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Executive Summary & Key Findings

This report summarizes the findings from a new dataset on Peace Agreement Amnesties.1  
This dataset was created using the PA-X Peace Agreement Database to identify peace 
agreements with amnesty provisions.2 It contains information on 120 peace agreements 
which express the parties’ commitment to offer amnesty in relation to internal armed 
conflicts from 1990 to 2024 in 47 countries.3 The analysis of this data reveals a number 
of key findings:

1.	 Amnesties are a common feature of peace agreements that seek to end intra-state 
armed conflicts: Almost half of all states that have reached peace agreements since 
1990 have included amnesty provisions in at least one peace agreement. This includes 
amnesty commitments being contained in over one-third of comprehensive peace 
agreements issued during this period.

2. 	 Amnesties are the most commonly used form of transitional justice in 
comprehensive peace agreements: In contrast to amnesties being offered in 36 per 
cent of comprehensive peace agreements since 1990, truth commissions are mentioned 
in only 26 per cent of comprehensive peace agreements and national courts and 
international courts each feature in less than ten per cent of comprehensive peace 
agreements.

3. 	 The continued use of amnesties in peace agreements may indicate that the 
negotiating parties view amnesties as necessary to encourage non-state armed 
groups to end their insurgencies: 92 per cent of peace agreement amnesties are 
intended to benefit members of non-state armed groups. This includes 61 per that 
apply only to non-state actors and 31 per cent that apply to both state and non-state 
actors.

4. 	 Negotiating parties are reluctant to restrict the application of peace agreement 
amnesties to genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity: Only 24 per cent 
of peace agreement amnesties contain language that bars the amnesty extending to 
international crimes. Exclusions of international crimes are more likely when peace 
agreement amnesties benefit both state actors and non-state armed groups compared 
to amnesties that only benefit rebels or state actors.
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5. 	 Despite the opposition to amnesties for serious violations in international case 
law and policy, there is little evidence to suggest that they are off the table 
for peace negotiators: Growing numbers of peace agreement amnesties excluded 
international crimes during the 2000s, following the adoption of the Rome Statute 
of the International Criminal Court in 1998 and the change in the United Nations 
mediation policy to bar UN mediators endorsing peace agreements that offered 
amnesty for serious violations. However, this trend was not sustained in subsequent 
decades and at no point between 1990 and 2024 has the proportion of peace 
agreement amnesties excluding international crimes come close to exceeding the 
proportion of agreements without such exclusions.

6. 	 Divergences between states in different geographic regions regarding their 
willingness to conclude peace agreements that offer amnesty for international 
crimes make it difficult to contend that there are widely accepted global norms on 
rejecting the inclusion of amnesties for international crimes in peace agreements: 71 
per cent of the peace agreements that exclude international crimes from their amnesty 
provisions were in Africa. In addition, half of these were in Mid-Africa, and seven of the 
ten Mid African peace agreements that offered amnesties but excluded international 
crimes were signed between 2000 and 2009. There was a similar regional and temporal 
concentration of peace agreement amnesties excluding international crimes in 
southern Europe during the 1990s, which resulted from the agreements to end the wars 
in the former Yugoslavia being reached after the creation of the International Criminal 
Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. In contrast, between 1990 and 2024 only one of 
the 26 peace agreement amnesties offered in Asia between excluded international 
crimes and none of the five Oceanian peace agreements amnesties were limited to 
exclude serious violations.

7. 	 During the 2000s, the change in the UN policy likely contributed to peace 
agreement amnesties increasingly excluding international crimes. However, this 
influence was heavily focused on Africa and it declined following that decade: 
From 1990-2024, 50 per cent of the peace agreements amnesties that restricted the 
amnesty applying to international crimes were signed by the UN. In addition, 86 per 
cent of these agreements related to conflicts in Africa and 71 per cent of them were 
signed during the 2000s. The UN only signed one similarly narrow peace agreement 
amnesty in the Americas and Asia respectively both of which were in the 1990s. It did 
not sign any in other world regions.
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8. 	 Most peace agreement amnesties do not set out conditions with which alleged
offenders must comply to obtain or retain amnesty: even for peace agreements with 
amnesties with no exclusion of international crimes, it is comparatively rare for the 
agreement to impose conditions on the offer of amnesty. In the small number of peace 
agreements amnesties that have no exclusion of international crimes but which have 
made the amnesty offer conditional, these conditions have tended to relate to the 
disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration and non-state armed groups. Only one 
was conditional of individuals disclosing the truth about their actions.
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Recommendations

1. 	 Recognize that, in practice, amnesties, even for serious violations, remain firmly 		
	 on the table in peace negotiations

Since the 1990s, developments in international case law and mediation policies 
have increasingly asserted that peace agreements should not include commitments 
to enact amnesties for genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and other 
serious human rights violations. Some international mediators have interpreted these 
developments as creating a ‘red line’ that the negotiating parties must not cross and in 
interviews, some international mediators have reported that ‘the parties’ insistence on 
blanket amnesties is grounds for them to abdicate their mediator role’.4 International 
mediators are of course entitled to operate in accordance with their own ethical 
values. However, the continued use of amnesties in peace agreements without any 
exceptions for international crimes draws into question how far these red lines are 
grounded in international law. The international legality of amnesties for crimes which 
are not the subject of treaties, namely crimes against humanity and war crimes in 
non-international armed conflicts, rests primarily in customary international law. As 
customary international law is created by state practice and opinio juris, the enduring 
practice of states of including amnesties in peace agreements casts doubt on whether 
a rule of customary international law exists that prohibits amnesties for international 
crimes. This recognition can be important for appreciating the space that negotiating 
parties have to balance the need for accountability with the achievement of peace.

2. 	 Recognize that international law and policy continues to encourage amnesties for 	
	 participation in armed conflict

The amnesty provisions of peace agreements tend to state that amnesty applies to 
particular groups of combatants or to crimes related to the armed conflict or rebellion. 
Such language is used often even where the peace agreement precludes the amnesty 
extending to genocide, crimes against humanity, or war crimes. The expansion of 
international counter-terrorism law has been argued to create a barrier to the granting 
of amnesty to non-state armed groups, where they are branded as terrorists, even 
they are respecting international humanitarian law.5 However, these restrictions are 
in tension with international humanitarian law relating to non-international armed 
conflicts. Article 6(5) of Additional Protocol II to the Geneva Conventions 1977 
encourages the ‘authorities in power … to grant the broadest possible amnesty’ at 	
the end of hostilities. 



In addition, the UN Guidance on Effective Mediation states that ‘amnesties for crimes 
[except international crimes and serious violations] and for political offences, such 
as treason or rebellion, may be considered – and are often encouraged – in situations 
of non-international armed conflict’ (emphasis added).6 These encouragements are 
articulated in international law and policy due to the enduring belief that some forms 
of amnesty may be effective in ending armed conflict and promoting reconciliation.7 
The continued inclusion of amnesties in peace agreements corresponds to these 
encouragements and should continue to be part of peace mediation and peace 
negotiation practice.

