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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

On 27-28 March 2025, UNIDIR organized
its inaugural Global Conference on Atrtificial
Intelligence, Security and Ethics (AISE25),
hosted in the Palais des Nations, Geneva.
Led by UNIDIR’s Security and Technology
Programme, the conference provided an
agile response to rapid advances in artificial

intelligence (Al), which have put this technol-
ogy at the forefront of today’s global policy
discussions. AISE25 was held as policymak-
ers and regulators worldwide increasingly
recognized the urgency of developing shared
understandings, norms and regulations that
can transcend national borders and individual
interests, including in the context of peace and
security.



The conference sought to provide a unique
forum for engagement between the multilat-
eral ecosystem and the wider multi-stake-
holder community, including academic
experts, civil society organizations, industry
representatives and research laboratories
interested in the governance of Al in peace
and security. By jointly analysing and address-
ing the complex implications of Al for national,
regional and global security and resilience,
AISE25 enriched dialogue between partici-
pants and exposed them to the latest research
in the field. This opportunity to exchange and
consolidate views on Al in the military domain
was timely, with the United Nations General
Assembly having requested the views of
Member States and other stakeholders as a
means of informing discussions during its
Eightieth Session, in September 2025 - the
deadline for which came just weeks after the
conference.?!

The conference programme was designed
to build on the work undertaken as part of
UNIDIR’s Roundtable for Al, Security and
Ethics (RAISE), a multi-year project on
multi-stakeholder engagement in this space
launched with the support of Microsoft.?2 Spe-
cifically, the conference’s agendawas primarily
organized around the six priority themes iden-
tified at the inaugural edition of RAISE, which
took place in Bellagio, Italy, in March 2024:3

Knowledge and capacity-building
Trust-building

The human element

Data practices

Life cycle management

o a k& 0N KE

Addressing destabilization

Combining a series of panel discussions, pre-
sentations in the form of thematic deep-dives
and lightning talks, as well as a poster exhibi-
tion, AISE25 provided a timely platform, open
to all, to jointly consider and elaborate on each
of these six priority themes while promoting
meaningful dialogue and cooperation.

Ahead of the second edition of the AISE, in
June 2026, a series of three reports - the
first of the AISE Markers series — takes stock
of the key takeaways from AISE25 to provide
an initial basis and scaffolding for AISE26. By
acting as a bridge between editions of AISE,
the AISE Markers series will ensure that each
conference is built on solid ground and consti-
tutes a natural evolution from the discussions
held in the previous conference.

This third report gives a structured account
of where use cases - both governance and
technological — stood at the time of AISE25. It
provides an overview of discussions surround-
ing the human element in practice, surveys
regional perspectives, zooms in on Al for
peace operations and humanitarian applica-
tions, and then offers cross-cutting observa-
tions that may serve as a baseline for AISE26.
Accompanying reports cover the conversation
on governance and the state of technology.

1.2. Why use cases matter for
governance

High-level governance principles become
testable only when grounded in specific
contexts and use cases. Inrecognition that the
questionis no longer whether Al will be used in
military and security contexts, but rather how,
AISE25 consistently revealed a gap between,

1 General Assembly, resolution 79/239, “Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain and Its Implications for International
Peace and Security”, 24 December 2024, https://docs.un.org/A/RES/79/239.

2 UNIDIR, “RAISE: The Roundtable for Al, Security and Ethics”, https://unidir.org/raise/.

Y. Afina and G. Persi Paoli, Governance of Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain: A Multi-Stakeholder Perspec-
tive on Priority Areas (Geneva: UNIDIR, 2024), https://unidir.org/publication/governance-of-artificial-intelli-
gence-in-the-military-domain-a-multi-stakeholder-perspective-on-priority-areas/.
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on the one hand, high-level normative frame-
works and principles and, on the other, the
concrete decisions and uses faced by prac-
titioners, operators and users of these
technologies.

This report considers use cases around two
dimensions: in addition to technological use
cases given through concrete examples of
operational application, it also examines gov-
ernance use cases. Clarity and specificity
are key to shaping not only the direction and

parameters of on-going and future policy dis-
cussions, but they are also requirements
for specific compliance measures through
both technical and institutional design. This
analysis of use cases also reveals variables
that high-level principles alone cannot. These
include, for instance, the extent to which
regional diversity complexifies — or even chal-
lenges - universalist governance assump-
tions, as well as the role of empathy as a
building block for governance.

