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Introduction 

 
In recent years, spurred by the overnight omnipresence of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in society 
and the economy, efforts to regulate the development of autonomous weapons and broader 
automation of military systems – from guidance and targeting to command and control – has 
emerged as an issue of critical importance in disarmament diplomacy. This policy brief is designed 
to help establish disability rights as an issue of critical importance in those diplomatic discussions, 
at well as in wider civil society advocacy to ‘stop killer robots’1 and related, automated assaults 
on human life, dignity, and freedom.  
 
There are currently two, interrelated streams of United Nations-coordinated diplomatic activity in 
these rapidly-developing areas of concern, one on Autonomous Weapons specifically, the other on 
AI in the military domain more generally. Given the predictably disproportionate impacts of this 
frightening new mode of military violence on persons with disabilities – as well as the large 
numbers of new, additional and compounded disabilities such systems are already generating – it 
is imperative that disability issues and rights are accorded the room and respect they deserve in 
both these sets of discussions, and in shaping the momentous decisions that may soon result.  
 

Combating Automated Ableism, I: AI in the Military Domain 
 
This month (15-17 June) three days of ‘Informal Exchanges on Artificial Intelligence in the 
Military Domain and the Implications for International Peace and Security’ were held at the United 
Nations in Geneva, seeking to “establish a shared baseline for discussion,” building on the June 
2025 report of the Secretary-General2 on ‘Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain and the 
Implications for International Peace and Security,’ as well as three summits on Responsible 
Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain (REAIM) held from 2023-2026, and the 2025 Paris 
AI Action Summit.3  
                                                 
1 Stop Killer Robots, https://www.stopkillerrobots.org/, is the leading civil society coalition working to outlaw 
autonomous weapons. It is also a supporter of the Disability Rights and Disarmament Initiative, endorsing (along 
with its national affiliates in Germany and Hungary) our joint civil society statement to the United Nations First 
Committee on International Peace and Security, 17 October, 2025, 
https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/1com/1com25/statements/17Oct_disability.pdf.  
2 UNSG report, A/80/237, 22 July 2025, https://docs.un.org/en/A/80/237. DRDI endorses the call of Stop Killer 
Robots, issued in advance of the June 15-17 Informal Exchanges, to institute “an immediate moratorium on using 
any AI system, including generative AI, as the basis for targeting decisions” (Stop Killer Robots. ‘Advocacy Sheet,’ 
June 2026, https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/aws/2026/documents/SKR-
briefing.pdf.)  
3 The REAIM summits were held in The Hague (February 2023), resulting in the adoption of the Political 
Declaration on Responsible Military Use of Artificial Technology and Autonomy, Seoul (September 2024), resulting 
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The decision to convene the meeting formed part of the landmark UN General Assembly 
Resolution 80/58, adopted by a wide margin on 1 December 2025,4 which sets an inclusive tone 
for the process by inviting the “full participation of states, international and regional organizations, 
the International Committee of the Red Cross, academia and civil society, including the scientific 
and technical community and industry”. DRDI urges that this invitation be backed by concrete 
measures and appropriate resources to ensure the maximum degree of accessibility – and 
opportunity to participate – for persons with disabilities, whether they are disability advocates 
or seeking to contribute in other capacities.  
 
Such comprehensiveness is both commendable and logical, in view (to quote resolution 80/58) of 
the multiple “challenges and concerns that the application of artificial intelligence in the military 
domain raises from humanitarian, legal, security, technological and ethical perspectives,” 
including “the possible consequences with regard to, inter alia, gender, racial, age or social aspects 
that could potentially be caused by bias in data sets or other algorithmic biases of artificial 
intelligence”.  Given the high susceptibility of persons with disabilities to such biases, in which 
ableist prejudices and stereotypes are often insidiously active, DRDI urges that in future adopted 
language related to this process, including in future UNGA resolutions, ‘disability’ be explicitly 
identified – alongside the other, intersecting categories named – as a core ‘aspect’ of the topic 
requiring specific attention. 
 