3. 	 Ensure that conditionalities are used to integrate amnesties into the peace 		
	 agreement architecture and measures to address the rights of victims and survivors

Peace agreements often set out commitments to amnesty in brief and general 
terms. Depending on the context, this may reflect an understanding among the 
negotiating parties that much of the detail on the scope of the amnesty, how it will be 
implemented, and its legal effects will be provided at a later stage when the amnesty is 
enacted into domestic law. As a result, the silence on conditionalities in the majority of 
peace agreement amnesties does not necessarily mean that when these commitments 
are implemented in law and practice they will be unconditional. However, the offer of 
amnesty in a peace agreement should be viewed against the complicated sets of trade-
offs made by the negotiators and ideally, it should be made clear that the promise 
of amnesty will only be fully realised if the beneficiaries continue to be genuinely 
committed to sustainable peace. Furthermore, the offer of amnesties to persons who 
have been responsible for violence should not be made in the absence of consideration 
of the rights and needs of those who have been harmed by violence. Instead, conflict 
mediators and negotiators should seek to reform practice on peace agreement 
amnesties to ensure that they are as far as possible integrated into processes that seek 
to deliver truth, justice, and reparations, and are accompanied by measures to address 
the root causes of the violence.
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Introduction

For millennia, amnesties, which bar individuals from criminal liability, have been granted 
by states to end interstate armed conflict and quell internal dissent.8 Other states largely 
viewed these measures as domestic, or in the case of international armed conflicts, 
bilateral matters, that were not restricted by international law. Indeed, until comparatively 
recently, if other states or intergovernmental organizations expressed views on the use 
of amnesties in response to armed conflict, they often called on the belligerent parties to 
grant amnesties, even for the most serious offences.9

  
This began to change in the late 1990s. A significant milestone in this shift was the 1999 
adoption by the United Nations (UN) of a policy barring its mediators from endorsing peace 
agreements that offer amnesty for genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity.10 
In adopting this position, the UN brought its mediation policy into line with the opposition 
to broad amnesties for these offences that had been developing within its human rights 
bodies following pressure from human rights activists.11 In subsequent years, the UN 
position has been widely cited in academic scholarship and international case law and has 
influenced the mediation policies of other intergovernmental organizations.12 In addition, 
the UN’s adherence to this policy in its role as a peace mediator enabled it to influence 
some conflict-affected states to adopt peace agreements containing language that 
precluded the granting of amnesty to international crimes.13 However, the UN’s capacity 
to exert this influence faces challenges from shifting geopolitics and fragmentation of the 
mediation sphere,14 and as this report demonstrates, many states and non-state armed 
groups continue to rely on amnesties as part of negotiated efforts to end armed conflicts.

The enduring role of amnesties in peace agreements has given rise to extensive and diverse 
bodies of literature. Philosophers have examined the morality of using amnesties to bring 
armed conflict to an end.15 Conflict mediators have reflected on the significance of amnesty 
in encouraging war parties to sign up to peace agreements.16 Often these bodies of writings 
rely on rich and detailed examinations of a small number of cases in which the granting of 
amnesty was proposed or agreed to during peace negotiations. A few political scientists 
have developed datasets that collate information from much larger samples of states on 
the impact of amnesties during and after conflict on peace.17 These studies report findings 
on the relationship of amnesties to negotiated peace settlements, although they do so 
from coding the date when the conflict ended, rather than analysis of the language on 
amnesty in peace agreements.18 



Four existing studies have compiled datasets on peace agreement amnesty commitments. 
As they were created for distinct research questions, their temporal scope and handling of 
amnesty provisions differs considerably. Cho19 explored the impact of amnesty provisions 
in 64 peace agreements with power-sharing measures that were reached between 1989 
and 2006. Hauenstein examined whether peace agreements are more likely to offer 
amnesty where there are multiple rebel groups. He identified 46 ‘full or partial’ peace 
agreements with amnesty provisions reached between 1989 and 2011. Both the Cho and 
Hauenstein studies only coded for the presence or absence of provisions granting amnesty 
in a peace agreement, without analysing what the peace agreement text could tell us 
about the terms of the amnesty. In contrast, Close20 and Jeffery,21 when designing their 
peace agreement amnesty datasets were interested in examining trends in whether peace 
agreement amnesty provisions barred amnesty being granted for genocide, war crimes, and 
crimes against humanity. As a result, their datasets differentiate between peace agreement 
amnesty provisions based on their language with respect to the crimes to be granted 
amnesty. In addition, both these studies compiled information on the presence of UN 
mediators, with Close also examining the involvement of other intergovernmental bodies 
and third states. However, none of the existing peace agreement amnesty datasets have 
examined the relationship of amnesties to different peace agreement stages. Nor have they 
examined trends with respect to the beneficiaries of peace agreement amnesty provisions 
or the ways in which these provisions impose conditions in exchange for amnesty. 

This report therefore builds on these existing studies in numerous ways. Firstly, it draws 
on the Peace Agreement Amnesties Dataset that I created for my forthcoming book on the 
status of amnesties under customary international law.22 This dataset uses PA-X peace 
agreement database to identify peace agreements with amnesty provisions. As the PA-X 
database contains information on peace agreements granted from 1990 to 2024, the Peace 
Agreement Amnesty Dataset is able to present more up-to-date analysis of how amnesties 
have been handled in peace agreements over time and across regions than previous studies. 
In addition, it provides more detailed coding of when amnesties arise in peace negotiations 
and the extent to which peace agreement amnesty provisions contain limitations to the 
scope of permissible amnesty and conditionalities with which amnestied persons must 
comply. It also examines whether the presence of UN mediators corresponds to any trends 
in the terms of peace agreement amnesty provisions.

08  //  How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreements
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The next section briefly introduces the Peace Agreement Amnesties Dataset. This is 
followed by a discussion of the types of language used in peace agreement amnesty 
provisions. In the subsequent sections, the dataset is used to present trends in state 
practice including amnesty provisions in peace agreements. The concluding section reflects 
on the significance of these findings for conflict-affected states and peace mediators.



This dataset uses the PA-X Peace Agreement database created by PeaceRep to identify 
peace agreements with amnesty provisions.23 PA-X defines peace agreements as ‘formal, 
publicly-available documents, produced after discussion with conflict protagonists and 
mutually agreed to by some or all of them, addressing conflict with a view to ending it’.24  
It is the most comprehensive peace agreement database available and in March 2025, 
it contained data on 2055 peace agreements found in more than 150 peace processes, 
relating to 106 states around the world between 1990 and 2024. In the PA-X database, 
each of these agreements is coded in relation to a range of factors relating to the context 
of the agreements and their substantive content. This includes a variable called ‘Amnesty/
pardon proper’ that reproduces peace agreement provisions that provide for ‘amnesties or 
pardons, staying or stopping prosecution, and their modalities (may include provisions 
of prohibition of amnesty)’. PA-X codes 205 peace agreements as having an ‘amnesty/
pardon proper’.