2. The human element in practice

The human element sits at the core of many, if
not most, policy deliberations on Al in defence
and security. Through constructs and framings
such as “meaningful human control”, “human
oversight” or “human judgment”, states and
the wider multi-stakeholder community have
sought to clarify and establish what kind of
human element could, or even should, be
required in the deployment and use of military
Al technologies. Yet, the discussions at
AISE25 point to the conclusion that specificity
should be the governance priority for on-going
and future efforts, rather than terminological
consensus as to what that human element
means.

2.1. What international law
currently says and does not say

The human element is often presented as
a sine qua non condition for compliance
with international law. Whether through the
exercise of a certain degree of human super-
vision, oversight or control, and independently
of the term and construct selected, this
premise lies at the foundation of the views
and positions of many states, organizations

and experts. From the opposite perspective,
there is also the argument that there is “no
specific and precise obligation for [the] human
element” in current treaty and customary
international humanitarian law (IHL).* There
is also an argument that, under some circum-
stances, the human element may constitute
more of a liability than an asset, with many vio-
lations of IHL resulting from human acts and
decisions. Independently of whether and how
Al systems are used in defence and security
contexts, legal responsibility will remain with
states and individuals: they hold responsibil-
ity over the decision to procure, deploy and
use Al systems, including through the conduct
of the appropriate risk assessments, due
diligence and other measures necessary for
compliance. This leads to the view that, ulti-
mately, discussions on the application of IHL
are not necessarily about what the law says
and provides about the human element, but
rather what the human element means for IHL
compliance.

These discussions lead to the view that, ulti-
mately, discussions on the application of IHL
are not necessarily about what the law says
and provides about the human element; rather

4 As noted by Yasmin Afina in day 2’s panel on the human element.
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they are about what the human element means
for IHL compliance. Given states’ existing
views, national perspectives and interpreta-
tions on the application of international law,
this analysis of the role of the human element
for compliance must consider the technol-
ogy’s entire life cycle: while most on-going
discussions focus on deployment and use,
there is a need to examine requirements in the
pre-deployment stages of these technologies,
as well as the end of their life cycle.

2.2. Evolving views on red lines
and limitations

Beyond international law, current ethical
arguments bring forth a number of distinct and
nuanced considerations for the development,
deployment and use of Al in the context of
defence and security. Whether it is with respect
to the human element or specific red lines on
use, the highly distinct views at AISE25 reveal
fundamental tensions as to what should or
should not be permissible under widely estab-
lished standards. Some argue that “life-and-
death situations must never be left to chance,
code, or corporate interests”, and “humans
must always retain control over decision-mak-
ing functions - guided by international law,
human rights and universal ethical princi-
ples”.® Accordingly, ethical principles do not
necessarily provide for red lines for Al that
might have lethal capabilities: this view is
more nuanced, on the basis that the key would
be the preservation of the “appropriate human
intention” that may take other forms than
“having a human as the final presser of the
button”.® This argument rests on the premise
that human-machine interaction can take far

more complex forms, particularly consider-
ing that the human element can also be mul-
tifaceted (e.g., through engagement, control,
deliberation, intent or a combination of these).

The traditional ethics of technology provide
another dimension to these reflections,
treating the deployment of any technology
not as a neutral act but as a form of ordering.
In other words, deployment is a displace-
ment of power that reshapes the institutional
landscape, the distribution of risk and the
range of choices subsequently available.”

In the context of Al in defence and security,
this observation carries a concrete implication
for governance: discussions on the ethical
dimensions of these technologies, including
on what constitutes permissible forms of lethal
autonomy, must precede deployment, rather
than follow it. The costs of retrofitting ethical
and governance considerations onto systems
already embedded in operational doctrine and
procurement cycles are substantially higher
than the costs of integrating them at the design
stage.

2.3. A framework for actionable
human engagement policy

The varied and evolving language surrounding
the human element - from “meaningful human
control” to “context-appropriate human
judgment and control”, “human oversight” or
“human deliberation” - reflects not only the
conceptual complexity of these questions
but also, at times, deliberate political choices
in how states and organizations aim to frame
their positions.®

5 “UN Secretary General’s message to the inaugural Global Conference on Al, Security and Ethics”, UNIDIR, 27 March
2025, https://unidir.org/un-secretary-generals-message-inaugural-global-conference-ai-security-ethics/.

6 As noted by Jovana Davidovic (Peace Research Institute Oslo, PRIO) in a dedicated deep-dive on day 2: “On the Purpose

of Human Engagement for Al-Enabled Weapons Systems”.

7 As noted by Paolo Benanti (Pontifical Gregorian University) in day 2’s panel on the human element, drawing on the work
of political scientist Langdon Winner on the politics of technology.

