
From Agreement Design to Durable Peace: A
Bibliometric Mapping and Systematic Review of
Research on Peace Agreement Implementation
2000–2025
Muhamad Rizal Dhiyas Resindra 

Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta
Yenis Contesa 

Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta
Ali Muhammad 

Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta
Ahmad Sahide 

Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta

Research Article

Keywords: peace agreements, implementation, durable peace, credible commitment, inclusion,
bibliometric analysis, systematic literature review

Posted Date: November 11th, 2026

DOI: https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-11449340/v1

License:   This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.  
Read Full License

Additional Declarations: No competing interests reported.

https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-11449340/v1
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-11449340/v1
https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-11449340/v1
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


1 

 From Agreement Design to Durable Peace: A Bibliometric Mapping and Systematic 

Review of Research on Peace Agreement Implementation 2000–2025 

1Muhamad Rizal Dhiyas Resindra, 2Yenis Contesa, 3Ali Muhammad, 4Ahmad Sahide 
1,2,3,4Doctoral Program in International Relations, Universitas Muhammadiyah Yogyakarta, 

Yogyakarta, Indonesia 

Corresponding author: Muhamad Rizal Dhiyas Resindra 

(muhammad.rizal.isip26@mail.umy.ac.id) 

 

 

Abstract 

Why do some peace agreements endure while others remain partially implemented or are 

followed by renewed violence? This study combines bibliometric mapping of 493 Scopus-

indexed journal articles (2000–2025) with a systematic review of 104 full texts from the same 

corpus. The bibliometric analysis identifies an intellectual core around credible commitment, 

power sharing, spoilers and conflict recurrence, alongside recent attention to implementation, 

transitional justice, gender and Colombia. Publication output is concentrated in the United 

States and United Kingdom, while Colombia is both a major affiliation base and the most 

frequent case in the review corpus. The full-text synthesis indicates that outcomes cannot be 

inferred from agreement provisions alone: they depend on interactions among commitment 

institutions, meaningful and protected inclusion, security and spoiler management, material 

and territorial delivery, and justice and rights. Apparent contradictions across studies often 

reflect differences in institutional arena, level of analysis, outcome measure and time horizon. 

The article develops a Conditional Alignment Framework and four propositions for 

comparative testing.  

Keywords: peace agreements; implementation; durable peace; credible commitment; 

inclusion; bibliometric analysis; systematic literature review 

1. Introduction 

Negotiated agreements move conflicts from armed confrontation into politics, but 

outcomes vary: some sustain non-violent competition, while others remain in force despite 

incomplete implementation (Joshi & Quinn, 2015; Kreutz, 2010). This variation matters to 

International Relations and peace-process practice. 

Three traditions address different parts of the problem. Rationalist work explains 

commitment, guarantees and power sharing (Fortna, 2003; Joshi & Quinn, 2015); dataset 

research measures provisions and implementation (Bell & Badanjak, 2019; Joshi et al., 2025); 

critical and local-turn work examines hierarchy and political economies of violence 

(Bachmann, 2023; Olarte-Olarte, 2019; Vélez-Torres et al., 2022). These perspectives help 

explain why power sharing may stabilise yet entrench divisions, and why inclusion can confer 

legitimacy while exposing participants to risk. 

A gap remains between mapping a field and explaining its mechanisms. Bibliometric 

patterns identify influential sources and concepts, but keyword and citation networks do not 
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establish causality. Systematic reviews contextualise findings, yet the relationship between 

included studies and the wider literature can remain unclear. This sequential design uses one 

Scopus corpus for both tasks and compares included studies with records outside the review. 

The proposed framework is an interpretive synthesis for testing, not a causal model validated 

by bibliometric analysis. 

The study asks three questions. RQ1: How has research on peace agreement 

implementation and durability developed from 2000 to 2025 in output, sources, authors, 

countries, themes and intellectual foundations? RQ2: Which mechanisms linking agreement 

design and implementation to peace outcomes are supported, qualified or contradicted by full-

text evidence? RQ3: What integrative framework and comparative agenda follow from the 

combined evidence? 

The article makes four contributions: mapping the field over complete publication years; 

documenting the route from 493 records to 104 included studies; synthesising convergent and 

contradictory evidence across six categories; and developing a Conditional Alignment 

Framework with four propositions. Its proposed novelty lies in specifying conditions under 

which established mechanisms reinforce or undermine one another. Bibliometrics maps the 

field; mechanism claims arise from full-text synthesis. 

2. Analytical background: peace agreements as commitment devices and political 

institutions 

Rationalist accounts treat civil-war settlement as a credible-commitment problem: after 

rebels disarm, governments may renege, and intentions are difficult to verify. Guarantees, 

peacekeeping, demilitarised zones, joint commissions and power-sharing can reduce 

uncertainty or raise defection costs (Fortna, 2003; Joshi & Quinn, 2015). Agreement design 

distributes political, military, territorial and economic power, but provisions on paper are not 

equivalent to delivery. Excluded actors may spoil settlements when they expect losses. 

Institutional and critical approaches broaden the analysis beyond bargaining. Agreements 

create political orders whose legitimacy depends on whose grievances are recognised, who 

participates and whether institutions accommodate later contestation (Nilsson, 2012). Local-

turn scholarship asks how externally promoted peacebuilding interacts with local knowledge, 

entrenched hierarchies and political economies of violence. Implementation is therefore a 

contested political process, not a neutral administrative phase. 

Agreement provisions and implementation trajectories can be compared through 

resources such as the Peace Accords Matrix and PA-X (Bell & Badanjak, 2019; Joshi et al., 

2025). Yet national indicators can miss subnational violence, unequal rights protection and 

lived experience. The review therefore asks when commitment, inclusion, security, material 

delivery and justice reinforce one another, and when capacity, distribution or protection 

condition their effects. 

These traditions are complementary but use different outcomes and explanatory levels. 

The review therefore asks when commitment, inclusion, security, material delivery and justice 

reinforce one another, and when the same provisions produce divergent results because of 

institutional arena, capacity, distribution or protection. 
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3. Research design 

3.1. Sequential bibliometric and systematic review design 

The study uses a sequential two-stage design (Figure 1): performance analysis and 

science mapping describe the Scopus corpus, which then provides the sampling frame for full-

text retrieval, record verification and thematic screening. The staged flow records retrieval, 

verification, eligibility and inclusion decisions, with all counts reconciled against the screening 

log in Supplementary Workbook S1. Because full-text availability is incomplete, the 104-study 

review is compared with the 389 records outside it rather than assumed to represent all 493 

records. 

