomb exploded on a 
commercial Avianca flight killing 100 passengers and 2 US citizens. A year later, six 
high-profile individuals, including subversive newspaper writers, politicians, editors, and 
Turbay’s daughter were kidnapped.38 To combat the violence, President Cesar Gavaria 
enacted a dual policy of peace with M19 and drug traffickers. Traffickers faced 
reduced sentences and immunity from extradition if they surrendered themselves to the 
authorities. However, political violence and instability were still rampant in Colombian 
society. 
 
 
1991 Constitution: 
 
 Perhaps the only positive consequence of the attempted peace process was the 
election of a Constituent Assembly of Colombia, which was tasked with the creation of 
Colombia’s new constitution. Notably, non-traditional party members filled more than 
half of the seats of the Constituent Assembly; however, 78% of citizens abstained in this 
election. The new constitution was promulgated on July 4, 1991, replacing the previous 
1886 constitution. Its 380 articles delineate a unitary democratic republic, legal action 
against public officials for the infringement of constitutional rights, the abolishment of the 
death penalty and life imprisonment, and minimum standards for paid labor, housing, 
and public education. However, the constitution is highly controversial as it lacks any 
significant political support: hardliners believe it to be too lenient on insurgency groups, 
guerillas group perceive it as “window dressing”, and none of the main political parties 
have expressed enthusiastic support for its adoption. Nonetheless, human rights and civil 
rights advocacy groups have defended the constitution’s articles.39   
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
																																																								
38 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 83.  
39 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 80.  



	
	
	

Issues 
	
	
	

1. Drug trafficking 
2. Rural-Urban divide 
3. Practice of kidnapping and extortion 
4. Political divide 
5. American involvement 

 

The Colombian conflict up to this point highlights a number of issues that are both 
unique to and representative of the political and social climate of the county. The drug 
trafficking problem in Colombia, both in itself and as regards its deep entanglement in 
political happenings in the country and corruption in government, is the most prominent of 
the crises. The threat that drug trafficking poses lies in the influence that the illicit trade 
has on political and military factions in the country and the utilization of drug trafficking 
by rebel groups such as FARC. The FARC rebels have over half of their fronts (that is to 
say groups of guerillas in a structured military environment) linked to drug producers and 
smugglers1. As an illustration of the relationship between rebel armed  groups and the 
drug trade in the 1990’s, a table from 2000 highlights the number of drug-affiliated 
bases held by various rebel groups at the time (figure 1).   

 
	
	

2 

	
	

FARC’s relationship with the rural peasantry who live in areas of cocaine farming 
is strong3, helping sustain a palpable rural-urban divide within the dimensions of the drug 
trafficking problem. The rural-urban divide stems from the issue of land inequality in the 
country, a problem that is central to insurgency groups4 and is utilized by groups like 
FARC to incite those living in rural areas to join their cause. The division caused by 
inequality between the rural and urban communities lessened over the years, but a trend 
of rural communities sustaining significantly higher poverty rates than their urban 
counterparts is recognizable.  That in mind, Colombia during this time is seeing a 
decrease in poverty rates that may or may not sustain as tensions rise between political 
factions (figure 2).  



representation of Emiratis in private sector businesses, lead to high unemployment rates 
for these citizens, and possibly arouse economic and social unrest.40 
	
	
	

5 

 

 

In addition, besides the obvious financial benefit of the drug trade, the practice 
of kidnapping and extortion also play to the benefit of FARC and the right-wing 
paramilitary organizations. Colombian human rights groups registered over 4,100 
deaths related to political violence, with two thirds of those deaths being murders and 
disappearances, and the remaining being deaths in the ongoing guerilla wars.6The 
kidnappings were utilized to threaten the families of politicians and powerful figures into 
giving a ransom for the return of their loved one. As time went on kidnapping and its 
subsequent extortion attempts became more widespread and began to involve ordinary 
citizens as well as those just visiting the country. This significantly affected the social 
sphere of the country and make evident the danger of living there. Indeed, the issue of 
drug trafficking also brings into play two additional problems: the prevalence of 
kidnapping in the country and the rural-urban divide that cements economic disparity in 
the country. 

 
This in turn highlights another predominant issue in the Colombian crisis 

particularly relevant to Colombia's Congress—the political divide. Colombia's political 
factions, both those legitimate and illegitimate, play a significant role in the coordination 
of Colombia's government and how matters are dealt with inside congress.  
	