8 Davidovic.
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Yet, beyond the terminology lies a more fun-
damental challenge: governance frameworks
that do not specify what human engagement
is meant to achieve cannot generate mean-
ingful compliance requirements. Three inputs
are identified as indispensable for translating
the principle of human engagement into poli-
cy-relevant requirements: clarity of purpose,
of type and of unit of analysis.®

Clarity of purpose

Why is human engagement required? Distinct
purposes, guided by safety, attribution of
responsibility, respect for human dignity and
the preservation of institutional stability, have
each been invoked in policy discourse - yet
they are rarely distinguished from one another.
A governance framework designed primarily
to ensure that responsibility can be attributed
after the fact may produce very different
requirements from one designed around
safety, and both may diverge from a framework
oriented primarily towards the preservation
of human dignity. Conflating these purposes
generates governance instruments that
are internally inconsistent and, in practice,
unverifiable.

Clarity of type

What kind of human engagement is required?
Several distinct forms are present in the liter-
ature and in policy discussion: human control
(in the sense of a human who can intervene in
or halt a system), human judgment (the appli-
cation of contextual reasoning to a specific
decision), human deliberation (the intrinsic or
instrumental value of a deliberative process

involving human actors) and human intent
(ensuring that the outputs of Al-enabled
systems remain aligned with the intentions
of the commander or operator who set them
in motion). The shift away from “meaning-
ful human control” and towards “context-ap-
propriate human judgment and control” that
is visible in recent policy documents reflects
both substantive and political considerations:
substantive in that judgment may more accu-
rately capture what is required in certain oper-
ational contexts; political in that it may be
more palatable to states resistant to formula-
tions that could be read as constraining opera-
tional flexibility.°

Clarity of unit of analysis

At what point in the system, or in the targeting
process, should human engagement be
required? Using the targeting cycle as a
reference framework, Al tools are integrated
across multiple stages, from the develop-
ment of commander intent, through target
development, validation, capabilities analysis
and mission execution, to post-strike assess-
ment. A requirement for human engagement
that specifies neither the stage nor the form of
that engagement cannot be operationalized
by a military planner, a procurement officer or
alegal adviser.*!

Together, these three inputs provide a diagnos-
tic framework: for any proposed governance
measure that invokes the human element as
a requirement, it should be possible to answer
the questions of why, in what form and at what
point. Without these answers, the measure
remains aspirational, rather than operational.

9 Ibid.
10 Ilbid.

11 Ibid. The targeting cycle was referenced as a framework for understanding the various stages at which Al tools may be
integrated into military operations and to extrapolate what different types of human engagement could be required or, at

least, be desirable.
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3. Regional use cases

Al adoption varies significantly across
regions, shaped by local contexts, technolog-
ical access and structural conditions. Under-
standing these underlying factors is therefore
essential to any meaningful analysis of current
use cases. AISE25 provided local perspec-
tives from regions around the world in order to
identifying the current on-the-ground realities
that cannot always be seen via outside
observation.

3.1. Africa: Counter-insurgency,
capacity-building and inclusion

The African continent’s engagement with
Al in defence and security encompasses a
spectrum of applications, from surveillance
systems and predictive analytics deployed
in counter-insurgency operations to urban
security tools aimed at addressing rising rates
of violent crime. In the former category, Al tools
(including drones, surveillance systems and
predictive analytics platforms) have reportedly
been deployed in the context of counter-insur-
gency efforts against non-state armed groups.
These enable functions such as tracking com-
munications, predicting potential incidents
and analysing encrypted social media activity.
In urban settings, facial recognition technol-
ogy and predictive analytics are also report-
edly being employed to identify patterns asso-
ciated with criminal activity.*?

While the technological landscape demon-
strates a clear uptake on these technolo-
gies, the governance landscape presents a
markedly different picture. Limited institutional
frameworks and national capacity for Al ethics
research combined with the relative absence of

targeted research funding in this space mean
that the governance infrastructure required
to support responsible deployment lags sig-
nificantly behind practice. At the regional
level, this observation translates into a struc-
tural recommendation: international bodies
and research institutions seeking to engage
with African states on military Al governance
would benefit from directing engagement with
regional organizations, including the African
Union and subregional bodies such as the
Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS) and the East African Community
(EAC). Thisengagement would act as ameans
of developing strategic plans that can address
the specific security contexts, financing needs
and capacity-building requirements of African
states.