3.2. Data source and search strategy 

Scopus was searched on 12 October 2026 across titles, abstracts and keywords using the 

exact query recorded in Supplementary Workbook S1: TITLE-ABS-KEY(("peace agreement" 

OR "peace accord" OR "peace settlement" OR "negotiated settlement") AND (implement OR 

compliance OR duration OR "peace duration" OR "conflict recurrence" OR "war recurrence" 

OR "relapse into conflict" OR "renewed conflict" OR "agreement failure" OR "agreement 

breakdown" OR "peace consolidation" OR spoiler OR "security guarantee")). The first block 

identifies negotiated settlements; the second captures implementation, compliance, durability, 

recurrence and breakdown. 

The 2000–2026 search returned 1,125 records. Document type, language, source type, 

publication stage and Social Sciences limits removed 602, leaving 523. Thirty records dated 

2026 were excluded because the year was incomplete, producing 493 articles from 269 sources 

for 2000–2025. All 493 retained records matched the Scopus export on EID, year and DOI. 

Citation counts were captured on 12 October 2026, so recent cohorts have shorter observation 

windows. 
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Figure 1. Staged flow diagram of the sequential design. The 493-article bibliometric corpus 

(2000–2025) is the sampling frame for full-text retrieval, verification and thematic eligibility 

screening. 

3.3. Bibliometric analysis 

Performance analysis covered output, sources, authors, countries and citations; science 

mapping covered keyword co-occurrence, thematic evolution, trend topics and co-citation. 

Analyses used Python libraries for tabular analysis, network analysis and scientific computing. 

Source dispersion and author productivity were examined through Bradford-style source zones 

and Lotka-style productivity distributions; software and parameter settings are documented in 

Supplementary Workbook S1. 

Authors were disambiguated by Scopus Author ID. Cited references were deduplicated 

using first-author surname, year and opening title words. Author keywords were harmonised 

for spelling, singular/plural variants and selected equivalents (e.g., peace accord/peace 

agreement; disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration/DDR). The workbook documents 
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the broader merger of women and gender as an analytical choice, not a claim that the concepts 

are identical. Search terms that co-occur by construction were excluded from networks but 

retained in frequency tables; full lists are in S1. 

Keyword and co-citation networks used association-strength normalisation and Louvain 

clustering; the highest-modularity partition across 25 seeded runs was retained. The co-

occurrence map includes the 50 most frequent harmonised author keywords; thematic mapping 

includes terms occurring at least three times, with median centrality/density thresholds. 

Evolution periods are 2000–2015, 2016–2020 and 2021–2025 (inclusion index ≥0.10); trend 
topics require five occurrences and co-citation links three articles. Country output counts 

affiliation countries. Corresponding-author country is available for 337 records (68.4%). 

Results are parameter-sensitive. 

3.4. Open-access retrieval, verification and eligibility 

Full texts were sought for all 493 records. Of 211 records flagged as open access in 

Scopus, 149 were retrieved; three other files were retrieved without an open-access flag. The 

remaining 341 were unavailable: no open-access version was located for 279, while 62 listed 

versions could not be downloaded. Retrieval therefore depended on availability and access, 

creating selection that thematic screening cannot remove. 

All 152 retrieved files were checked against DOI, title, authors and abstract. Sixteen files 

did not contain the indexed article, and three contained supplementary material only; these 19 

files were excluded before thematic screening. The remaining 133 verified full texts were 

assessed against the criteria in Table 1. Borderline cases were reread, and the decision and 

reason for each retrieved report are recorded in Supplementary Workbook S1. 

Table 1 

Eligibility criteria for the full-text systematic review 

Code Criterion 

I1 Context: an armed conflict (intrastate, territorial or interstate) in which a peace agreement, accord 

or negotiated settlement was negotiated, signed or implemented. 

I2 Focus: the study analyses the negotiation, design, implementation, compliance, outcomes or 

durability of such an agreement, or a mechanism explicitly tied to its provisions (for example 

DDR, power sharing, commissions, transitional justice, rural reform or participation). 

I3 Evidence: a peer-reviewed journal article with empirical, legal-doctrinal or conceptual analysis 

whose full text was retrieved and verified against the bibliographic record. 

R1 Excluded at verification: the retrieved file does not contain the indexed article (n = 16). 

R2 Excluded at verification: only supplementary material was retrieved (n = 3). 

E1 Excluded at eligibility: the agreement is mentioned only as background to an unrelated analytical 

focus (n = 23). 

E2 Excluded at eligibility: “agreement” or “settlement” refers to a non-armed-conflict context, such 

as criminal procedure, corporate settlements or maritime delimitation (n = 6). 

Note. DDR = disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration. Inclusion requires I1, I2 and I3. Decisions for all 152 retrieved 

reports are listed in Supplementary Workbook S1, sheet S11. Sheet S13 provides exact abstract sentences as record-traceability 

aids; the thematic synthesis is based on reading the verified full texts, not on abstract excerpts alone. 
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The 133 verified full texts yielded 29 thematic exclusions: 23 treated a peace agreement 

only as background to an unrelated focus, and six used agreement or settlement in a non-armed-

conflict context. The final review therefore includes 104 studies. 

3.5. Coding and synthesis 

A deductive–inductive coding frame was refined iteratively while reading the 104 

included studies. Each study received one primary and up to two secondary themes across six 

categories: credible commitment/institutional design; inclusion/participation/legitimacy; 

security/spoilers/post-agreement violence; material/territorial implementation; 

justice/rights/accountability; and mediation/third-party support. Case, region and research 

design were also recorded. S12 contains study-level coding. S13 provides one exact abstract 

sentence per study, matched to the verified article with a page locator for traceability; these are 

not body-text quotations or substitutes for full-text analysis. Because the corpus spans 

empirical, legal-doctrinal and conceptual designs, no single risk-of-bias instrument or 

standardised quality score is claimed. Findings are interpreted in light of each study's design 

and evidentiary limits. Section 6 treats external mediation as an enabling layer, not a sixth core 

mechanism. 

3.6. Representativeness of the review corpus 

The 104 included studies were compared with the 389 records outside the review on year, 

citations, publication period, Colombia mention in title/abstract/keywords, Bradford-Core 

membership and international co-authorship. Two-sided Mann–Whitney U tests compared year 

and citation distributions; Pearson chi-square tested three publication periods; continuity-

corrected chi-square tests covered binary indicators. These are descriptive selection 

diagnostics, not causal estimates; p-values were not adjusted for multiple comparisons. 

Definitions and counts are in S1 sheets S14–S16. 