We acknowledge and applaud that some analysts and advocates do explicitly identify and address, 
at least in a minimal way that can be expanded, the disability dimension of militarized AI, 
specifically the encoding of ableism as an element of algorithmic bias. In a briefing prepared for 
the Informal Exchanges, for example, Human Rights Watch noted that such bias “can 
disproportionately negatively affect people with vulnerable and marginalized identities, including 
through their race and ethnicity, gender, disability status, and/or immigration status.”5 In their 
input to the UN Secretary-General’s 2025 Report on Artificial Intelligence in the Military 
Domain6,  Ray Acheson of the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) 
argued persuasively that such artificial military intelligence “will inevitably be programmed in 
ways that simultaneously reinforce bias and cause grave, intersectional harm based on gender, 

                                                 
in the adoption of the REAIM 2024 Blueprint for Action, and A Coruña (Spain, February 2026). The 2025 Paris ‘AI 
Action resulted in the adoption of the Paris Declaration on Maintaining Human Control in AI Enabled Weapons 
Systems. DRDI shares the concern Stop Killer Robots and Human Rights Watch that the REAIM process to date, 
and the Paris Summit, have been “limited to high-level and abstract language of ‘responsibility,’” an “imprecise 
framing that risks erasing the obligations that states already owe under international law and obscuring where the 
development of new rules is needed,” namely those areas ‘re-aiming’ the REAIM process at efforts to ensure the full 
compliance and alignment of any military AI systems with International Humanitarian Law (IHL) and International 
Human Rights Law (IHRL). (See ‘Addressing Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain: A Background 
Briefing for the UN Informal Exchanges,’ Human Rights Watch, June 2026, 
https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/aws/2026/documents/HRW-briefing.pdf). 
4 The resolution was adopted by 167 votes to 5 (Burundi, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Israel, 
Russian Federation, United States) with 5 abstentions: 
https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/1com/1com25/resolutions/L46.pdf.  
5 Human Rights Watch, ‘Background Briefing for the UN Informal Exchanges,’ June 2026.  
6 Ray Acheson, ‘WILPF Inputs to the UN Secretary-General’s Report on Artificial Intelligence in the Military 
Domain,’, 7 April, 2025, https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Publications/wilpf-submission-military-
ai.pdf 
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race, disability, immigration status, religion, and more.” And as they warned (and is already 
happening) “the military use of AI will not only facilitate physical violence against certain 
individual people or groups but will also exacerbate structural violence against women, LGBTQ+ 
people, Black, Indigenous, other people of colour, people with disabilities, and more.”  
 
For its part, DRDI believes that the complementary perspectives afforded by the Women, Peace 
and Security (WPS) Agenda, the Youth, Peace and Security (YPS) Agenda, and the Disability, 
Peace and Security (DPS) Agenda can be combined to provide a three-dimensional approach to 
preventing and reversing an algorithmic arms race, not merely regulating but rather abolishing 
weapons and other systems programmed by prejudice.  
 
In the agenda provided for the Informal Exchanges by the United Nations Office for Disarmament 
Affairs (UNODA), a number of ‘guiding questions’ are suggested7. Of these, we suggest that two 
in particular not just imply but require a disability-inclusive and -sensitive approach to be 
adequately addressed:  
 

• “What policy considerations should guide decisions at the pre-design, design, and 
development stage of AI in the military domain?”  

 
DRDI recommends that, emerging out of the informal exchange process, one explicitly 
identified consideration be the compatibility or otherwise of such designs (at each of these 
stages) with the rights of persons with disabilities as enshrined in the UN Convention on the 
Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), adopted in 2006 and now enjoying near-universal 
membership. In particular, the CRPD’s Article 11 – the focus of UN Security Council Resolution 
2475 (2019) – mandates States Parties to take “all necessary measures to ensure the protection and 
safety of persons with disabilities in situations of risk, including situations of armed conflict”. In 
the current context, that obligation not only mandates the protection of persons with disabilities 
from military-AI during armed conflict, but the involvement of persons with disabilities and their 
representative organizations in the pre-design, design, development – and, potentially, 
disarmament – of such systems.  
 