	
	

																																																								
40 Abdusheikh, Mohamed. “Emiratization: United Arab Emirates’ national workforce development 
program.” Pepperdine Digital Collections. 2012. Accessed September 4, 2017.  



	
	
	
Predominant political factions relevant to the crisis period: 
	
	
Type Name Ideology/ party 

position 
Outline 

Traditional Political 
Parties 

Partido Liberal 
Colombiano/ Colombian 
Liberal party (PLC) 

Centrist, 
Liberalist, 
Social-Democratic 
 
 

Founded in 1848 after 
Spanish colonial rule, 
turned to Socialism in the 
1940’s, shared power 
with Conservatives under 
National Front agreement 
from 1958-1974 

  Traditional party based 
on liberal principles, 
their position on most 
issues lies central in 
opinion  

 

 Partido Conservador 
Colombiano/ Colombian 
Conservative Party (PCC)  

Centre-Right. 
Conservatist, 
Christian-Right 
 
 

Founded in 1849 after 
Spanish colonial rule, 
1946 election of 
Conservative leader led 
to civil unrest and “La 
Violencia” leading up to 
the National Front 
agreement, factions 
formed from secessions 
from the party and party 
has played a minimized 
role since. 

  Traditional party based 
on conservative 
principles; lie central-
right on policy, 
purveyors of  
conservative politics in 
a mostly liberal leaning 
Columbian political 
system  

 

Other parties 
 
 
 

Unión Patriótica/ 
Patriotic Union Party (UP)  

Leftist, 
Socialist, 
Patriotist 

Founded in 1985 by 
FARC and the Colombian 
Communist party, but 
having since distanced 
itself from insurgency 
groups,  victim of 
frequent assassinations 
and violence perpetrated 
by right-wing 
paramilitary groups 

  As their formation lies in 
FARC their party policy 
leans toward the left 
and supports varying 
left to far-left agendas 

 

 Others: ¡A Luchar!,New 
Liberalism Party, 
Revolutionary Independent 
Labour Movement 

Various ideologies, 
mostly leftist; reflecting 
in party policy 

Origins differ, impact 
based on various political 
alliances between groups 
and connections to 
guerilla movements  



	
	
	
	
Right-wing paramilitary 
groups 

Including: Muerte a 
Secuestradores, Alianza 
Americana Anticomunista 
(AAA) 

Rightist, 
Anti-Communist 

Originated as civic 
action organizations 
working with military in 
counter-insurgency 
campaigns, general 
idea of organizing a 
paramilitary was initally 
defensive7, but later 
participated in illegal 
cocaine trade and 
responsible for major 
human rights violations  

  Motivations: Combat  
guerilla group/ 
sabotage Communist 
happenings in an effort 
to oppose Left-Wing 
movements  

 

Guerilla movements  Including: FARC, M-19, 
Popular Liberation Army, 
National Liberation 
Army 

Leftist, 
Communist, 
Marxist-Leninist 
 

Majority formed during 
Cold War period and 
promoted agrarianism 
and appeals to 
peasantry, utilized drug 
trafficking and extortion 
as a means to obtain 
objectives beyond the 
armed conflict, targeted 
by paramilitary  

  Motivations: Began as 
military wing of 
communist party, desire 
to end perceived 
inequality/lack of rights 
through armed means 
 

 

* note: This is no means an exhaustive list and description, but only highlights major political factions and 
movements and their juxtapositions with other groups  
	
	
	

The two major parties, PLC and PCC, effectively make Colombia a two party 
state. This puts them at odds with other political parties like the FARC-backed UP and 
various other smaller parties.  Outside these legitimate political parties exist the guerilla 
movements and right-wing paramilitary organizations that make up the violent majority 
of the Colombian conflict. The issue of how these political parties deal with each other 
inside of Congress as well as how those illegal political factions that exist outside of 
Colombia’s Congress interact with each becomes a topic of relevance. The Colombian 
congress has a particular stake in the governance of these paramilitary organizations 
and their relationship with Colombia’s police force and military. 
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
Tensions between factions: 
	
	
Belligerents US Relations Drug Cartel 

Relations 
Relationship 
with one 
another 

Human Rights 
Violations 

Various Right-
Wing 
Paramilitary 
Groups 

Initial 
Formation 
Suggested by 
American 
government8; 
possible 
financing by 
some 
American 
corporations 9 

Implicit in 
perpetuation 
of drug 
activity and 
trafficking10 

Against 
guerilla 
movements; 
openly 
combatting 
against 
them since 
inception 

Implicit in various 
violations including 
extortion , 
kidnapping, 
discrimination 
against rural 
citizenry11  