For the Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset, the PA-X data was recoded using an Excel 
spreadsheet. In doing so, agreements that were coded as providing for an amnesty in PA-X 
were excluded from this dataset where (1) they related to a localized peace agreement; (2) 
the provisions related to domestic rules on amnesty rather than creating a commitment 
to grant amnesty; or (3) the text was ‘unilateral’ rather than a negotiated agreement. The 
dataset also excluded peace agreements that restated a commitment to amnesty that was 
made in an earlier agreement. The sample includes some agreements that were ‘unsigned’. 
As a result of this filtering process, the resulting Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset 
documents 120 peace agreements providing amnesty in relation to internal armed conflicts 
from 1990 to 2024 in 47 countries.25  

For each peace agreement, the dataset records the name of the agreement, the stage of the 
agreement, the year it was introduced, the POLITY score for the state that year, the region 
and subregion where it was introduced, the text of the amnesty provision(s), the intended 
recipients of the amnesty, whether amnesty beneficiaries would have to comply with 
conditions to obtain amnesty, whether the agreement excluded core crimes (genocide, 
crimes against humanity, and war crimes), whether it excluded other serious human rights 
violations, whether the UN signed the agreement, how many third party states signed the 
agreement, and where relevant which states were third party signatories.

Introducing the Peace Agreement 
Amnesties Dataset

10  //  How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreements
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In a couple of instances, peace agreements set out some form of prohibition on amnesty. 
For example, the 2015 Pacte Républicain pour la paix, la réconciliation nationale et la 
reconstruction en la République Centrafricaine committed the parties to introducing a 
constitutional clause prohibiting any possibility of amnesty for crimes against humanity, 
war crimes and genocide committed in the Central African Republic. In addition, the 2015 
Agreement on the Resolution of the Conflict in the Republic of South Sudan (ARCSS) set 
out that amnesty could not bar the jurisdiction of a proposed hybrid court. However, these 
types of provisions are rare and are not included in the Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset 
as they do not commit the parties to granting amnesty.

Where peace agreements contain an amnesty commitment, often the relevant provisions 
are very brief. They may even be a single bullet point or sentence. However, even short 
provisions can indicate the recipients and/or crimes intended to covered by the amnesty, 
and a few agreements have much more detailed language that sets out mechanisms to 
implement the amnesty.

Peace agreement amnesty provisions also vary in the nature of the commitment to 
amnesty that they express. For example, the 2003 Accra Agreement only required the 
parties to ‘give consideration to a recommendation for general amnesty’. In addition, the 
2012 Chin National Front (CNF), Government Ceasefire Agreement stated only that ‘[t]he 
parties agreed that the Union-level Peace Team submit to the President the need to declare 
amnesty.’ Other peace agreements express the parties’ intent to grant amnesty in stronger 
terms. For example, the 1994 Lusaka Protocol stated ‘the competent institutions will 
grant an amnesty, in accordance with Article 88(h) of the Constitutional Law’. Finally, a 
few peace agreements commit the parties to implementing a previously enacted amnesty, 
which was the case with the 2008 Doha Agreement. Peace agreement amnesty provisions, 
like all aspects of peace agreements, are the product of negotiations and compromise. 
The variations in nature of the commitment to amnesty expressed in peace agreement 
may suggest differing degrees of comfort with amnesty among the negotiating parties. 
However, in previous research, I found that 83 per cent of peace agreement amnesty 
commitments resulted in amnesties being implemented in domestic law or policy.26 

Variations in the Language of Peace 
Agreement Amnesty Commitments

https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag1442_573c3b4b2b040.pdf
https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag1357_562e4ff19c7b1.pdf
https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag338_560147822ab3e.pdf
https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag1551_56fb995639c71.pdf
https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag439_5729e67c3f60e.pdf
https://www.peaceagreements.org/media/documents/ag1433_565d87f56ac47.pdf


When conflict-affected states enter into peace negotiations, this can result in a multiplicity 
of texts at different stages of the negotiation process. Often these agreements address 
very specific issues relating to the conduct and process of the negotiations or specific 
substantive points. Amnesties are therefore not always relevant to the issues which are 
the focus of many peace agreements. As a result, out of the 2055 peace agreement texts 
contained in the PA-X Peace Agreement Database, only 120 relate to agreements between 
states and non-state actors which create new commitments to grant or implement an 
amnesty.

PA-X categorizes peace agreements according to the stage of the peace process in which 
the agreement was signed. My data uses five of the PA-X categories: prenegotiation/
process; substantive-partial; substantive-comprehensive; implementation; and ceasefire/
related.27 Figure 1 compares the total number of peace agreements with amnesty provisions 
to the total number of agreements that PA-X records for each negotiation each stage. 
It shows that amnesties in the pre-negotiation stage are comparatively rare. This is to 
be expected as this type of agreement is often about process issues relating to how the 
negotiations should be conducted.28 The greatest absolute number of amnesties are 
contained in partial agreements, but they are only included in 10 per cent of this form of 
agreement. Partial agreements generally deal with some substantive issues, but according 
to the PA-X codebook, they ‘only deal with some of the issues in ways that appear to 
contemplate future agreements to complete’. The PA-X codebook states comprehensive 
agreements address ‘substantive issues to resolve the conflict and appear to be set out as a 
comprehensive attempt to resolve the conflict’. Amnesties have been used in almost one-
third of comprehensive peace agreements. Finally, amnesties have been used in only three 
per cent of ceasefire agreements.

When are Amnesties Included 			 
in Peace Agreements?
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Although amnesties only appear in a minority of the overall peace agreement texts 
contained in the PA-X database, this does not mean that they only appear in the peace 
agreements of a small number of conflict-affected states. The PA-X data contains copies 
of peace agreements reached in 106 states since 1990. Of these 106 states, the Peace 
Agreement Amnesty Dataset finds that 47 have had at least one peace agreement with 
amnesty provisions. This suggests that almost half of all states that have reached peace 
agreements since 1990 have used some form of amnesty for conflict-related offences. This 
demonstrates a high rate of reliance of amnesties, particularly when compared with peace 
agreement provisions relating to other forms of transitional justice.

Figure 1: Peace Agreement Amnesty Provisions by Agreement Stage, 1990-2024
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The PA-X Peace Agreement Database codes peace agreement provisions relating to 
multiple forms of transitional justice. These are amnesty, prisoner releases, national courts, 
international courts, truth recovery, vetting, symbolic reparations, and material reparations. 
Given that amnesties and other forms of transitional justice are most commonly used 
at the comprehensive peace agreement stage, Figure 2 illustrates what percentage of 
comprehensive peace agreements since 1990 have had provisions relating to each form of 
transitional justice.

Figure 2: Transitional Justice Provisions in Comprehensive Peace Agreements, 1990-2024

This chart shows that amnesties are the most commonly included transitional justice 
mechanism in peace agreements. They are included in 25-30 per cent more agreements 
than courts or vetting processes. In addition, the high rate of inclusion of amnesties is 
accompanied by 28 per cent of agreements providing for prisoner releases. Cumulatively, 
this suggests that while 74 comprehensive peace agreements do not mention amnesty this 
should not automatically be construed as support for criminal accountability.
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Figure 2: Transitional Justice Provisions in Comprehensive Peace Agreements, 1990-2024

The Peace Agreement Amnesties Dataset codes amnesty provisions contained in peace 
agreements that were intended to end internal armed conflicts. These peace agreements 
result from negotiations between state actors and non-state actors who were involved in 
the armed conflict, or their associated political representatives. It is unsurprising therefore 
that the recipients of peace agreement amnesties may include state actors and non-state 
armed groups. However, depending on their purpose, a small number of peace agreement 
amnesty provisions have been intended to benefit other groups, particularly refugees 
and displaced persons, political prisoners, and collaborators. Recognising these different 
groups of beneficiaries can be important for indicating where peace agreement amnesties 
may be intended to undo harms that were committed during the conflict, for example, 
by facilitating people to return to homes from which they were displaced or releasing 
people who may have been detained without normal due process. Distinguishing between 
different categories of beneficiaries may also be important for determining, for example, 
whether broad, unconditional amnesties are offered more often to some groups of actors. 
These types of distinctions may have important implications for the peace agreement 
amnesty provisions’ legitimacy and ability to contribute to lasting peace.