This crucial point was well made five years ago in a report to the United Nations Human Rights 
Committee on ‘Artificial Intelligence and the Rights of Persons with Disabilities,’ authored (on 
the basis of extensive input from disability experts and organizations) by then-Special Rapporteur 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities Gerard Quinn8. In specific reference to the Article 11 
obligations of CRPD states, Quinn wrote that the use of AI can clearly have “deleterious effects 
on persons with disabilities in situations of risk.” As he elaborated, “the deployment and use of 
fully autonomous weapons systems, like other artificial intelligence systems, raises concerns as to 
the ability of weaponry directed by artificial intelligence to discriminate between combatants and 
non-combatants, and make the nuanced determination as to whether an assistive device qualifies 
a person with disabilities as a threat. Further, the use of facial or emotion recognition technology 
at security checkpoints to assist in determining whether an individual may pose a threat lacks the 

                                                 
7 ‘Agenda,’ UNODA, https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-
fora/aws/2026/documents/agenda-2.pdf.  
8 Gerard Quinn, ‘Artificial Intelligence and the Rights of Persons with Disabilities,’ A/HRC/49/52, 28 December, 
2021, https://docs.un.org/en/A/HRC/49/52.   
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same ability to correctly assess the reactions of persons with disabilities, owing to incomplete or 
biased data sets.” And he concluded with the call we echo today in the context of the Informal 
Exchanges process: “To alleviate and address such concerns, persons with disabilities must be 
involved in the development, procurement and deployment of artificial intelligence technology as 
applied to situations of risk.”  
 

• “What steps can be taken by States to ensure that AI systems are designed and developed 
in ways that are consistent with international law, including international humanitarian law 
[IHL] and international human rights law [IHRL]?” 

 
DRDI recommends that one criterion for assessing consistency with international law is the 
(in)compatibility of military-AI systems with the rights of persons with disabilities as codified – 
on the basis of the human rights established by the UN Charter, Declaration of Human Rights, 
and codified in both IHL and IHRL – in the CRPD. In other words, such systems should have to 
meet and fully satisfy a specific disability-rights standard, an assessment that should be made by 
persons with disabilities and their representative organizations, perhaps under the auspices of the 
UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, entrusted with the implementation and 
review of the CRPD. 
 
Other ‘guiding questions’ posed in the UNODA agenda are equally relevant to the disability rights 
agenda, for example “what kind of State capacity is needed to make informed procurement 
choices?” (answer: capacities informed in part by a disability-cognizant analysis of possible 
algorithmic bias), and “how is compliance with applicable international law assessed and 
maintained through the operational life of AI systems in the military domain?” (answer: it should 
be assessed by, among others, disability rights advocates and experts, viewing issues of 
‘compliance’ primarily through the disability lens of the CRPD).  
 
Perhaps most obviously pertinent to DRDI’s focus on the link between disability rights and 
disarmament is the question provided to guide discussion of ‘AI and Other Technologies’: “What 
lessons from existing discussions and practices in the context of the Biological Weapons 
Convention [BWC] and Chemical Weapons Convention [CWC], particularly those relevant to 
international peace and security contexts, could inform broader discussions on AI in the military 
domain?” We have been urging a more disability-inclusive approach to the implementation of 
numerous Conventions and agreements, including the BWC and CWC, one which could inform  
these ‘broader discussions’. The focus in this ‘guiding question,’ however, itself needs to be 
significantly broadened.  
 
All weapons of mass destruction – most destructively, potentially, nuclear weapons – cause and/or 
compound disabilities on a massive scale. But so, too, do all mass-deployed conventional weapons, 
from small arms, light weapons, and drones, through landmines and cluster munitions, to missiles 
and heavy artillery. All these categories of weapons are currently being ‘enhanced’ (infected) by 
AI, and other emerging technologies, in ways that often jeopardize, victimize, endanger and 
stereotype persons with disabilities. Nowhere in the already AI-saturated military domain, 
unfortunately, are disability issues irrelevant or marginal; correspondingly, nowhere in the 
spectrum of debate and discussion of military AI should disability perspectives and inclusion be 
absent or lacking. 



 
Combating Automated Ableism, II:  

The UN Group of Governmental Experts on Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems  
 
In Geneva from 31 August-4 September, the three-year mandate of the UN Group of Governmental 
Experts (GGE) on Emerging Technologies in the Area of Lethal Autonomous Weapons (LAWS) 
will expire. Established by the 128 States Parties to the 1980 Convention on Prohibitions Or 
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to be 
Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects (the Convention on Certain Conventional 
Weapons: CCW), the GGE has been developing a ‘rolling text’ on LAWS to form the basis for 
negotiating a legally-binding instrument or agreement. The Group’s work will be reviewed at the 
next CCW Review Conference in November, though given the CCW’s consensus-based rules of 
procedure (requiring unanimity), any negotiations are likely to be recommended by the UN 
General Assembly and proceed independently of the CCW. Our question is, how disability-
inclusive and -cognizant will the process be, both within and beyond the CCW? 
 