Guerilla 
Movements  

FARC (for 
example), 
considered a 
foreign 
terrorist 
organization12 
; notably 
targeted 
because of 
drug 
trafficking 

Implicit in 
perpetuation 
in drug 
activity and 
trafficking 
(although to a 
lesser degree 
than right-
wing)13  

Against 
Right-wing 
paramilitary 
groups; 
openly 
opposed 
and in 
combat with 
them 

Implicit in forced 
displacements, 
murders, 
kidnappings 
(notably on political 
figures) and child 
recruitments 14 

	
	
	

Ideologically the two major parties, the Liberals (PLC) and the Conservatives 
(PCC), are traditional opposites, but shared power in "La Violencia" which bridged the 
gap between the two and reinforced the opinion of UP and other minority parties that 
the two were one and the same. The UP were originally openly Marxist but tried to 
present themselves as a legitimate alternative to the traditional parties. With that in mind 
those in the Right-Wing paramilitary groups still saw them as Communist; making them 
targets in their anti-communism aggressions. In essence, although the PLC and PCC were 
traditionally opposites they were not in heavy opposition. Other minority parties however 
were at odds with the two, including UP and other Marxist parties that faced their own 
opposition from the Right-Wing paramilitary groups. 

 
Internationally, there also exists the issue of American involvement especially in 

the area of combatting drug trafficking and American involvement in the creation of 
paramilitary groups. America supported the creation of paramilitary groups 15 and their 
involvement in drug trafficking is documented by the DEA and numerous instances of 
dealings with Colombian cartels.  Addressing America's involvement in the country is 
critical to understanding the plight of ordinary Columbians separated from political  



 
 
 
decision-making in their country. Indeed whatever interference America has impacts the 
health of the country's political state and calls into question who really is in charge. 
Whatever negative implications that America's involvement in the country has created is 
also of significance; as the country may still be grappling with its effects in the present 
day.  Notably the violence and destruction caused by the Right-Wing paramilitary 
groups show a pattern of negative impacts left by clear interference from the American 
government.  
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	

International Activity 
	
The United States: 
 In the early 1960s, just like the dominant political discourse was shaped by the 
political parties’ responses to “La Violencia”, US-Colombia relations were largely shaped 
by the Cold War. To deal with the Communist threat, President Kennedy launched the 
“alliance for progress” and an economic development strategy for Latin America. Under 
the leadership of the US government, Colombia instigated a complementary program: 
“Plan Lazo” or “Plan Unite”. Its goal was to curtail rebel groups and provide economic 
aid to underprivileged citizens. The official US strategy for handling communism 
worldwide was dubbed “Bullets and Beans”. Fortunately for the United States, Colombia 
fully embraced the ideology, particularly the "bullets" policy. In return, the United States 
was more than ready to provide arms to combat rising radical left movements and other 
derivatives of Communism and Maoism.41  
  
 Other salient events which showcase the US’ stance on Colombia include the 
visitation by US military and intelligence officers in Colombia in 1959. Comments by 
officials included the absence of “know-how” in anti-guerilla operations, and that the 
military had met “limited success” in an area considered crucial by Washington.42  
However, Colombia was still considered a model of democracy by both the Eisenhower 
and Kennedy administrations; these positive sentiments prompted the creation of an aid 
program which entailed a comprehensive military insurgency plan, later dubbed Latin 
American Security Operation (LASO).43 To support this operation, the US trained an 
average of 250 Colombians per year in counter-insurgency from 1954 to 1964. By 
1964, the number of trained counter-insurgent officers increased to 300 per year. The 
goal of training these soldiers was to develop effective tools to combat Communism 
abroad.44  
 
United Nations:  
Narcotic Drugs and Psychotic Substances Treaty:45 
 

This convention was adopted by the “United Nations Conference for the Adoption 
of a Convention against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances”,  
held in Vienna in December of 1988. However, it only officially entered into force on  

																																																								
41 Steven Dudley, Walking Ghosts: Murder and Guerilla Politics in Colombia, (New York: 
Routledge, 2004), 3.  
42 Robert A. Karl, Forgotten Peace: Reform, Violence and the Making of a Contemporary Colombia, 
(Oakland: University of California Press, 2017), 173.  
43 Livingstone, Inside Colombia, 69.  
44 Dudley, Walking Ghosts, 34. 
45 United Nations Economic and Social Committee. “United Nations Convention against Illicit 
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances.” United Nations Treaty, Vienna 1988. 
https://treaties.un.org/Pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=IND&mtdsg_no=VI-
19&chapter=6&clang=_en  



 
 
 
November 11, 1990. This convention is significant because Colombia had specific  
reservations about the convention, namely the mandatory adoption of legislative, judicial, 
or other measures that impaired a nation’s constitutional or legal system, the 
independence of judicial authorities in judging offences, the lack of alternative policies to 
replace coca cultivation given its integral involvement in the rights of indigenous 
communities, and general violations of sovereignty which contradict the principles and 
norms of international law. It may be noted that Colombia did eventually sign and ratify 
the treaty, although among all the signatories, it had the most significant reservations.  
 