The full range of potential beneficiaries of peace agreement amnesty provisions has not 
generally been examined in previous studies. Instead, pre-existing studies that have 
examined the relationship of peace agreements to amnesties have tended either to not 
analyse trends in the intended beneficiaries of peace agreement amnesty provisions29 or to 
restrict their data sample to amnesties for rebel groups.30 The Peace Agreement Amnesties 
Dataset takes a more expansive approach by coding all categories of recipients that are 
apparent from the peace agreement provisions.31 

Figure 3 shows that 61 per cent of peace agreement amnesty provisions are intended to 
benefit non-state armed groups. In addition, a further 31 per cent of peace agreements 
amnesties benefit both state and non-state actors. In contrast, only 1.6 per cent only 
benefit state actors.

Who Benefits from Peace Agreement 
Amnesties? 
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Figure 3: Recipients of Peace Agreement Amnesties

That most peace agreement amnesties are intended to benefit non-state armed groups 
likely reflects the understanding that amnesties can play an important role in encouraging 
non-state armed groups to end their insurgencies and reintegrate into society. Indeed, as 
is explored below, some peace agreement amnesties condition the grant of amnesty on 
disarmament, demobilization and reintegration. 

Trends relating to how the recipients of peace agreement amnesties correspond to whether 
amnesty is offered to those who are suspected of being responsible for genocide, war 
crimes, and crimes against humanity are explored in Table 1. It shows that overall 23.6 per 
cent of peace agreements amnesties for non-state armed groups are limited to exclude 
international crimes. However, such exclusions are more likely when a peace agreement 
amnesty also benefits state actors. 37.8 per cent of such reciprocal amnesties exclude 
international crimes. In contrast, only 16.4 per cent of amnesties that benefit non-state 
actors without granting immunity for state actors exclude international crimes. However, 
neither of the two peace agreement amnesties that only benefited state actors excluded 
international crimes. In addition, where amnesties were applied to refugees and displaced 
persons, 66 per cent of these amnesties were limited.
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Figure 3: Recipients of Peace Agreement Amnesties

Table 1: Exclusion of International Crimes and Amnesty Beneficiaries

Recipients

Collaborators

Non-State Armed 
Groups

Political Prisoners

Refugees

State Actors

State and Civilians

State and Non-State 
Combatants

Total

No

1

61

3

1

2

1

23

92

Yes

0

12

0

2

0

0

14

28

Total Number 
of Peace 

Agreement 
Amnesties

1

73

3

3

2

1

37

120

% Peace Agreement 
Amnesties for 

Beneficiary Group to 
Exclude International 

Crimes

0

16.4

0

66.6

0

0

37.8

Exclusion of 
International 

Crimes

To provide more context on these findings, the following sections explain how the inclusion 
or exclusion of international crimes in peace agreement amnesties is coded in the Peace 
Agreement Amnesties Dataset, before examining broader trends with respect to how peace 
agreement amnesties engage with international crimes.
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The peace agreement amnesty dataset spans a 35-year period from 1990-2024. At the 
start of this period, there was little in international law and policy to constrain negotiating 
parties’ ability to offer broad amnesties that could in practice extend to genocide, crimes 
against humanity, and war crimes in negotiated political settlements. Indeed, it was 
commonplace for international actors such as the United Nations to encourage negotiating 
parties to include amnesty provisions in peace agreements, without suggesting that such 
provisions must stipulate that international crimes should be excluded from the amnesty.32  
However, as discussed in the introduction, in the late 1990s, this began to change.

Among the key milestones in the shift in international perceptions on the legality of 
amnesties was the UN’s adoption of a policy that precluded its mediators from endorsing 
peace agreements with broadly framed amnesty provisions. This was followed in 2005 by 
the UN Commission on Human Rights publishing soft law standards which were intended 
to assist states in combating impunity. These stated that ‘[e]ven when intended to 
establish conditions conducive to a peace agreement or to foster national reconciliation, 
… [t]he perpetrators of serious crimes under international law may not benefit from 
[amnesties] until such time as’ they have been investigated, prosecuted, and punished.33  
This international policy shift was fuelled by the creation of the International Criminal 
Court and the growing case law from international human rights bodies that found 
that broad amnesties violated states’ obligations to investigate, prosecute, and punish 
international crimes and serious human rights violations. 

For some scholars, these developments meant that broad amnesties could no longer be on 
the table in peace negotiations. For example, Lyons argued that ‘[t]he international legal 
changes have rendered amnesty for crimes against humanity ineffective and removed it as 
a tool to create peace.’34 There is some evidence of these understandings being adopted in 
peace negotiations. For example, in the negotiations between the Colombian government 
and FARC, it was agreed that in accordance with Article 6(5) of Additional Protocol II to the 
Geneva Conventions, the peace agreement should offer the ‘broadest possible amnesty’ 
to persons who had participated in the internal armed conflict. However, the parties also 
accepted that the amnesty could not conflict with Colombia’s international obligations to 
investigate, prosecute and international crimes.35 The resulting Law 1820 of 2016 provides 
a framework for granting amnesty to FARC guerrillas but prohibits amnesties for serious 
violations of international human rights law or international humanitarian law.

Do Peace Agreements Commit the Parties 
to Offering Amnesty for Genocide, Crimes 
against Humanity and War Crimes?
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This section uses in the Peace Agreement Amnesties Dataset to examine whether 
the Colombian approach is indicative of a significant shift in which peace negotiators 
increasingly refrain from offering amnesties for international crimes in peace agreements. 
In the dataset, peace agreements amnesty provisions are coded as excluding international 
crimes, where the text of the provision stated that the amnesty committed to in the 
agreement

]	 Could not extend to genocide, crimes against humanity, and/or war crimes

]	 Could not extend to ‘serious violations’ within the jurisdiction of the International 		
	 Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia or the International Criminal Court36 

]	 Could not extend to ‘serious violations’ of human rights or international humanitarian 	
	 law

]	 Could not extend to crimes which are imprescriptible under the state’s treaty 		
	 obligations37 

]	 Could not extend to persons indicted by an international criminal court38 

]	 Shall be adopted ‘in accordance with universal principles and international law’39 

Although all of these formulations limit the application of amnesty to international crimes, 
the scope of the exclusion varies. For example, where an agreement only bars amnesty for 
persons who have been indicted by an international court, this could allow other persons 
who committed international crimes, but who have not been indicted, to obtain amnesty. 
Given that international courts, such as the International Criminal Court, often only indict 
small numbers of the most serious offenders, in practice, such limitations would allow 
most perpetrators of international crimes to benefit from an amnesty.

