
WEAPONS ACCOUNTABILITY

Fully autonomous weapons are weapons the difficulty of securing accountability when fully.

These attackers, organized into three teams, began an assault on the airfield of Bastion. Are the gun owners the
responsible, or are the weapons themselves to blame? Indeed, they would resemble other machines in their
lack of certain human characteristics, such as judgment, compassion, and intentionality. Under such a scheme,
victims would have to provide only proof that they had been harmed, not proof that the product was defective.
Commanders cannot be held liable for negligently failing to find out information without having received
some alarming information. The manufacturer might assert that the technology benefits rather than harms the
public and the military by reducing the threat to friendly forces. I serve the people of the United States and live
the Army Values. Who is responsible for this atrocity? A lawyer or nongovernmental organization could assist
victims in litigating some cases and find experts to analyze the technology. Providing compensation to victims
through a legal process aims to rectify the harm experienced and thereby restore the victim to the condition he
or she was in before the harm was inflicted. I have let down my peers and my supervisors. The rest of this
report elaborates on the hurdles to ensuring accountability for unlawful acts committed by fully autonomous
weapons that meets these goals. In the end, fully autonomous weapons would not fit well into the scheme of
criminal liability designed for humans, and their use would create the risk of unlawful acts and significant
civilian harm for which no one could be held criminally responsible. I will never quit. I have let down my
peers and my supervisors. Furthermore, the United States and US manufacturers are among the leaders in the
development of the autonomous technology that would lead to fully autonomous weapons. The legal barriers
to civil accountability are even more imposing than the practical barriers. Manufacturers contracted by the
military are similarly immune from suit when they design a weapon in accordance with government
specifications and without deliberately misleading the military. Such theoretical possibilities should not be
used to legitimize weapons, including fully autonomous ones, that pose significant humanitarian risks when
used in less exceptional situations. Unlike a products liability regime, it would require only proof of harm, not
proof of defect. The question is on who, or what does the blame fall on. Camp Leatherneck was attacked by 15
insurgents. Ensuring justice for those who are harmed may not be possible without a clear framework for
liability. On the other hand, fully autonomous weapons would fall far short of being human. Manufacturers of
fully autonomous weapons would be subject to this type of claim if a plaintiff argued that the weapon failed to
operate in the way intended by the manufacturer. I am a Warrior and a member of a team. Regarding goals,
punishment of past unlawful acts aims to deter the commission of future ones by both perpetrators and
observers aware of the consequences. Dinah PoKempner, general counsel, and Tom Porteous, deputy program
director, also reviewed the report. Actual or Constructive Knowledge Second, even if a criminal act committed
by a robot were considered sufficient for the command responsibility doctrine in the case of fully autonomous
weapons, the doctrine would be ill suited for these weapons because it would be difficult for commanders to
acquire the appropriate level of knowledge. The question is on who, or what does the blame fall on. This
report was prepared for publication by Andrew Haag, associate in the Arms Division, and Fitzroy Hepkins,
administrative manager. On the one hand, while traditional weapons are tools in the hands of human beings,
fully autonomous weapons, once deployed, would make their own determinations about the use of lethal force.
Those barriers would be even greater for a victim living far from the country that used the fully autonomous
weapon, or from the headquarters of the company that manufactured it. Distinguishing an active combatant
from a civilian or injured or surrendering soldier requires more than the deep sensory and processing
capabilities that might be developed. Would the programmer, manufacturer, military commander, or robot end
up in court? This report analyzes one of the most important of these objections: the difficulty of securing
accountability when fully autonomous weapons become involved in the commission of unlawful acts. This
conclusion would be far less reasonable or intuitive when dealing with fully autonomous weapons made by a
military contractor for a highly sophisticated military buyer that specifies anticipated uses. For the United
States being able to have control of the people who have guns is crucial due to the mass. The weapons would
lack human qualities that facilitate making such determinations, particularly on contemporary battlefields
where combatants often seek to conceal their identities. For example, a no-fault regime might provide



WEAPONS ACCOUNTABILITY

compensation, but since it would not assign fault, it would not achieve adequate deterrence and retribution or
place moral blame.