Two considerations emerge as particularly
salient in this context. The first is the inher-
ently dual-use nature of many Al security
applications: surveillance technologies
initially developed for civilian purposes are
increasingly repurposed for security opera-
tions, creating governance challenges that
straddle the civilian—-military boundary. The
second, and arguably more fundamental, is
the question of empowerment as distinct from
inclusion: the objective for African states is
not merely to participate in governance con-
versations led elsewhere, but to be equipped
to shape them through the development of the
knowledge, infrastructure and human capital
required to make independent assessments
of Al technologies and their implications for
national and regional security.*®

12 Asnoted by Baudouin Ngah Akoh (United Nations Development Programme) in day 2’s lunch panel on regional perspec-

tives on Al, security and ethics.
13  Akoh.
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3.2. South East Asia: Strategic
positioning and the Al
competition crossroads

South East Asia occupies a distinctive position
in the global Al landscape: geographically
positioned at the intersection of the Pacific
and Indian Oceans, it constitutes a region of
significant strategic importance in which the
implications of the broader technological com-
petition between China and the United States
are reported to be acutely felt.#

At the same time, the region is characterized
by significant internal heterogeneity in terms
of Al readiness and governance capacity.
Global indices of Al development reveal a
gap of over 60 ranks between the most and
the least advanced South East Asian states, a
differential that has direct implications for the
design of governance frameworks expected to
apply across the region. Notwithstanding this
diversity, regional governance efforts are pro-
gressing: the Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) Defence Ministers’ Meeting
has produced a joint statement on cooperation
in the field of Al in defence, reflecting a com-
mitment to deepen regional understanding
through information exchange and the sharing
of best practices and lessons learned.®

At the national level, states are developing
frameworks for responsible military Al that
reflect their own strategic priorities and legal
environments. In this context, they have
each developed of a set of national princi-
ples, encompassing responsibility, reliability,
robustness and safety, and then translated

them into regional engagement through
co-hosted capacity-building consultations.
This represents one model for how states at
varying levels of Al readiness can contribute
substantively to the building of governance
norms. At the same time, the translation of
such frameworks and commitments into con-
sistent implementation across a region as
diverse as South East Asia remains, by all
accounts, a long-term undertaking. The struc-
tural dimension is also significant: South East
Asia’s position at the intersection of the United
States—-China  technological competition
means that the choices made by the region’s
states on Al procurement and governance
carry geopolitical weight that extends beyond
theirimmediate operational contexts.

3.3. Latin America: Emerging
defence industry and the
research gap

The backdrop to Latin America’s engagement
with Al in defence and security is distinct from
those of other regions: the absence of signif-
icant interstate conflicts within the region,
combined with the prominence of powerful
non-state actors (including transnational
organized crime networks, armed groups and
those involved in trafficking), shapes both
the threat environment and the Al applica-
tions most relevant to it. Drone-based mon-
itoring of major ecosystems, Al-supported
border management and predictive analytics
for law enforcement constitute representative
examples of the operational contexts in which
Al is being developed or considered.®

14  Asnoted by Bagus Jatmiko (Indonesian Navy) in day 2’s lunch panel on regional perspectives on Al, security and ethics.

15 Asnoted by Pak Shun Ng (Ministry of Defence, Singapore) in day 2’s panel on knowledge and capacity-building, on Sin-
gapore’s framework and the ASEAN Defence Ministers’ Meeting joint statement. See ASEAN, “Joint Statement by the
ASEAN Defence Ministers on Cooperation in the Field of Artificial Intelligence in the Defence Sector”, 26 February 2025,
https://asean.org/joint-statement-by-the-asean-defence-ministerial-on-cooperation-in-the-field-of-artificial-in-

telligence-in-the-defence-sector/.

16 Asnoted by Francisco Rodriguez (FLACSO Ecuador) in day 2’s lunch panel on regional perspectives on Al, security and

ethics.

AISE MARKERS SERIES - BENCHMARK IIl: USE CASES 7


https://asean.org/joint-statement-by-the-asean-defence-ministerial-on-cooperation-in-the-field-of-artificial-intelligence-in-the-defence-sector/
https://asean.org/joint-statement-by-the-asean-defence-ministerial-on-cooperation-in-the-field-of-artificial-intelligence-in-the-defence-sector/

A notable finding from regional research is
that defence industry and military actors in
Latin America do not frame their Al engage-
ment as a process of catching up with techno-
logically advanced states. Rather, they identify
an emerging segment of the global military Al
industry in which Latin American actors can
participate on their own terms, developing
capabilities suited to their operational contexts
while maintaining that the exercise of human
judgment should remain embedded in the
command chain. This perspective suggests
that governance frameworks designed exclu-
sively around the priorities and concerns of
early movers would not apply to the strategic
and operational realities of a significant portion
of the international community.