If the amnesty provision does not contain any of these formulations excluding international 
crimes, the Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset codes the agreement as not excluding 
international crimes. The absence of such an exclusion may mean that the amnesty is 
intended to cover international crimes. However, in some instances, it may be because 
the amnesty was not intended to address these categories of crimes. For example, a 1990 
agreement in Morocco granted amnesty to facilitate the return of refugees40 is silent on 
international crimes and serious human rights violations. However, this silence reflects that 
this category of crimes was not relevant to the intended beneficiaries of the amnesty.



20  //  How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreements

Table 2 shows that among the 120 Peace Agreement Amnesties from 1990 to 2024, 24 
per cent (n=28) excluded international crimes, whereas 76 per cent of the agreements had 
no exclusion for these crimes. Table 2 shows that for each stage of agreement, amnesties 
without exclusions for international crimes outnumbered those with such exclusions, 
although the balance between these choices varies. For example, among the peace 
agreements with amnesty provisions, international crimes are excluded in only 37 per cent 
of comprehensive peace agreements, 24 per cent of partial agreements, 13 per cent of pre-
negotiation agreements, and seven per cent of ceasefire agreements. International crimes 
are not excluded from the amnesty provisions of any implementation agreements.

Table 2: Peace Agreement Amnesties by Agreement Stage with Exclusions for International Crimes, 1990-2024

Stage of Agreement

Ceasefire (n=15)

Pre-negotiation / 
process (n=8)

Framework / substantive 
- partial (n=55)

Framework / substantive 
- comprehensive (n=35)

Implementation / 
negotiation (n=7)

Total

Exclusion
Core Crimes

1

1

13

13

0

28

No Exclusion 
of Core Crime

14

7

42

22

7

92

% Agreements with 
No Exclusion

93

87

76

63

100

76
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Table 2: Peace Agreement Amnesties by Agreement Stage with Exclusions for International Crimes, 1990-2024

Turning now to whether peace agreements amnesty provisions have become less likely to 
offer broad amnesties since the late 1990s as a result of the developments in UN policy 
and international case law. Figure 4 illustrates that for most years from 1990 to 2024, 
more peace agreement amnesty provisions did not exclude international crimes than 
peace agreement amnesty provisions with such exclusions. It was only in 1996 and 2016, 
that more peace agreement amnesties had exclusions for international crimes. When 
these trends are averaged across the 35-year period, we can see that the difference is quite 
stark. The average number of peace agreement amnesties excluding international crimes 
per year from 1990 to 2024 was 0.8. In contrast, the average number of peace agreement 
amnesties with no exclusion for core crimes was 2.6 per year. 

Are International Crimes Increasingly Excluded 
from Peace Agreement Amnesties? 

Figure 4: Peace Agreement Amnesties Excluding International Crimes by Year
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Given that we are particularly interested in shifts from the late 1990s, when international 
perceptions of the permissibility of broad amnesties seemingly shifted, it is useful to 
examine these broad trends across shorter time intervals. Table 3 shows that the yearly 
average of the number of peace agreement amnesties excluding international crimes 
doubled from 0.7 to 1.4 during the 2000s, after the signing of the Rome Statute of 
the International Criminal Court in 1998 and the change in the UN mediation policy in 
1999. This upwards shift was accompanied by a decline in the average number of peace 
agreement amnesties per year without an exclusion, which fell from 4.0 to 3.0, but 
remained higher than the average number of peace agreement amnesties that excluded 
international crimes. In subsequent decades, the trajectory of increasing numbers of peace 
agreement amnesties that excluded international crimes was not sustained. Instead, the 
numbers of peace agreement amnesties with and without exclusions for international 
crimes have fallen, which in recent years may be due to a drop in the number of partial 
and comprehensive peace agreements41 or increasing levels of impunity that may make 
negotiating parties feel that amnesties are less necessary. However, the yearly average for 
peace agreement amnesties that do not exclude international crimes has consistently been 
higher than for agreements without such exclusions.

Table 3: Mean Yearly Peace Agreement Amnesties Excluding International Crimes by Decade

Time Period

1990-1999

2000-2009

2010-2019

2020-2024

Mean Number of Peace 
Agreement Amnesties 
Excluding International 

Crimes Per Year

0.7

1.4

0.5

0.2

Mean Number of Peace 
Agreement Amnesties with 

no Exclusion Per Year

4.0

3.0

1.8

0.8
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Table 3: Mean Yearly Peace Agreement Amnesties Excluding International Crimes by Decade

To explore this data in another way, Table 4 examines what proportion of the total number 
of peace agreement amnesties negotiated in a five-year period excluded international 
crimes. It shows that this exclusion rate rose from 4.5 per cent in 1990-1994 to 35.2 per 
cent in the 2000-2004. In the subsequent years, it fluctuated but remained higher than 
in the 1990s. However, at no point has the proportion of peace agreement amnesties 
excluding international crimes come close to exceeding the proportion of agreements 
without such exclusions.

Table 4: Proportion of Peace Agreement Amnesties Excluding International Crimes by Five-Year Intervals

Time Period

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

Total Number 
of Peace 

Agreement 
Amnesties

22

25

17

27

16

7

6

Total Number 
Excluding 

International 
Crimes

1

6

6

8

3

2

2

% Peace Agreement 
Amnesties Excluding 
International Crimes 

Per Year

4.5

24.0

35.2

29.6

18.8

28.6

33.3
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This section has demonstrated that from the late 1990s peace agreement amnesty 
provisions became more likely to contain language restricting the granting of amnesties 
to persons suspected of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. However, 
contrary to some of the positions expressed in international policy and academic literature, 
there is little evidence to suggest that amnesties for international crimes are off the table 
for peace negotiators. On the contrary, peace agreements continue to contain provisions 
offering amnesties and in a consistent majority of cases, these provisions do not restrict 
the application of amnesties to international crimes. In the following sections, we dig 
deeper into these trends to examine whether there are differences across geographic 
regions, with respect to UN mediation, and whether the peace agreement commits the 
parties to conditional amnesty.
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Armed conflicts are not experienced at equivalent levels across all geographical world regions. 
For example, ACLED’s Conflict Index reports that from 2020-2024, the levels of political 
violence in the Middle East and Europe and Central Asia were almost double the levels in 
other world regions.42 The differential levels of violence can understandably mean that some 
world regions produce larger volumes of peace agreements than other regions. For example, 
in the PA-X Peace Agreement database, there are 721 agreements from Africa (excluding the 
Middle East and North Africa), 263 from the Americas, 425 from Asia and the Pacific, 435 
from Europe and Eurasia, and 295 from the Middle East and North Africa. Similar regional 
variations are apparent when considering peace agreements with amnesty provisions.