4. Bibliometric results 

4.1. Performance overview and growth 

The 493 articles were published in 269 sources by 748 distinct authors and cite 19,763 

distinct references (26,018 reference entries); by the retrieval date, they had received 8,668 

Scopus citations (mean 17.6; median 7). There are 269 single-authored articles (54.6%), 1.77 

authors per article on average and 19.5% internationally co-authored articles. Single authorship 

declined from 63% in 2000–2010 to 42% in 2021–2025, while international co-authorship rose 

from 11% to 29%. The main descriptive characteristics of the bibliometric corpus are 

summarised in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Main information about the bibliometric corpus 

Description Result 

Timespan 2000–2025 

Sources (journals) 269 

Documents (articles) 493 

Annual growth rate, 2000–2025 8.2% 
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Description Result 

Average document age (years) 8.8 

Average citations per document 17.6 

Median citations per document 7 

Total citations 8,668 

Cited references (distinct) 19,763 

Author keywords (harmonised) 1,092 

Index keywords 450 

Authors (Scopus author IDs) 748 

Author appearances 875 

Single-authored documents 269 

Authors of single-authored documents 251 

Authors per document 1.77 

International co-authorship 19.5% 

Open-access documents 211 (42.8%) 

Note. Citation counts are Scopus counts on 12 October 2026. Document age and citation windows are measured to 2026, the 

year of retrieval. The growth rate is the compound annual rate between 2000 and 2025. 

Output rose from four to six articles a year before 2006 to a peak of 46 in 2019, spread 

across 40 journals, and remained between 39 and 43 articles a year in 2022–2025 (Figure 2a). 

The compound annual growth rate for 2000–2025 is 8.2%, and 66.5% of the articles were 

published from 2016 onward. Mean citations per citable year peak for the 2010 cohort (3.4), 

which containsKreutz (2010); values for 2023–2025 reflect short citation windows and are not 

directly comparable with older cohorts (Figure 2b). 

 
Figure 2. Annual scientific production (a) and mean citations per article per citable year (b), 2000–2025. Citable years run 

from the publication year to 2026, the year of retrieval; the shaded band marks cohorts with short citation windows. 

4.2. Sources and Bradford’s law 

Output is dispersed across 269 sources, with a small core of peace and conflict journals 

and a long tail of regional and disciplinary outlets (Figure 3). The most productive are Journal 

of Peace Research (18 articles; 1,027 citations), International Peacekeeping (16), Journal of 
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Conflict Resolution (12), Civil Wars (11), African Conflict and Peacebuilding Review (11) and 

International Interactions (10). Bradford’s analysis identifies 22 core sources publishing 162 
articles (32.9%); 83 sources form the second zone and 164 the third. African Conflict and 

Peacebuilding Review entered the corpus only in 2021 yet belongs to the core, while its 11 

articles have received 8 citations in total; recent regional outlets add volume faster than 

visibility. Case-based evidence on Colombia, Aceh and Bosnia and Herzegovina also appears 

in outlets beyond the core. 

 
Figure 3. Sources with five or more articles (a) and source zones according to Bradford’s law (b). Zones cut the cumulative 
article count at one third and two thirds of the corpus (n = 493). 

4.3. Authors 

Author productivity is highly skewed: 674 of 748 authors (90.1%) appear once, 53 appear 

twice and 21 have three or more articles. Madhav Joshi leads with 18 articles (400 citations; 

local h-index 12), followed by Jason Michael Quinn (8 articles; 218 citations) and Daniel 

Druckman (7; 149). Quinn’s position becomes visible only after his Scopus name variants are 
merged through the author identifier. The most productive authors work on implementation 

datasets, durable-peace measurement, independent commissions and regional peace processes, 

and recent work on inclusion and subnational violence adds case-level perspectives to long-

running cross-national research programmes (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Production over time of the 11 authors with four or more articles. Point size indicates articles per year and shading 

indicates total citations per citable year; the number of articles is given in parentheses. Authors are identified by Scopus author 

ID. 

4.4. Countries and collaboration 

Affiliation-based output is led by the United States (161 articles), the United Kingdom 

(78) and Colombia (57), followed by Germany (29), Australia (26), Norway (19), Sweden (17), 

Indonesia (14) and Canada (13). Colombia is both a major affiliation base and the most frequent 

review case; Indonesian scholarship includes work on Aceh’s Helsinki agreement. Strongest 
collaboration ties link the United States with the United Kingdom (10 joint articles), Colombia 

(9) and Australia (7). Global South collaboration is rare; Indonesia–Malaysia is the only such 

pair with more than one joint article (n = 3) (Figure 5). 

 
Figure 5. Country scientific production and international co-authorship links. Shading indicates the number of articles with at 

least one author affiliation in the country; lines indicate co-authorship ties occurring in at least two articles, with width 

proportional to the number of joint articles. Labels show the ten most productive countries. 
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Corresponding-author country was available for 337 articles: the United States (99), the 

United Kingdom (44) and Colombia (26) led (Figure 6). Multiple-country publication shares 

were 15%, 20% and 12% in these countries, compared with 44% in Italy, 38% in Spain and 

36% in Norway; the Netherlands had 4 of 5 articles co-authored internationally. Sweden had 

the highest mean citations among countries with at least five corresponding-author articles 

(84.4), largely because of Kreutz (2010). Production geography only partly overlaps with the 

geography of agreement implementation. 

 
Figure 6. Corresponding authors’ countries with at least five articles, split into single-country (SCP) and multiple-country 

(MCP) publications. Corresponding-author country is available for 337 of the 493 articles. 

Kreutz’s conflict-termination dataset and the analysis by Krause et al. of women’s 
participation are the most cited items (Table 3), followed by work on agreement strength, civil-

society inclusion and spoilers. The pattern points to two influential streams: data infrastructures 

that make comparison possible, and studies that test particular design mechanisms. The ten 

most-cited documents also include research on state capacity, disaster diplomacy, spoiler risks, 

political contestation, biased mediation and civil-society exclusion (DeRouen et al., 2010; 

Gaillard et al., 2008; Greenhill & Major, 2006; Pearlman, 2008; Svensson, 2009; Wanis-St. 

John & Kew, 2008). All ten documents were published before 2020, and only Krause et al. 

(2018) and Fortna (2003) are among the studies included in the full-text review. 

Table 3 

Ten most globally cited documents in the corpus 

Rank Document Source Citations Citations per 

year 

1 Kreutz (2010) Journal of Peace Research 471 27.7 

2 Krause et al. (2018) International Interactions 223 24.8 

3 Fortna (2003) International Organization 206 8.6 

4 Nilsson (2012) International Interactions 198 13.2 

5 Pearlman (2008) International Security 174 9.2 

6 Greenhill and Major (2006) International Security 144 6.9 



11 

Rank Document Source Citations Citations per 

year 

7 Gaillard et al. (2008) Geoforum 141 7.4 

8 Svensson (2009) Journal of Conflict Resolution 138 7.7 

9 Wanis-St. John and Kew 

(2008) 

International Negotiation 133 7.0 

10 DeRouen et al. (2010) Journal of Peace Research 113 6.6 

Note. Citations are Scopus counts on 12 October 2026. Citations per year divide total citations by the number of years from 

publication to 2026, inclusive. 