A structural challenge persists, however, in
the form of restricted access to information.
The confidentiality terms associated with
many Al development and procurement agree-
ments create significant barriers to indepen-
dent research on what systems are being
developed, how they operate and what risks
they may pose. Withoutimproved transparency

and information-sharing mechanisms, the
assessment of Al applications in this context
will remain constrained. As such, frameworks
that rely on voluntary disclosure and industry
self-reporting alone may be inadequate to
assessing Al in the security domain across
diverse regional contexts. This subsequently
emphasizes the fact that one-size-fits-all rec-
ommendations most often produce measures
that are neither tailored nor responsive to the
specific problems they purport to address.

3.4.South Asia: Border security
and the misidentification risk

The border between India and China has been
presented as one of the most operationally
demanding environments for Al deployment in
the security domain: remote and largely inac-
cessible terrain, contested territorial claims
and a history of periodic escalation define the
context in which Al-enabled surveillance and
decision-support systems are reportedly being
considered for application. Three catego-
ries of Al application are particularly relevant:
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drone-based Al surveillance for monitoring
remote and rugged terrain; facial-recognition
technology for identifying potential encroach-
ments or threats; and predictive analytics
aimed at anticipating incidents on the basis of
historical data and sensor inputs.”

Each of these applications raises gover-
nance challenges that are specific to this
context, but each illustrates broader lessons
about the conditions under which Al deploy-
ment requires particular caution. Misidentifi-
cation — whether of own-force assets, civilian
populations or non-threatening cross-border
movements — carries the potential for negative
consequences in an environment where the
threshold for escalation may be comparatively
low. Cybersecurity vulnerabilities in Al-inte-
grated military systems present an additional
dimension of risk: the same connectivity that
enables Al-enhanced situational awareness
also creates attack surfaces that both states
and non-state actors may seek to exploit.

The establishment of a bilateral mechanism
dedicated to Al-related issues at the border,
covering both technical and legal dimen-
sions, was proposed as a confidence-build-
ing measure and a potential stepping stone
towards broader multilateral engagement.®
Confidence-building measures modelled on
existing examples from other bilateral security
contexts could provide a practical template
for managing Al-related incidents before they
escalate.

3.5. China - United States
dynamics and track-2 diplomacy
as a use-case governance tool

The governance of military Al in the context of
the relationship between China and the United
States is widely recognized as a critical deter-
minant of the broader international gover-
nance landscape: whether and how the world’s
two largest economies and most advanced Al
powers can develop shared understandings
and, eventually, agreed constraints on the
military application of these technologies will
shape the space available for multilateral gov-
ernance efforts more broadly.

There is the assumption that geopolitical com-
petition makes meaningful Al governance
cooperation structurally impossible.’®* This
assumption, while understandable in the light
of current tensions, could arguably be coun-
terproductive: it results, on many occasions,
in self-fulfilling constraint, standing in the way
of opportunities for cooperation that could in
fact exist.

Track-2 diplomacy has demonstrated concrete
governance value in this context. Academic
dialogues involving researchers from both
countries have contributed to tangible
outcomes, including an agreement to maintain
human control over nuclear weapon decisions
—a commitment that emerged, at least in part,
from the sustained engagement facilitated by
informal dialogue processes.?°

17 As noted by Naveen Kumar Samuel Kori (Centre for Public Policy and Good Governance) in day 2’s lunch panel on

regional perspectives on Al, security and ethics.
18 Kori.

19 Asnoted by Guangyu Qiao-Franco (Radboud University) in day 2’s lunch panel on regional perspectives on Al, security
and ethics. For more on the track-2 dialogue between Tsinghua University and the Brookings Institution, see Melanie W.
Sisson et al., “Steps Toward Al Governance in the Military Domain”, Brookings Institution, 12 November 2025, https://
www.brookings.edu/articles/steps-toward-ai-governance-in-the-military-domain/.

20 The 2024 agreement to maintain human control over nuclear weapon decisions was noted by Guangyu Qiao-Franco
as a concrete outcome of sustained United States—China track-2 dialogue. For more on the Xi-Biden agreement, see
Jarrett Renshaw and Trevor Hunnicutt, “Biden, Xi Agree That Humans, Not Al, Should Control Nuclear Arms”, Reuters,
17 November 2024, https://www.reuters.com/world/biden-xi-agreed-that-humans-not-ai-should-control-nuclear-

weapons-white-house-2024-11-16/.
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These dialogues also bring forth the most
basic elements of communication as a gover-
nance need that is often overlooked: shared
definitions or acommon lexicon, in the form of
agreed understandings of what terms such as
“Al safety”, “Al security” and “autonomy” can
mean across languages and strategic cultures.