Table 5 summarizes how peace agreement amnesties are distributed across world regions. 
The table indicates that 57.5 per cent of peace agreement amnesties have come from 
Africa, 21.6 per cent have come from Asia, 10.8 per cent from the Americas, 5.8 per cent 
from Europe, and 4.2 per cent from Oceania.43 The concentration of peace agreement 
amnesties in Africa, and particularly in mid Africa where 40.6 per cent of the African peace 
agreement amnesties have been negotiated, may reflect the findings of norm diffusion 
scholars that ‘geographical proximity is the key determinant of the diffusion process’.44 

Are there Regional Differences in the Inclusion 
of Amnesties in Peace Agreements? 

Table 5: Peace Agreement Amnesties by Region and International Crimes Exclusion

Region

Africa

Afr E

Afr Mid

Afr N

Afr S

Afr W

No

49

9

18

7

3

12

Yes

20

5

10

3

0

2

Total

20

5

10

3

0

2

Exclusion of International Crimes



Region

Americas

Amer Cent

Amer S

Caribbean

Asia

Asia Cent

Asia S

Asia SE

Asia W

Europe

Eur E

Eur S

Oceania

Melanesia

Total

No

11

2

8

1

25

2

10

8

5

2

2

0

5

5

92

Yes

2

1

1

0

1

0

0

0

1

5

1

4

0

0

28

Total

13

3

9

1

26

2

10

8

6

7

3

4

5

5

120

Exclusion of International Crimes
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Table 5 also illustrates that there is considerable regional variation with respect to whether 
peace agreements preclude amnesties being offered to international crimes. For example, 
all of the peace agreement amnesties in southern Europe stated that amnesties could 
not extend to international crimes. These peace agreements related to the conflicts in the 
Former Yugoslavia and they specified that amnesty could not extend to crimes within the 
jurisdiction of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. In contrast, 
only one of the 26 peace agreement amnesties offered in Asia excluded international 
crimes and none of the five Oceanian peace agreements amnesties were limited to exclude 
serious violations.

71 per cent of the peace agreements that excluded international crimes from their amnesty 
provisions were in Africa, and half of these were in Mid-Africa, where more amnesties 
excluded international crimes than in any other world region. This makes it difficult to 
contend that there has been a global shift in norms and practice towards peace agreements 
precluding amnesties for international crimes. Instead, it illustrates that the exclusion of 
international crimes from peace agreement amnesties is highly regionally concentrated. 

To look at this more closely, Table 6 explores the exclusion of international crimes from 
African peace agreement amnesties across the period from 1990-2024. It shows that seven 
of the ten Mid African peace agreements that offered amnesties but excluded international 
crimes were signed between 2000 and 2009. In addition, in same period, greater numbers 
of peace agreements signed in this region offered broad amnesties. In the years since 2009, 
far fewer peace agreements amnesties have been offered in Mid Africa, but the numbers 
offering broad and limited amnesty have been equal.



Table 6: Exclusion of international Crimes in African peace agreement amnesties by five-year internals

African Region 
and Years

Afr E

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

Afr Mid

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

No

9

1

0

3

1

3

0

1

18

2

2

4

8

0

1

1

Yes

5

0

0

1

3

1

0

0

10

0

1

3

4

1

0

1

Total

14

1

0

4

4

4

0

1

28

2

3

7

12

1

1

2

Exclusion of International Crimes
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African Region 
and Years

Afr N

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

Afr S

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

No

7

1

2

0

1

2

1

0

3

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

Yes

3

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Total

10

1

2

0

1

3

2

1

3

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

Exclusion of International Crimes
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African Region 
and Years

Afr W

1990-1994

1995-1999

2000-2004

2005-2009

2010-2014

2015-2019

2020-2024

Total

No

12

2

6

2

1

1

0

0

49

Yes

2

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

20

Total

14

2

6

3

2

1

0

0

69

Exclusion of International Crimes

Existing studies of peace agreement amnesties by Close and Jeffery similarly found that 
there were pronounced regional variations in the exclusion of international crimes from 
peace agreement amnesties. These scholars both particularly highlighted that Asian 
states generally grant broad peace agreement amnesties with low rates of exclusion of 
international crimes, a finding which is supported by the data summarized above. Close 
and Jeffery both suggested this pattern could be due to fewer Asian peace accords being 
brokered by international organizations, particularly when compared to African peace 
agreements.  This idea is explored in the next section when we examine whether peace 
agreements that are signed by the United Nations have been more likely to exclude 
international crimes.
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The United Nations has a long history of signing peace agreements, and according to PA-X 
data on third parties to peace agreements, the UN has signed more peace agreements than 
any other third-party including states and international organizations.46 UN signatures 
and reservations to peace agreements do not carry direct legal weight. However, the 
organization’s important peace mediation role and the support its agencies provide for 
peace implementation can allow UN personnel to influence peace negotiations. This 
influence has been argued to be particularly pronounced with respect to amnesties. For 
example, Freeman asserts that ‘notwithstanding the fact that the UN Secretary General 
cannot make law – the UN position [on amnesty] tends to be treated as synonymous with 
the legal position’.47 This has prompted some scholars to observe that the UN has ensured 
that peace agreement amnesties are limited to exclude international crimes.48 This section 
uses the Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset to demonstrate that while UN involvement 
in peace agreements served to shape state practice on amnesties, the influence was most 
visible in the UN’s involvement in peace negotiations in mid-Africa during the period from 
2000 to 2009.

In compiling the data on UN signatures and peace agreement amnesties, this study has 
relied on the ‘UN Signatory’ variable in the PA-X Peace Agreement data, which records ‘any 
signature, in whatever capacity, of any UN official, or official of UN organizations (or in 
the case of unsigned declarations the UN is clearly one of the declaring parties). According 
to the PA-X data, the UN has been a signatory to 407 of the 2055 peace agreements from 
1990 to 2024.

Table 7 shows the proportion of peace agreements signed by the UN across the decades 
since 1990. It illustrates that percentage of agreements signed by the UN fell from 27.5 
per cent in the 1990s to 10.4 per cent in the 2010s. There has been a percentage increase 
between 2020-2024, but this does not appear to result from a growth in the number of 
agreements being signed by the UN. Instead, it seems to be due to the fall in the total 
number of agreements in this five-year period, which are well below half the total amount 
of agreements in the preceding decades.

Do United Nations Mediated Peace 
Agreements Exclude International Crimes 
from Amnesty Provisions? 



Table 7: Proportion of Peace Agreements signed by the UN

Time Period

1990-1999

2000-2009

2010-2019

2020-2024

Total

Total Number of 
Peace Agreements 

(PA-X)

751

528

642

134

2055

Number of UN 
signed Peace 
Agreements

207

109

67

24

407

% Agreements signed 
by the UN

27.5

20.6

10.4

17.9

19.8
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Of the 407 peace agreements signed by the UN, 32 committed the parties to granting 
amnesty, which represented 26.6 per cent of the peace agreement amnesties overall.

Table 8 summarizes how the presence or absence of a UN signature corresponds to 
whether international crimes are excluded from peace agreement amnesties. It shows 
that 80.4 per cent of the peace agreement amnesties without exclusions for international 
crimes were not signed by the United Nations. In contrast, 50 per cent of the peace 
agreements amnesties that restricted the amnesty applying to international crimes were 
signed by the UN. In broad terms, this suggests that UN involvement may make it more 
likely that the negotiating parties will limit the scope of peace agreement amnesties.