4.5. Conceptual structure 

The three-field plot links the ten affiliation countries and the ten sources most strongly 

connected to the 15 most frequent author keywords (Figure 7). Flows from the United States, 

Colombia and the United Kingdom dominate. Colombian-affiliated work concentrates on 

Colombia, armed conflict and peacebuilding. In contrast, work with United States affiliations 

is led by civil war, negotiation and implementation and reaches core journals such as Journal 

of Conflict Resolution and International Interactions. The keyword Colombia, by contrast, 

appears most often in International Journal of Transitional Justice and Latin American 

Perspectives. 

 
Figure 7. Three-field plot linking affiliation countries (left), the 15 most frequent author keywords (middle) and sources 

(right). Bandwidth is proportional to the number of shared articles; flows from the three leading countries are coloured. 
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The keyword co-occurrence network contains six clusters (Figure 8). The largest centres 

are Colombia (55 occurrences), transitional justice (20), armed conflict (18), DDR and FARC 

(16 each), violence (11) and land reform (8), with links to Sudan, Darfur and the Juba 

Agreement. Other clusters connect civil-war bargaining with negotiation, mediation, power 

sharing, recurrence, spoilers and inclusion; peacebuilding with conflict resolution, gender and 

durable peace; implementation with human rights and statebuilding; Bosnia and Herzegovina 

with the EU and Russia; and Aceh with Indonesia and Sri Lanka. Peacebuilding, civil war, 

implementation, Colombia and negotiation have the highest betweenness, bridging clusters. 

 
Figure 8. Co-occurrence network of the 50 most frequent harmonised author keywords (association strength, Louvain 

clustering). Node size reflects keyword frequency and line width reflects the number of co-occurrences; terms reproducing the 

search string are excluded. 

The thematic map groups 87 keywords occurring at least three times into eight clusters 

(Figure 9). No cluster qualifies as a motor theme, and centrality and density are inversely 

related (Spearman ρ = −0.76). Four large clusters occupy the basic-theme quadrant: 

negotiation, transitional justice and conflict resolution (150 occurrences); Colombia, armed 

conflict and FARC (148); civil war, recurrence and Africa (97); and DDR, post-conflict and 

Guatemala (84). Smaller, dense clusters on power sharing, durable peace and commissions; 

civil society, inclusion and Burundi; and Bosnia and Herzegovina, the European Union and 

Russia are niche themes. The peacebuilding, implementation and gender cluster (118) lies near 

the median intersection, suggesting a broad but not yet consolidated theme. 
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Figure 9. Thematic map of author keywords (strategic diagram). Axes show Callon centrality and density, and the lines mark 

their medians. Bubble size is proportional to keyword occurrences; labels show the three most frequent keywords in each 

cluster and the total occurrences. 

Thematic structure changes across the three periods (Figure 10). In 2000–2015 (165 

articles), clusters centred on peacebuilding and civil war, civil society and inclusion, Sudan 

and Bosnia and Herzegovina, Aceh and Sri Lanka, and Guatemala and recurrence. In 2016–
2020 (133 articles), a Colombia cluster around recurrence, FARC, land reform and spoilers 

emerged alongside DDR, gender and durable peace. In 2021–2025 (195 articles), this Colombia 

lineage broadened into a major Colombia–peacebuilding cluster, while other strands addressed 

negotiation and implementation, mediation in South Sudan, transitional justice and amnesty, 

DDR and security, and power sharing in commissions.  
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Figure 10. Thematic evolution of author-keyword clusters across three periods. Node height reflects cluster occurrences and 

band width reflects the occurrences of shared keywords in both periods; links require an inclusion index of at least 0.10. 

Trend-topic analysis reinforces this shift: Colombia, FARC and public opinion have the 

latest median publication year (2023), followed by implementation and armed conflict (2022), 

and transitional justice and mediation (2021), whereas civil society (2012) and Sudan (2014) 

peaked earlier (Figure 11). 

 

 
Figure 11. Trend topics in peace agreement implementation research. Lines indicate the interquartile range of publication 

years, and points indicate the median publication year for keywords with at least five occurrences. Up to three keywords are 

shown for each median year. Article counts are provided in parentheses. 

 



15 

4.6. Intellectual structure 

Co-citation analysis of the 40 most frequently cited references identifies three connected 

communities and one isolated community (Figure 12). The largest community centres on 

agreement design, power sharing and implementation; a second links bargaining theory with 

peacebuilding and peacekeeping; a third centres on spoilers, termination and recurrence. 

Colombia’s 2016 Final Agreement is mentioned in 16 corpus articles but has no qualifying co-

citation link, consistent with a case literature anchored in the agreement text rather than the 

cross-national canon. 

 
Figure 12. Co-citation network of the 40 most frequently cited references (association strength, Louvain clustering; pairs co-

cited by at least three articles). Node size reflects the number of citing articles. For legibility, lines are drawn only for pairs 

co-cited by at least eight articles. Colombia’s 2016 Final Agreement (16 citing articles) has no qualifying link and is omitted. 

Two features matter for the synthesis. First, critical and local-turn scholarship is 

peripheral among the 40 most co-cited references, even though keyword maps show growing 

attention to inclusion, justice and territorial implementation. Second, 32 of the 40 leading 

references (80%) predate 2010. Recent empirical work therefore often relies on a theoretical 

core established before many of the agreements now under study. 

5. Systematic review results 

5.1. Profile and representativeness of the review corpus 

The 104 studies span 2003–2025 (median 2022.5). Primary coding concerns include 

inclusion/legitimacy (26 studies) and commitment/design (25), followed by security/spoilers 

(16), material/territorial implementation (14), justice/rights (14) and mediation/support (9). 

Designs are mainly qualitative (56%) or quantitative (26%); mixed-methods account for 7%, 

legal-doctrinal 6%, conceptual 5% and set-theoretic 1%. Colombia is a case in 43 studies 
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(41.3%); Latin America and the Caribbean is the most frequent region (39), followed by 

global/cross-national designs (25) and Sub-Saharan Africa (15) (Figure 13). 

 

Figure 13. Profile of the 104 included studies: primary theme by region of evidence (a) and research design (b). 