This work towards mutual, fundamental under-
standings is arguably not a secondary output
of governance work; it is, in many respects,
its precondition. The experience of sustained
bilateral track-2 engagement confirms that
dialogue, even under conditions of strategic
rivalry, can produce common understandings
that formal multilateral processes have not yet
achieved.

3.6. Small states: The criminal
justice Al governance gap

Small island developing states and states with
limited Al development capacity have a unique
position in the Al governance landscape: they
are, in the majority of cases, purchasers and
recipients, rather than developers, of Al-en-
abled security technologies. They are therefore
largely dependent on the governance choices
made by the developers and suppliers of these
technologies, who operate in other jurisdic-
tions. Yet these smaller states’ stakes in how
these technologies are governed are by no
means smaller; in certain respects, their gov-
ernance challenges are at times more acute.?!

One dimension of this challenge that received
insufficient attention in prior governance dis-
cussions concerns the interface between Al
applications and the criminal justice system.
As Al-enabled surveillance technologies pro-
liferate from military and intelligence contexts
into law enforcement — a trajectory anticipated

by governance scholars and confirmed by
operational practice - the evidentiary and
legal framework questions multiply. Whether
Al-generated evidence (including outputs
from facial-recognition systems or Al-assisted
surveillance platforms) would be admissible in
domestic courts is a question that sits at the
intersection of human rights law, constitutional
law and evidence law. It cannot be resolved by
governance frameworks designed for military
operations alone, and it has direct implications
for the rule of law in states where these tech-
nologies are deployed.

The prerequisite for meaningful national
engagement with these questions is, in the
first instance, political: decisions to develop
or adopt Al in national security and defence
contexts, and the governance frameworks that
accompany them, require political authoriza-
tion at the highest level of government. Capac-
ity-building efforts that focus exclusively on
technical or legal dimensions without due con-
sideration for the political prerequisites for
governance are liable to produce frameworks
that exist on paper but lack the institutional
grounding necessary for implementation.
Regional cooperation mechanisms for criminal
justice offer a potentially valuable model for
building governance capacity in states that
may still be at an early stage of engaging with
these questions at the national level.??

3.7. What regional diversity
reveals for governance

Taken together, the regional perspectives that
surfaced at AISE25 point to several conclu-
sions that have directimplications for the inter-
national governance of Al in security.

21 Asnoted by Jason Dass (Office of the Attorney General, Trinidad and Tobago) in day 2’s panel on knowledge and capac-

ity-building.
22 Dass.
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First, the principal barrier to effective Al gov-
ernance is not, in most regional contexts, the
absence of frameworks or regulatory instru-
ments itself; a wide range of principles, dec-
larations and guidelines already exist. The
challenge lies in their operationalization
under the specific security conditions, insti-
tutional capacities and political constraints
of diverse regional contexts. One-size-fits-all
governance recommendations, as carefully
constructed in multilateral processes, can
produce measures that are neither tailored nor
responsive to the specific problems they were
designed to address. This is especially true if
these multilateral process remain dominated
by technologically advanced states.

Second, governance frameworks should be
anchored across various, appropriate levels.
National, bilateral and regional frameworks
are not mutually exclusive to international
and multilateral governance; rather, regional
organizations and subregional bodies offer a
necessary intermediary level at which gover-
nance principles developed internationally can

be adapted to specific threat and security envi-
ronments and institutional capacities without
losing their connection to broader norms. This
is not only a matter of efficiency but of legiti-
macy: governance frameworks that have been
developed with meaningful and intentional
regional input carry a unique kind of authority
with the potential forimpact distinct from those
developed elsewhere and applied globally.

Third, genuine and meaningful inclusion in
governance processes requires more than
participation: it requires the development of
independent capacity to evaluate and shape
the technologies being governed. States that
lack the institutional infrastructure to assess Al
capabilities on their own terms (including the
technical, legal and ethical expertise needed
to make independent judgments) perceive
themselves as being far from equal partici-
pants in governance processes, deliberations
and initiatives, regardless of their formal repre-
sentation in international forums.
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4. Al for peace operations and humanitarian

applications

4.1. Al for United Nations
peacekeeping knowledge
management

The United Nations has nearly eight decades
of experience in peacekeeping operations,
encompassing 71 missions (as at March
2025) across diverse conflict environments.
This represents one of the most substan-
tial bodies of institutional knowledge on the
management of complex security operations
available anywhere in the world. However, that
knowledge is predominantly unstructured:
distributed across reports, mission records,
debriefs and after-action assessments that are
not readily accessible to the uniformed military
personnel who most need them, often under
time pressure in environments with limited or
no connectivity.?