Table 7: Proportion of Peace Agreements signed by the UN
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Exclusion of 
International Crimes

No

Yes

Total

No

74

14

88

Yes

18

14

32

Total

92

28

120

UN Signature

Table 8: UN Signatures to Peace Agreement Amnesties and International Crimes

Interestingly, the data in Table 8 also indicates that more than half of the peace 
agreement amnesties signed by the UN did not restrict the application of the amnesty for 
international crimes. This raises the question of whether the UN signed the agreements 
with broad amnesty provisions before or after changing its mediation policy in 1999.

Table 9 shows that during the 1990s, the UN signed 12 peace agreements with amnesty 
provisions, only three of which excluded international crimes. Following the change in UN 
policy in 1999, ten peace agreement amnesties endorsed by the UN excluded international 
crimes, but it also signed six peace agreements that did not have such limitations.49 This 
shows that the policy change resulted in changes in UN mediation practice, but that this 
change may not have been consistently followed.



Years

1990-1999

2000-2009

2010-2019

2020-2024

Total

No UN Signature

31

24

15

4

74

UN Signature

9

6

3

0

18

No Exclusion of International Crimes

Table 9: UN Signatures and the Exclusion of International Crimes in Peace Agreement Amnesties

Since 2010, the UN has signed one peace agreement that excluded international crimes 
from the amnesty and three agreements without such an exclusion.50 In addition, during 
the period from 2010 to 2024, six peace agreements amnesties were negotiated without 
UN signatures but which nonetheless excluded international crimes. This suggests that 
other factors beyond direct UN involvement in negotiations shaped these outcomes. 
Overall, Table 9 suggests that during the 2000s, the change in the UN policy likely 
contributed to peace agreement amnesties increasingly excluding international crimes. 
However, this influence was heavily focused on mid-Africa.

There are considerable regional differences in the UN’s signing of peace agreements.51 This 
means there are regional differences in the UN’s signing of peace agreements with amnesty 
provisions. 27 of the 32 peace agreements with amnesty provisions signed by the UN are in 
Africa, one is in the Americas, three are in Asia, one is in Oceania, and none are in Europe. In 
addition, within these regional trends are sub-regional and temporal concentrations of UN 
influence. Specifically, 12 of the 14 UN-signed peace agreements which offered amnesties 
but excluded international crimes were in Africa. Ten of these related to peace agreements 
that were signed in the 2000s. In addition, eight of these 14 UN signed peace agreement 
amnesties that restricted international crimes related to conflicts in mid-African states. 
The UN only signed one similarly narrow peace agreement amnesty in the Americas and 
Asia respectively both of which were in the 1990s. It did not sign any in other world regions. 

No UN Signature

4

4

5

1

14

UN Signature

3

10

0

1

14

Exclusion of International Crimes

34  //  How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreements



Table 9: UN Signatures and the Exclusion of International Crimes in Peace Agreement Amnesties

How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreementst   //  35

This section has found that direct UN involvement in peace agreement negotiations was 
a driver for excluding international crimes from the scope of amnesty provisions, but 
that this influence was exercised almost exclusively in parts of Africa in the decade after 
the UN changed its policies on amnesties from 1999. However, even during this decade, 
the UN signed peace agreements that did not specify that international crimes should 
be excluded from the amnesty required to implement the peace agreement. This type of 
inconsistency in the UN approach to amnesties is also evident in how UN bodies react 
to peace agreements with amnesty provisions. For example, President Donald J. Trump’s 
Comprehensive Plan to End the Gaza Conflict of September 2025 states that

Once all hostages are returned, Hamas members who commit to peaceful co-existence 
and to decommission their weapons will be given amnesty. Members of Hamas who 
wish to leave Gaza will be provided safe passage to receiving countries.52 

In November 2025, the United Nations Security Council issued a resolution endorsing 
the Comprehensive Plan and calling on all parties ‘to implement it in its entirety, including 
maintenance of the ceasefire, in good faith and without delay’ (emphasis added).53 The 
resolution made no reference to the UN position that the amnesty must not extend to 
those responsible for war crimes, even though UN human rights bodies have found that 
Palestinian armed groups have been responsible for war crimes,54 albeit on much smaller 
scale than Israeli forces. Neither the Comprehensive Plan, nor the UN Security Council 
resolution made any provision for addressing the rights of Palestinian and Israeli victims 
to truth, accountability or reparations. However, as the following section explores, some 
peace agreement amnesties expressly condition amnesties on beneficiaries contributing to 
the fulfilment of victims’ rights.
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There has been a growing body of writing that contends that conditional amnesties can 
contribute positively to peace processes. For example, peace mediator Pierre Hazan has 
argued that 

Conditional amnesty laws with clear, transparent and objective criteria, possibly 
combined with selective criminal prosecution of those responsible for the worst offences, 
can have a constructive effect in a peace process. This is particularly true when amnesty 
is conditional on disarmament processes or on justice, truth-seeking or reparation 
programmes.55 

In addition, Henrard has contended that where an amnesty imposes conditions on individual 
beneficiaries, such amnesties ‘do not preclude the possibility of prosecution for those who 
chose not to apply for amnesty or whose amnesty applications were refused. Such balanced 
combination could also achieve the reconciliation between ethical imperatives (the demands 
of justice) and political constraints’.56  

Similar approaches were reflected in the African Union Transitional Justice Policy, which 
rejects unconditional amnesties that prevent investigations of those responsible for the most 
serious crimes. It, however, recognizes the permissibility of conditional amnesties that are 
intended to ‘create institutional, political and security conditions to ensure observance of the 
rule of law and human rights and humanitarian law’ and in doing so, sets out ‘benchmarks’ 
that conditional amnesties should meet. These benchmarks include requiring amnestied 
persons to disclose truth and submit to ‘some form of accountability’.57 The approaches 
make clear that rather than barring all forms of accountability, conditional amnesties can be 
designed to complement both prosecutions and non-prosecutorial forms of accountability. 
These ideas were also explored in The Belfast Guidelines on Amnesty and Accountability, 
which contended that contended that conditional amnesties are ‘more likely to be viewed as 
legitimate where they are primarily designed to create institutional and security conditions 
for the sustainable protection of human rights, and require individual offenders to engage 
with measures to ensure truth, accountability and reparations’.58 Despite these scholarly and 
policy assertions of the value of conditional amnesties, existing studies of peace agreement 
amnesties have not examined whether peace agreement amnesties tend to have conditions 
attached.

Are Peace Agreement Amnesties Conditional? 
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The Peace Agreement Amnesty Dataset generally uses the language in the peace agreement 
to code what conditions, if any, are attached to the amnesty provision.59 The peace 
agreement amnesty is coded as unconditional where the amnesty provision does not state 
any conditions that amnesty beneficiaries must comply with to benefit from the amnesty.60  
Otherwise, the peace agreement amnesties are coded as conditional. In one instance, a peace 
agreement amnesty is coded simply as being ‘conditional’ because the peace agreement 
stated ‘That conditional amnesty be granted…’ but provided no details on what the 
conditions should be.61 In all other instances, the coding identifies the forms of conditions 
mentioned in the peace agreement, namely disarmament,62 truth recovery,63 or accepting an 
end to violence64 or a transfer of power.65

Figure 5 uses this coding to illustrate that the vast majority of peace agreement texts 
that express the parties’ commitments to grant amnesty do not set any conditions that 
individuals must comply with to receive amnesty. As peace agreement amnesty provisions 
are often quite brief and intended to be followed by more detailed implementing legislation, 
the absence of explicit peace agreement language on conditionalities does not necessarily 
mean that the resulting domestic amnesties are unconditional, although many often are. 
However, where the parties to a peace agreement are able to impose conditions on amnesty 
in the terms of the peace agreement, this often closely integrates the amnesty with the 
implementation of other elements of the peace agreement. 