Relative to the 389 outside records, included studies are newer (median 2022.5 vs. 2018) 

and less cited (median 4.5 vs. 7); 65.4% were published in 2021–2025, compared with 32.6% 

outside. Colombia mentions occur in 41.3% vs. 19.8%. Bradford-core membership is similar 

(33.7% vs. 32.6%; p = 0.939), while international co-authorship is higher (30.8% vs. 16.5%; p 

= 0.002). The outside group comprises 341 inaccessible reports and 48 retrieved reports later 

excluded. These selection diagnostics mean the synthesis represents a recent, Colombia-

focused research frontier, not the whole field. A detailed comparison of included studies and 

records outside the review is presented in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Comparison of included studies and records outside the review 

Indicator All records 

(n = 493) 

Open 

access (n = 

211) 

Not open 

access (n = 

282) 

Included 

review (n = 

104) 

Outside 

review (n = 

389) 

p value 

Median publication 

year 

2019 2021 2016.5 2022.5 2018 <0.001 

Published 2000–2015 

(%) 

33.5 16.6 46.1 9.6 39.8 <0.001* 

Published 2016–2020 

(%) 

27.0 31.3 23.8 25.0 27.5 — 

Published 2021–2025 

(%) 

39.6 52.1 30.1 65.4 32.6 — 

Median citations 7 6 8 4.5 7 0.006 

Mean citations 17.58 13.03 20.99 11.86 19.11 not tested 
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Indicator All records 

(n = 493) 

Open 

access (n = 

211) 

Not open 

access (n = 

282) 

Included 

review (n = 

104) 

Outside 

review (n = 

389) 

p value 

Colombia mentioned 

(%) 

24.3 34.6 16.7 41.3 19.8 <0.001 

Bradford core source 

(%) 

32.9 31.3 34.0 33.7 32.6 0.939 

International co-

authorship (%) 

19.5 26.5 14.2 30.8 16.5 0.002 

Note. The publication-period p-value is one global Pearson chi-square test (not a category-specific test) across 2000–2015, 

2016–2020 and 2021–2025. Year and citation distributions were compared using two-sided Mann–Whitney U tests; continuity-

corrected chi-square tests were used for the three binary indicators. “Colombia mentioned” is a title/abstract/keyword term-

match proxy, not a validated case classification. P values are selection diagnostics, not adjusted for multiple comparisons; 

percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding. 

5.2. Credible commitment and institutional design 

Agreement content matters, but no single provision resolves commitment problems. 

Demilitarised zones, third-party guarantees, peacekeeping and joint commissions can extend 

ceasefires (Fortna, 2003), while comprehensive settlements may reduce risks from unresolved 

policy domains (Joshi & Quinn, 2015). A 12-case practitioner comparison frames sustainable 

peace as joint transformation of conflict issues, behaviour and attitudes (Söderberg Kovacs & 

Svensson, 2025). 

Procedures matter alongside provisions. Consensus rules can worsen commitment 

problems in transitional power-sharing governments, while broader commissions may mitigate 

them (Johnson, 2025). In independent commissions, international involvement and monitoring 

or verification are associated with lower recurrence, but domestic inclusion rules show no 

effect (Neudorfer & Walsh, 2025a, 2025b). Parties may choose power sharing in commissions 

when commitment problems are acute (Walsh & Neudorfer, 2024). Comprehensive agreements 

are implemented more fully after partial agreements, conditional on negotiation duration (Joshi 

et al., 2025). These findings point to sequencing and dispute-resolution authority as scope 

conditions. 

Leadership and bargaining context shape implementation. Insider leader turnover is 

associated with greater implementation, whereas outsider turnover predicts less(Chakma, 

2023). Left-wing executives are associated with fuller implementation than right-wing ones 

(Chakma, 2024). Fulfilling promises can reduce challenges by non-signatories (Joshi & Quinn, 

2016). Work on mutual interstate interventions links termination to battlefield incentives and 

commitment credibility (Tamm & Duursma, 2023); public, legalised and inclusive negotiations 

may reduce information and commitment problems (Bakiner, 2019). 

Institutions that reassure in the short term may entrench divisions. Dayton stabilised 

Bosnia and Herzegovina but reinforced ethnic representation and nationalist competition 

(Muhasilović & Halilović, 2025; Özoflu & Besgul, 2023). Cultural accommodation can 

strengthen leaders’ reputations, while integrationist reforms may complicate their ability to 
commit followers (Fontana & Masiero, 2023). Identity concessions support durable peace only 

when implemented (Daniels, 2025). In Aceh, self-government was narrowed to special 

autonomy amid weak enforcement (Manan et al., 2024; Zainal et al., 2022). Southern 



18 

Thailand’s settlement prospects depend on credible leadership and insurgent cohesion (Lamey, 

2013); implementation gaps also appear in the Chittagong Hill Tracts and Israeli–Palestinian 

agreements (Ahmmed et al., 2013; Masyrofah, 2019). Constitutional embedding can conflict 

with existing legal arrangements (Celis-Vela, 2020; Ozcelik & Olcay, 2020). 

5.3. Inclusion, participation and legitimacy 

Research has shifted from whether inclusion matters to who participates, what influence 

they wield and under which conditions. Women’s participation is associated with more durable 
peace and higher implementation, especially when women signatories work with women’s 
civil-society groups (Krause et al., 2018). Inclusive commissions and procedural justice are 

associated with durable-peace outcomes, though some measures of rebel legitimacy or 

mobilisation are not (Cuhadar & Druckman, 2024; Druckman et al., 2024). Citizen-centred 

approaches broaden analysis beyond elite negotiators (Haass et al., 2022). 

Case studies expose the gap between formal presence and influence. In Bangsamoro, 

women helped legitimise negotiations, but some rights were deferred, and gender 

implementation depended on government priorities, organisations and external finance 

(Duque-Salazar et al., 2022; Jopson, 2023). In Colombia, gender provisions lag behind others 

amid financing gaps, state-level implementation barriers and local power relations (Bachmann, 

2025; Davies & True, 2022; García, 2024; Joshi, 2025). Participatory programmes can 

reproduce exclusion: Bachmann (2023) examines nominal inclusion, while Vélez-Torres et al. 

(2022) show how Colombia’s participation model can constrain substantive influence. 
Research on Indigenous and Afro-Colombian communities, disability, LGBTQIA+ claims, 

Indo-Naga politics and colonial legacies similarly finds that recognition may coexist with 

marginalisation, while accord language can aid advocacy (Fontana & Costantini, 2025; Haokip, 

2023; Hartviksen, 2025; Przyborowski, 2025; Ruiz Moreno & Postigo Gómez, 2023; Wright 

et al., 2023). Digital tools can create safety risks for women peacebuilders (Hustead, 2024). 