UN Missions: 
 Over the years there were several UN missions to Colombia, but perhaps one of 
the most significant was in 1988. The goal was to investigate the violence and increasing 
disappearances. The working group concluded that the armed forces were complicit in 
forcing involuntary disappearances upon the population.46   
 
Organization of American States (OAS): 

Nineteenth Regular Session November 1989: The report states that the member 
states of the OAS fully support the Government of Colombia and its people in the fight 
against criminal drug organizations that have perpetrated violence against judges, 
policemen, soldiers, and citizens.47  
Other International Activity:  
 
World Bank:   

During the 1980s, Colombia was dubbed the “World Bank’s favourite child”. This 
title was bestowed on Colombia because it instituted economic adjustments deemed 
necessary by the international community. Throughout the crisis of the1980s, Colombia 
was successfully able to pay its debts with interest. Colombia was also characterized by 
reasonable growth rates in the 1960s and the 1970s.  

 
Amnesty International: 
 Amnesty International, among other human rights organizations, denounced 
violence committed by armed forces. The actions of the Colombian government were 
specifically labeled a “policy of terror”, enacted by “Colombian armed forces … to 
intimidate and eliminate opponents without recourse to law … Whole sectors of society 
are at risk of being considered ‘subversive’ and in Colombia that is tantamount to a 
death sentence.”48  
	
	
	

																																																								
46 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 234. 
47 Organization of American States. “Proceedings for the 19th Regular Session.” Proceedings, 
Washington, 1989. http://scm.oas.org/pdfs/agres/ag03803E01.PDF  
48 Pearce, Colombia Inside the Labyrinth, 234.  



	
	
	

Task of the Committee 
	
	

The Colombian crisis requires this delegation to first and foremost address the 
issue of political fragmentation in Colombia in 1992 and onward. Through the historical 
context of the conflict as well as the issues outlined delegates must approach specific 
problems in Colombian governance through the perspective of their respective parties as 
well as advocate solutions based on party policy. As delegates address general issues 
and tensions between political factions, additional issues such as drug trafficking, 
American involvement, and rural-urban inequality will emerge.  

 
Delegates representing various political factions and movements must organize 

and interact with their ideological opposites to address specific issues relevant to the 
Colombian congress; notably they must address and compromise in issues pertaining to 
kidnappings, extortions and other types of human rights violations that plague the 
country at the time.  Additionally, the issue of drug trafficking must be addressed. The 
use of trafficking— whether by the government, guerilla groups, or paramilitaries —its 
practice, the human rights violations it perpetuates, and its impact on Colombia's political 
and social wellbeing must be addressed by the Congress. This again will involve 
compromise between parties as well as assessment of drug trafficking influence among 
the various factions involved in the crisis. Congress will implement and enforce decisions 
within the power and means it has; meaning, for instance, that congress will have the 
opportunity to strengthen police power and authority, appeal to the international 
community, and create larger community awareness and discourse as a plan for enacting 
change.  

 
In short, through the various mechanisms of the Colombian congress 5 main issues must 

be addressed:  
1. Drug trafficking 
2. The rural-urban divide 
3. The practice of kidnapping and extortion 
4. The political divide 

      5.  American involvement  
 
 

These issues will be addressed by means of : 
1. Confrontation and compromise between parties 
2. Financial and economic policymaking  
3. Legislation on social and humanitarian issues 
4. Executive policymaking on policing, military, etc. 
5. Assessment of foreign relations and an outlining for future interactions with other 

states and international structures 

 



 
 
 
The task of the committee is ultimately to address the Colombian crisis using Congress 

as a tool to enact pragmatic change. Through information in this background guide and 
suggested outside sources, delegates are expected to put into context outlined issues (as 
well as any discovered issues) and solve them as they see fit. Congress creates a middle 
ground for all of Colombia’s political factions and gives a forum for open discussion 
between political rivals— use it.  
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