An active application of Al in this context
involves the use of large language models
(LLMs) that have been trained on this accu-
mulated record. This would enable uniformed
personnel to access and contextualize
relevant past mission experiences. However,
a critical design limitation has emerged:
LLMs cannot be used for real-time operational
decision support, since their training data, by
definition, does not include events occurring
after the point at which the model was trained.
The application is accordingly limited to the
retrieval and contextualization of historical
experience, in support of human deliberation,
rather than as a substitute for it.

The design of this application also illustrates
a governance principle of broader relevance:

the introduction of Al into an ecosystem that
already reflects historical biases in data collec-
tion and documentation requires active mitiga-
tion at the design stage, rather than reliance on
post hoc correction. The use of synthetic data
to counteract biases inherited from legacy
data sets represents one possible approach to
addressing this challenge.

One constraint is treated as non-negotiable in
thisapplication: asthe decisionstakenwiththis
model will have direct implications for human
safety and security — in addition to operational
safety, security and success, the maintenance
of ahumanin the decision loop was deemed to
be necessary. This commitment is presented,
not as a provisional position contingent on the
future development of Al capabilities, but as a
design principle embedded in the architecture
of the application from the outset.

4.2. Alin climate risk and
vulnerability assessment

Beyond the military domain, Al is being
applied to identify and analyse the interlink-
ages between climate change, environmental
degradation, insecurity and socioeconomic
vulnerability — dimensions that are increas-
ingly recognized as integral to the broader
peace and security landscape. One platform,
developed through collaboration between
the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP) and the Food and Agriculture Orga-
nization of the United Nations (FAO), aggre-
gates 26 indicators spanning climate and
environmental, peace and security, and socio-
economic dimensions. It uses Al-assisted

23 As noted by Avishan Bodjnoud (United Nations Department of Peace Operations) in a dedicated deep-dive on day 2:
“Leveraging Al to Support Knowledge Management for Uniformed Military Personnel in UN Peacekeeping Operations”.
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tools to generate automated analytical reports
intended to support evidence-based pol-
icymaking in fragile and conflict-affected
settings.?*

This collaboration reveals a particular commit-
ment to open-source methodology: the under-
lying code and data sets are publicly acces-
sible, enabling any user to verify the analyti-
cal basis of the outputs and to interrogate the
assumptions embedded in the models. Trans-
parency of methodology here is not merely a
feature of the platform’s design: it is a gover-
nance mechanism in its own right, providing
the accountability infrastructure that closed or
proprietary systems may not necessarily offer.

Furthermore, the application is explicitly
designed as a decision-support tool, rather
than a decision-making system: the analyt-
ical outputs are intended to inform human
judgment, and users are required to take
responsibility for any policy decisions derived
from the platform’s analysis. This framing — of
Al as assistant to, rather than substitute for,
human deliberation — reflects a governance
philosophy that may be directly applicable to
certain defence and security contexts, partic-
ularly those where the stakes of misuse would
be considerably higher.

4.3. Learning from adjacent
fields: The nuclear analogy and
its limits

The history of arms control and non-prolifer-
ation offers a repository of institutional and
diplomatic experience that the Al governance
community has drawn on extensively over
the past years. The challenges of managing

a transformative dual-use technology with
potentially catastrophic security implications
are not entirely without precedent, particu-
larly as evidenced by the nuclear field. Yet,
the structural differences between the nuclear
and Al contexts are sufficiently significant that
analogies from nuclear governance must be
applied with care and, in several key respects,
must resist direct transfer.2®

The most fundamental structural difference
concerns the conditions for proliferation.
Nuclear weapon development in the mid-20th
century was characterized by specific,
restricted and heavy resource requirements
and the effective monopolization of relevant
knowledge and infrastructure within a small
number of state actors. These conditions
made supply-side control through material
restriction and verification possible and, ulti-
mately, a governance strategy. Al development
today operates under categorically different
conditions: the most capable models are built
on widely available hardware, trained on data
that is largely public or commercially accessi-
ble, and in many cases made available through
open-source repositories. In a domain where
the fundamental building blocks are software
and data, and where meaningful barriers to
entry are low by historical standards, there is
no straightforward analogue of the infrastruc-
ture of non-proliferation through import and
export controls, safeguards agreements and
material accounting.

The verification challenge is structural and fun-
damentally scientific: for nuclear weapons, the
physical signatures of testing and the material
requirements of production provided the basis
for monitoring and verification regimes. Al
capabilities leave no comparable signature.