Legitimacy is political, not merely procedural. Colombian referendum support reflected 

partisanship and victimisation; campaign information shifted opinion among less-informed 

voters, while organised No campaigns opposed ratification(Dávalos et al., 2018; Masullo & 

Morisi, 2019; Tappe Ortiz & Arévalo, 2025). Citizens and legislators interpret agreements 

through elite cues and perceptions of post-conflict violence (Garbiras-Díaz et al., 2024; García-

Sánchez et al., 2023; Wyer, 2025). Ramírez (2022) show that public opinion toward peace 

agreements remained politically contested during Iván Duque’s administration. Media 
narratives, heterogeneous ratification debates and agonistic approaches likewise show that 

disagreement persists after signature (Rodríguez Iglesias, 2020; Strömbom et al., 2022; 

Zalzberg & Ravitzky, 2022). In Cesar, empowered participation may support citizen security 

but be resisted violently by elites (McGill, 2024). 

5.4. Security, spoilers and post-agreement violence 

Signing does not remove incentives for violence. Pro-government militias face higher 

recurrence risks partly because they are often excluded from negotiations and DDR (Steinert 

et al., 2019). One-sided violence during implementation is associated with lower 

implementation, while intra-party spoiling varies with vertical or horizontal divisions (Joshi, 
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2020; Nilsson & Söderberg Kovacs, 2023). In Sudan, security-sector reform can become part 

of power struggles rather than a neutral technical process(de Waal, 2017; Tchie & Ali, 2021). 

Subnational evidence shows how national peace indicators can miss persistent violence. 

In KwaZulu-Natal, postwar violence followed wartime ties between armed groups and local 

elites(van Baalen & Höglund, 2019). In Colombia, attacks on social leaders track local electoral 

competition and criminal economies (Albarracín, Corredor-Garcia, et al., 2023; Albarracín, 

Milanese, et al., 2023). Studies of human-rights defenders and northern Mali similarly connect 

spoilers to local politics and illicit economies (Garzón-Vergara, 2015; Haugegaard, 2017; 

Trejos Rosero et al., 2019; Villamizar-Acosta, 2019). 

Outcome measures also alter judgements of success. A survival analysis of 48 civil wars 

finds negotiated agreements can be at least as strongly associated with enduring peace as 

military victories(Gromes & Ranft, 2021). Reintegration depends on land, security and 

institutions: Colombian cantonments aided community reintegration, while the Niger Delta 

amnesty stabilised oil production yet marginalised women and generated contestation (Barrios 

Sabogal, 2024; Okonofua, 2016). Colombian military and police adaptation remained slow and 

partial (Mijares & González, 2021; Pérez-Salazar et al., 2025). 

5.5. Material and territorial implementation 

Material and territorial provisions aim to address conflict grievances. Still, 

implementation in Colombia remains uneven: rural reform faces entrenched land interests and 

weak institutions, territorial peace intersects with policing and militarised conservation, and 

urban peripheries fit poorly with a rural design (Durán & Rodríguez, 2025; Olarte-Olarte, 2019; 

Stienen, 2020; Varela Sánchez, 2019). Comparative studies also stress trust, security and 

technical capacity (Vanelli & Ochoa Peralta, 2022; Vuković et al., 2024). 
Material delivery can alter political behaviour without ensuring satisfaction or equity. 

Colombian territorial programmes affected turnout and vote shares, but implementation 

activity was not robustly associated with agreement satisfaction in a 12,000-respondent 

panel(Gelvez & Johnson, 2024; Otero-Bahamón et al., 2025). Durable peace did not always 

yield an economic dividend (Wagner & Druckman, 2017). In Aceh, autonomy funding was 

associated with growth but less clearly with poverty reduction amid patronage and weak 

planning (Safaruddin et al., 2025; Sustikarini, 2019). Land rights in Burundi and Sudan 

remained shaped by power relations (Bisoka & Giraud, 2021; Sørbø, 2010), while business 

elites in Guatemala and El Salvador supported security provisions yet obstructed more 

transformative reforms (Bull & Aguilar-Støen, 2019). 

5.6. Justice, rights and accountability 

Rights provisions do not guarantee uptake. Analysis of 357 agreements finds that human-

rights language serves multiple peace-related purposes(Lacatus, 2024). While the Universal 

Periodic Review may support implementation only within limits (Molloy, 2024). Equality and 

procedural-justice provisions are associated with aspects of durable peace (Wagner & 

Druckman, 2017); divergent approaches to amnesty among conflict-resolution and human-

rights professionals can hinder implementation (Seul, 2019). 

Implementation generates normative tensions. Colombia’s special sanctions must 
balance retribution, reparation, participation and reincorporation, while amnesty institutions 
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face insecurity and high caseloads(Giraldo Muñoz, 2025; Sandoval et al., 2022). Public 

apologies by former FARC leaders did not improve reintegration attitudes on average and drew 

negative responses from agreement opponents (Agneman et al., 2025). In South Sudan, Uganda 

and Burundi, timing, elite manoeuvring and international discourse shaped transitional justice 

(Macdonald, 2019; Magara, 2021; Taylor, 2013). Research on West Nile and postwar 

Guatemala further shows that justice processes contest who is recognised as a victim or rights 

holder (Bogner & Neubert, 2013; Hartviksen, 2025). 

5.7. Mediation and third-party support 

Mediators and external supporters affect agreement design and implementation capacity. 

African mediation has shifted toward regional organisations, neighbours and joint formats, 

though great-power interests persist (Gallagher & Ahamed, 2025). Third-party guarantees and 

sustained political or financial support have helped in Northern Ireland, Colombia, Aceh and 

Georgia, conditional on domestic ownership and donor coordination (Braniff, 2013; Polack, 

2024; White, 2018). Financing gaps limit support for gender-inclusive peace (Davies & True, 

2022). 

External leverage has limits. Repeated accords in Côte d’Ivoire failed amid weak local 
implementation; the Office of the High Representative stabilised Bosnia and Herzegovina 

while raising ownership concerns; and external actors brought competing views of sovereignty, 

democracy and security to Moldova and Ukraine (Albulescu, 2023; Beširović, 2025; 
Huseinspahić, 2025; Monyane et al., 2014). Informal local networks also shape Track One 

processes (Meininghaus, 2021). External support enables but cannot replace domestic 

institutions and coalitions. 

5.8. Convergences, qualifications and apparent contradictions 

Three cross-study patterns help reconcile apparently contradictory results (Table 5). 