Figure 5 also illustrates how the presence or absence of language on conditionalities 
connects with the inclusion of language restricting the granting of amnesties to persons 
alleged to be responsible for international crimes. It shows that it is comparatively rare for 
peace agreement amnesties with no exclusion of international crimes to be conditional. 
Furthermore, if these broadly-framed peace agreement amnesty provisions are conditional, 
they tend include conditions on disarmament, demobilisation, and reintegration. Only one 
was conditional of individuals disclosing the truth about their actions.

Conversely, among the smaller number of peace agreement amnesties that exclude 
international crimes, DDR provisions are less common and occur in similar numbers to 
truth recovery commitments. However, most peace agreement amnesties that limit the 
application of amnesty to international crimes also tend to be unconditional.
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This report used the Peace Agreement Amnesties dataset to examine when and where 
amnesties are included in peace agreements, how these patterns of inclusion compare to 
other forms of transitional justice, the beneficiaries and crimes covered by peace agreement 
amnesties, the significance of the United Nations mediating peace agreement amnesties 
for shaping the crimes covered by the amnesty, and whether peace agreements impose 
conditionalities on the granting of amnesty. The findings reveal an enduring practice among 
states affected by internal armed conflicts to rely on amnesties, even for the most serious 
crimes. As the majority of these amnesties are for non-state armed groups, this suggests 
that these amnesties are often intended to encourage members of these groups to disarm, 
demobilize, and reintegrate. It finds that following the UN’s 1999 shift to reject amnesties 
for international crimes, the presence of UN mediators seemed to encourage a rise in the 
number of peace agreement amnesties that exclude international crimes. However, this 
influence was largely centred on negotiations in mid-Africa and it was not sustained from 
the 2010s. It further finds that most peace agreement amnesties are unconditional. These 
findings provide significant and novel data for understanding state practice on amnesties, 
which has a bearing on their legality under customary international law. 

In future work, it would be useful to examine the influence of other mediators, as this 
might provide further insights on why there are pronounced regional differences in 
approaches to amnesty for international crimes in peace agreements. In addition, given the 
reduction in the number of comprehensive peace agreements over the last decade, it would 
be useful to examine in greater detail what this may mean for the frequency and forms of 
peace agreement amnesties.

Conclusion
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were with JEM and LJM respectively, and the 2017 Political Agreement for Peace in the Central African Republic. It has 
not been possible to find evidence that these peace agreement amnesties were enacted into law.

51  According to PA-X, of the 407 UN signed agreements, 150 were in Africa (excluding MENA), 49 were in the 
Americas, 27 were in Asia and Pacific, 152 were in Europe and Eurasia, and 5 were cross-regional.

52  UN Security Council Resolution 2803 (2025), Annex 1, para 6.

53  UN Security Council Resolution 2803 (2025), para 1.

54  See Report of the Independent International Commission of Inquiry on the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
including East Jerusalem, and Israel, UN Doc A/79/232 (11 September 2024) eg para 100.

55  Pierre Hazan, ‘Making Good Use of Amnesty’, JusticeInfo.net (17 April 2020) https://www.justiceinfo.net/
en/44141-making-good-use-of-amnesties-in-peace-processes.html#:~:text=Conditional%20amnesty%20laws%20
with%20clear,truth%2Dseeking%20or%20reparation%20programmes. 

56  Kristin Henrard, ‘The Viability of National Amnesties in View of the Increasing Recognition of Individual Criminal 
Responsibility at International Law’ (1999) 8 Michigan State University - DCL Journal of International Law 595, 645. 
See also Gwen Young, ‘Amnesty and Accountability’ (2002) 35 UC Davis Law Review 427; Jeremy Julian Sarkin, ‘How 
Conditional Amnesties Can Assist Transitional Societies in Delivering on the Right to the Truth: Are Such Processes 
Compatible with International Law?’ (2017) 6 International Human Rights Law Review 143.

57  African Union, ‘AU Transitional Justice Policy’ (2019) 18.

58  The Belfast Guidelines on Amnesty and Accountability (Transitional Justice Institute, University of Ulster 2013). 
Guideline 4.

59  In a small number of cases, peace agreement amnesty provisions refer to a preexisting domestic amnesty law. 
In such instances, where the peace agreement amnesty provision makes no reference to conditionalities, the coding 
of conditionalities is based on the terms of the amnesty law rather that it refers to rather than the text of the 
agreement itself. See Louise Mallinder and Daniel Shaw (2024), Amnesties, Conflict and Peace Agreement Database, 
Version 2, Peace and Conflict Resolution Evidence Platform (PeaceRep) and Queen’s University Belfast 	
https://peaceagreements.org/amnesties/

48  //  How States Use Amnesties in Peace Agreements

https://www.justiceinfo.net/en/44141-making-good-use-of-amnesties-in-peace-processes.html#:~:text=Conditional%20amnesty%20laws%20with%20clear,truth%2Dseeking%20or%20reparation%20programmes
https://peaceagreements.org/amnesties/


60  This means only that the grant of amnesty is not expressly conditional on individual beneficiaries undertaking 
actions. A peace agreement that offers amnesty will inevitably contain obligations for state, non-state actors, and 
often other actors, in other parts of the agreement.

61  See Final Communique of the All-Liberia National Conference, Virginia, Liberia (1991)

62  Amnesty provisions are coded as having disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration conditions where the 
peace agreement provision that provides for amnesty also refers to requirements for non-state armed groups to 
disarm and/or reintegrate. This generally takes the form of specific language requiring combatants to surrender, 
disarm and/or reintegrate to benefit from the amnesty, language that requires persons who benefit from amnesty are 
provided with reintegration support, or language that connects the sequencing of the amnesty to the DDR process. 
See e.g. Acuerdo de Paz entre el Gobierno de Nicaragua y el Estado Mayor del Frente Norte 3-80 (Acuerdo de 
Managua), Nicaragua 1997.

63  Peace agreement amnesties are coded as being conditioned on alleged offenders contributing to truth telling 
where the peace agreement amnesty provision establishes a truth commission with the power to grant or 
recommend amnesty or otherwise states that the amnesty will be granted in exchange for the amnestied person 
disclosing information about their actions.

64  This code was used for the 2016 Final Agreement to end the armed conflict in Colombia. This agreement stated 
‘the amnesty for rebels will be conditional solely upon the end of the rebellion’.

65  This code was used for the 2011 Agreement/Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) Initiative relating to Yemen, which 
provided that in exchange for leaving the power, the President and those who worked with him would benefit from 
immunity.
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