At the penultimate session of the Group, from 2-6 March this year, the number of states expressing 
support for concluding work on the rolling text and commencing formal negotiations jumped, from 
over 40 to over 70.9 Such an acceleration would be in line with both the rapid technological pace 
of events, and with the urgency of the historic joint call issued in October 2023 by the UN 
Secretary-General, António Guterres, and the President of the International Committee of the Red 
Cross (ICRC), Mirjana Spoljaric, for “world leaders to launch negotiations of a new legally 
binding instrument to set clear prohibitions and restrictions on autonomous weapon systems and 
to conclude such negotiations by 2026,” as the most important way “to take decisive action now 
to protect humanity”.10  
 
The joint statement helped establish LAWS as a new agenda item in UN First Committee on 
Disarmament and International Security in 2023, in a resolution requesting the Secretary-General 
to submit a report on the topic. That report11, published in July 2024, led to two days of ‘open 
informal consultations’ at the UN in New York in May 2025, a gathering which itself helped spur 
and focus the work of the GGE. These are striking examples of diplomatic dynamism at a time of 
general and increasing multilateral dysfunction and regime erosion, especially with regard to 
humanitarian disarmament and non-proliferation. Major differences remain, however, between 
heavily-militarized states, often with vested military-industrial interests in autonomous 
technologies, and less- or non-militarized states, with options for regulating and/or prohibiting 
automated bias emerging as an area of vexed definitional, ethical, political, commercial, and 
strategic concern. 
 

                                                 
9 For a summary of the latest session of the GGE, and the status of the rolling text, see Laura Varella, ‘CCW 
Report,’ Vol. 14, No. 2, Reaching Critical Will, 10 March, 2026, 
https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/ccw/2026/gge/reports/CCWR14.2.pdf. 
According to the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), around 120 states have expressed support in 
principle for a binding accord: see ‘State Positions,’ ICRC, https://automatedresearch.org/state-positions/  
10 Joint Statement by UNSG and ICRC President, 5 October, 2023, https://press.un.org/en/2023/sg2264.doc.htm.   
11 UNSG Report, ‘Lethal autonomous weapons systems,’ 1 July, 2024, A/79/88, https://docs-
library.unoda.org/General_Assembly_First_Committee_-Seventy-Ninth_session_(2024)/A-79-88-LAWS.pdf.  
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How can disability perspectives – and participation – help enrich these discussions? As we have 
seen, persons with disabilities, often referred to as one of the world’s largest minorities (composing 
at least 15% of the human family), are particularly and acutely endangered by the development of 
weapons literally ‘wired’ – mechanistically and algorithmically ‘animated’ – to act in biased, 
hostile, injurious, indiscriminate, and often lethal ways against them and other marginalized 
groups. DRDI calls for measures to be urgently taken to ensure that the final meeting of the 
GGE, the next CCW Review Conference, and all relevant discussions of LAWS in the United 
Nations be made accessible to and inclusive of persons with disabilities and their representative 
organizations, in alignment and accordance with the CRPD. We further recommend that 
disability-specific impacts of autonomous weapons be established as a specific agenda item 
during any negotiations on any legally-binding instrument on LAWS, as well as being set as 
being foregrounded as an issue for consideration in the review and implementation of any 
instrument.  

 
Conclusion 

 
Far from attempting a detailed prescription or programme, this paper has sought only to introduce 
disability rights more fully into the mainstream international diplomatic and civil society  
conversation over autonomous weapons and AI in the military domain. In coming months, DRDI 
intends to reach out to allies, supporters, and stakeholders in both the disability rights and 
humanitarian disarmament communities, with the aim of collaboratively exploring concrete 
options and proposals with two aims in view: making disability more visible in these new 
disarmament spaces; and establishing rights-based, CRPD-aligned disability criteria assisting in 
efforts to meaningfully demilitarize AI – and disarm the ‘killer robots.’  
 

 