First, institutional arena matters: consensus rules may increase recurrence risk in transitional 

governments yet lower it in commissions handling bounded disputes(Johnson, 2025; Neudorfer 

& Walsh, 2025b). Second, outcome measurement matters: inclusive commissions may 

improve multidimensional peace quality without measurably changing recurrence (Cuhadar & 

Druckman, 2024; Neudorfer & Walsh, 2025b). Third, level of analysis matters: participation 

can support legitimacy while exposing local leaders to selective violence where state protection 

is weak (Albarracín, Milanese, et al., 2023; Krause et al., 2018; McGill, 2024). This is a 

qualitative synthesis, not a pooled estimate of effects. 
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Table 5 

Cross-study relationship matrix: convergences, qualifications and apparent contradictions 

Mechanism Convergent findings Qualifying or contradictory 

findings 

Reconciling scope 

condition 

Credible 

commitment and 

institutional 

design 

Stronger, more 

comprehensive and 

sequenced agreements are 

associated with durability 

and implementation (Fortna, 

2003; Joshi & Quinn, 2015; 

Joshi et al., 2025)  

Consensus rules may raise 

recurrence in power-sharing 

governments but lower it in 

commissions (Johnson, 2025; 

Neudorfer & Walsh, 2025b), 

ethnic power sharing may 

entrench divisions (Agarin & 

Jarrett, 2026; Muhasilović & 
Halilović, 2025) 

Arena matters: bounded 

commissions differ 

from governments; 

reassurance also needs 

cross-cutting incentives. 

Inclusion, 

participation and 

legitimacy 

Women signatories and 

inclusive commissions are 

associated with durable 

peace (Cuhadar & 

Druckman, 2024; Krause et 

al., 2018) 

Formal inclusion can coexist 

with no detected recurrence 

effect or continued exclusion 

(Vélez-Torres et al., 2022; 

Walsh & Neudorfer, 2024). 

Inclusion may improve 

peace quality more than 

recurrence; influence 

matters more than 

presence. 

Security, spoilers 

and post-

agreement 

violence 

Militias, one-sided violence 

and criminal economies 

undermine implementation 

(Garzón-Vergara, 2015; 

Joshi, 2020; Steinert et al., 

2019) 

Aggregate violence may fall 

while selective attacks on 

social leaders rise (Albarracín, 

Milanese, et al., 2023; Krause 

et al., 2018; McGill, 2024).  

National indicators miss 

subnational and actor-

specific violence. 

Material and 

territorial 

implementation 

Territorial programmes 

affect political behaviour, 

and land governance 

remains central (Gelvez & 

Johnson, 2024; Vanelli & 

Ochoa Peralta, 2022) 

Delivery may not raise 

satisfaction; benefits can be 

captured by patronage 

networks (Otero-Bahamón et 

al., 2025; Sustikarini, 2019). 

Targeting, attribution 

and capture condition 

whether delivery builds 

legitimacy. 

Justice, rights and 

accountability 

Equality and justice 

provisions support durable 

peace; human-rights 

language serves multiple 

purposes (Bates, 2026; 

Lacatus, 2024; Wagner & 

Druckman, 2017) 

Implementation gaps, 

contested timing and backlash 

to apologies complicate justice 

delivery (Agneman et al., 

2025; Macdonald, 2019; 

Magara, 2021) 

Sequencing and 

domestic ownership 

shape whether justice 

stabilises or destabilises 

peace. 

Mediation and 

third-party support 

Guarantees, monitoring and 

aid can support 

implementation; mediation 

has become more regional 

and joint (Kertcher & 

Lutmar, 2026; Nilsson & 

Svensson, 2026; Polack, 

2024) 

External leverage can fail 

without local will and can 

displace domestic ownership 

(Beširović, 2025; Monyane et 
al., 2014; Tamm & Duursma, 

2023)  

External support should 

enable, not replace, 

domestic institutions 

and coalitions. 

Note. Citations refer to studies included in the systematic review, exceptAgarin and Jarrett (2026), Bates (2026), 

Kertcher and Lutmar (2026) and Nilsson and Svensson (2026), which were published after the 2000–2025 

review window and are cited as corroborating evidence only. 
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6. Discussion: A Conditional Alignment Framework 

6.1. Connecting the maps and the mechanisms 

The bibliometric layer maps a field whose intellectual base remains rationalist, while 

recent work examines implementation, gender, transitional justice and subnational violence. 

The full-text review then traces how institutional rules become lived outcomes: commitments 

are tested, inclusion becomes influence or exposure, and territorial or justice provisions can 

alter or reproduce wartime grievances. 

The two layers have limits: keyword prominence is not theoretical convergence, since 

“implementation” can mean provision completion, citizen satisfaction or bureaucratic practice. 
Because the review is restricted to retrievable full texts and is newer, less cited and more 

Colombia-focused than the wider corpus, it underrepresents older, highly cited work. The SLR 

therefore organises mechanisms while the bibliometric map locates them in the field's 

intellectual structure. 

6.2. The framework 

The framework identifies five mechanism families (Figure 14): credible commitment 

(D1), through rules, guarantees, commissions and sequencing; inclusive legitimacy (D2), 

through meaningful participation; security and spoiler management (D3), through DDR, 

armed-faction management and protection; material/territorial delivery (D4), through land, 

autonomy, reform and services; and justice/rights (D5), through accountability and recognition. 

Mediation and third-party support are an enabling layer, not a sixth core dimension. The 

contribution is to specify conditional interactions among these established mechanisms. 

 
Figure 14. The Conditional Alignment Framework for durable peace. Five mechanism families (D1 to D5) shape three 

outcome families (O1 to O3) through alignment conditions; misalignment between families generates distinctive risks, and 

outcomes feed back into later bargaining and implementation. 
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Alignment is functional compatibility, not simple co-presence or an additive count. 

Inclusion must connect voice to decision influence and protection; material and justice 

provisions must be deliverable and fairly distributed; and security institutions must prevent 

violence without closing peaceful contestation. Misalignment includes participation without 

protection, power sharing without cross-cutting incentives, and commitments without 

resources. Outcomes remain distinct: recurrence/selective violence (O1), implementation of 

provisions and rights (O2), and broader peace quality, including distribution and public 

legitimacy (O3). Violence, compliance and public attitudes feed back into later bargaining. 

Four conditional propositions follow. P1 (institutional capacity): credible procedures and 

guarantees are more likely to support implementation and reduce recurrence when responsible 

institutions have the authority, resources and monitoring capacity to apply them. P2 (protected 

inclusion): inclusion is more likely to improve legitimacy and peace quality when participants 

can influence decisions and are protected from reprisals; nominal representation without 

influence or protection may not deliver these benefits. P3 (equitable delivery): material 

provisions and justice measures are more likely to improve peace quality when delivery is 

timely, fairly distributed, publicly attributable to the agreement and protected from elite 

capture. P4 (adaptive security): where state protection and local enforcement remain weak, 

armed networks, former combatants, local elites and criminal economies may adapt to post-

agreement institutions, allowing selective violence to persist even if large-scale recurrence 

declines. These propositions are interpretive deductions from heterogeneous studies, not effects 

statistically tested by this review; they specify observable relationships for future comparative 

research. Table 6 summarises the Conditional Alignment Framework, including its dimensions, 

indicators and failure modes. 

Table 6 

Conditional Alignment Framework: dimensions, mechanisms, indicators and failure modes 

Dimension Causal mechanism Observable indicators Failure mode to test 

D1 Credible 

commitment 

Rules, guarantees and 

commissions reduce 

uncertainty and the incentive to 

defect. 

Decision rules, third-party 

guarantees, monitoring bodies, 

partial agreements, leader 

turnover. 

Veto paralysis, outsider 

leader turnover, unverified 

guarantees. 

D2 Inclusive 

legitimacy 

Voice conveys information, 

improves procedural fairness 

and links social preferences to 

policy. 

Seats for women and civil 

society, decision influence, 

inclusive commissions, public 

support. 

Token inclusion, 

misperceived preferences, 

reprisals against 

participants. 

D3 Security and spoiler 

management 

Implementation changes the 

payoffs of armed actors; DDR 

and protection constrain 

violence. 

DDR completion, militia 

inclusion, factional splits, 

criminal economies, attacks on 

leaders. 

Excluded armed affiliates, 

illicit rents, selective 

violence, security vacuums. 

D4 Material and 

territorial delivery 

Land, autonomy and services 

show whether root causes are 

being addressed. 

Land titling and redistribution, 

execution of funds, territorial 

programmes, regional 

variation. 

Formal compliance without 

benefits, elite capture, 

uneven delivery. 

D5 Justice and rights Accountability and recognition 

reduce impunity and reassure 

affected groups. 

Victims’ rights, amnesty 
design, truth commissions, 

displacement and gender 

provisions. 

Clauses without uptake, 

selective accountability, 

backlash. 
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Dimension Causal mechanism Observable indicators Failure mode to test 

Alignment conditions Sequencing, monitoring, 

implementer authority, 

leadership continuity and local 

protection connect D1 to D5. 

Implementation sequencing, 

verification reports, 

bureaucratic capacity, 

protection programmes. 

Misalignment: inclusion 

without protection, power 

sharing without cross-

cutting incentives, 

provisions without funding. 

Note. The framework is an interpretive synthesis of the included studies; propositions P1 to P4 are stated in Section 6.2. 

The framework's contribution is not a new list of mechanisms but a conditional account 

of their interaction: formal commitment has limited value when legitimacy, capacity, 

distribution or protection are misaligned. It turns a broad synthesis into a comparative agenda 

with observable indicators and failure modes. 

7. Research agenda 

First, link agreement provisions to subnational implementation, public attitudes and 

violence by region and year. Combining agreement datasets, surveys and time-series evidence 

would test whether national averages conceal local variation in delivery, legitimacy and post-

agreement violence. 

Second, inclusion research should specify causal pathways rather than count participants. 

The key questions are whether included actors influence decisions, budgets and monitoring, 

whether excluded groups contest the agreement peacefully, and whether participation creates 

security risks. Comparisons between Colombia, Bangsamoro, Northern Ireland and Aceh could 

test how inclusion interacts with enforcement capacity and elite competition. 

Third, spoiler research should connect armed-group incentives to criminal economies and 

to post-agreement political institutions. Studies of militias, fragmentation and selective 

violence suggest that actors adapt by shifting from battlefield control to political, economic or 

coercive influence. Datasets should therefore distinguish former combatants, pro-government 

armed groups, criminal networks, subnational elites and intra-party factions rather than treating 

spoilers as a single category. 

Fourth, durable peace requires multidimensional and temporally explicit measurement. 

A decline in battle deaths can coexist with targeted violence, weak uptake of rights or 

deteriorating public attitudes. Studies should report recurrence, one-sided and selective 

violence, completion of implementation, rights protection, distributive delivery and legitimacy 

as separate outcomes, use comparable outcome windows, and make counterfactuals explicit 

when comparing negotiated settlements with military victories. 

Fifth, the field should broaden its geographical and epistemic base. The concentration of 

production in the United States and Europe, and of cases in Colombia, limits generalisation. 

Agreements in Africa, South and Southeast Asia and the Middle East are studied far less often 

than their number would suggest, and collaboration among scholars from conflict-affected 

countries is rare. Comparative designs that select cases to test the competing predictions of the 

framework, for instance, when power sharing reassures without entrenching divisions, when 

rights implementation builds legitimacy and when inclusion becomes dangerous, would 

advance both theory and practice. 
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8. Limitations 

Bibliometric coverage is limited to English-language journal articles indexed in Scopus 

Social Sciences; books, non-English scholarship and other subject areas may be 

underrepresented. The analysis uses complete years (2000–2025), so 2026 records were 

excluded, and recent citation windows remain immature. The corresponding-author country is 

missing for 156 records. Keyword harmonisation involves judgement, especially merging 

“women” and “gender”; network results also depend on thresholds and clustering. Workbook 
settings support reproducibility, but a full threshold-sensitivity analysis was not conducted. 

Findings describe the specified corpus, not all peace-agreement research. 

Only 104 verified full texts entered the review; these are newer, less cited and more 

Colombia-focused than the 389 outside records. Retrieval failed for 341 records, leaving 

substantial access-related selection bias that observed tests cannot eliminate. One researcher 

screened and coded; no inter-coder statistic or standardised risk-of-bias score was produced. 

S13 abstract sentences support identification and traceability, not full-text quotation; the 

narrative synthesis draws on verified full texts. Designs, definitions and time windows vary, so 

estimates were not pooled. The framework remains interpretive and requires comparative 

testing. 

9. Conclusion 

This study maps 493 Scopus-indexed journal articles (2000–2025) and synthesises 104 

verified full texts. The intellectual base centres on commitment problems, power sharing, 

spoilers and recurrence; recent work pays greater attention to implementation, inclusion, justice 

and subnational violence. The review is recent and disproportionately focused on Colombia, 

limiting generalisation. 

Durable peace cannot be inferred from agreement text or formal compliance alone. 

Outcomes depend on whether commitment institutions, meaningful and protected inclusion, 

security, material/territorial delivery and justice/rights operate compatibly under specific 

institutional and societal conditions. The Conditional Alignment Framework distinguishes 

recurrence/selective violence, implementation of provisions/rights and broader peace quality, 

and sets out four conditional propositions. Its contribution is not that the mechanisms are new, 

but that their interactions can reinforce or undermine one another under different conditions. 

Comparative studies must operationalise alignment, track outcomes over time and select 

contrasting cases to establish its scope. 
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