24  Asnoted by Yhasmin Mendes de Moura (Food and Agriculture Organization) in a lightning talk on day 2: “Balancing Algo-
rithms and Interpretation: The Role of Al in Vulnerability and Conflict Assessments”.

25 As noted by Joon Baek (Columbia University) in a lightning talk on day 2: “Lessons from the Nuclear Weapons Age for
Managing Al Development”. For more on the limits of the analogy between the nuclear governance model and that of
Al, see Yasmin Afina and Patricia Lewis, “The Nuclear Governance Model Won’t Work for Al”, Chatham House, 28 June
2023, https://www.chathamhouse.org/2023/06/nuclear-governance-model-wont-work-ai.
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Verifying Al capabilities and their compliance
with agreed constraints would require a level of
access to source code, training data and oper-
ational logs that would be intrusive to a degree
far beyond existing arms control arrange-
ments. It is presently not feasible without a
prior foundation of trust. It is not that verifica-
tion is impossible, but rather that trust-build-
ing must precede it instead of following it — an
arguably particularly difficult feature in today’s
security landscape.

Despite these limitations, what the nuclear
experience does offer is evidence that
sustained dialogue between adversarial
powers can produce concrete outcomes even
in conditions of deep strategic mistrust. The
mechanisms developed in the nuclear context
- risk reduction, hotlines, confidence-building
measures and structured dialogue processes
— carry lessons for Al governance even where
substantive analogies fail.

5. Cross-cutting use-case observations

5.1. The specificity imperative

Each of the use cases examined at AISE25
brings to the fore the fact that governance
frameworks calibrated at a high level of gen-
erality are not always necessarily adequate
for governing Al deployment in practice. Prin-
ciples alone are not sufficient to bridge oper-
ationalization and compliance requirements:
specification of what those principles requirein
concrete operational contexts will be critical.2®

This observation has a temporal dimension as
well. The traditional ethics of technology attest
to the difficulty of reversing design choices
once a technology is deployed at scale: the
costs of retrofitting governance onto systems
already embedded in institutional practice and
procurement cycles are substantially higher
than the costs of building governance require-
ments into design from the outset (see Section
2.2).7

This argument applies both to the devel-
opment of specific Al systems and to the
construction of governance frameworks:

principles established before deployment
carry a different kind of force, and a different
practical reach, from those formulated in
response to problems that have already man-
ifested. As such, governance efforts should
engage with use cases early and specifically,
and they should resist the temptation to defer
to principles as a substitute for the harder work
of specifying what those principles require in
context.

5.2. The accountability chain in
practice

A consistent finding across the use cases is
that the accountability challenges posed by
Al in defence and security are not confined to
the point of use: they extend across the full
technology life cycle, from design and devel-
opment through procurement, testing, deploy-
ment and, eventually, decommissioning. Gov-
ernance frameworks that focus exclusively on
the moment of operational decision-making
capture, at most, one link in an accountability
chain that begins considerably earlier.2®

26 Davidovic.

27 Benanti.

28 This theme was addressed across multiple sessions; in particular by Drexx Laggui (Cybercrime Investigation and Coor-
dinating Center, Philippines) in a dedicated deep-dive on day 1 on “Al on the Battlefield: Building Trust and Accountability
Through Digital Forensics”, and Alexi Drew (International Committee of the Red Cross) in the facilitation of the life cycle

management session on day 1.



This observation has practical implications
for how accountability requirements are for-
mulated. The question of who bears respon-
sibility when an Al-enabled system produces
an unlawful outcome is not answered simply
by examining the decision-making process at
the time of the incident; it requires an exam-
ination of the choices made in design, the
adequacy of testing, the parameters set in the
operational specification, the accuracy of the
representations made by the developer to the
procuring authority, and the decision-making
process surrounding the deployment of these
technologies.

Distributing accountability in this way (i.e.,
across multiple actors and multiple stages
of the life cycle) is far from being a means of
evading it. It is a more accurate reflection of
how responsibility is actually constituted in
complex sociotechnical systems and across
the many layers of the Al stack. This argument
was echoed by conference participants who
engaged in a scenario involving Al-enabled
targeting and civilian harm: they established
that responsibility would most likely rest with
more than one actor, a view that converges
with the technical and forensic dimensions
of the accountability question discussed at
AISE25.%°

5.3. Capacity asymmetry as the
defining use-case governance
challenge

Across the regional use cases considered
at AISE25, a structural asymmetry is visible
to which governance frameworks focused
primarily on the concerns of technologically
advanced states tend to give insufficient

weight: the states most consequentially
affected by the operational deployment of
Al-enabled security systems are, arguably and
in a significant number of cases, not the states
developing them.3°

As such, states that lack the institutional,
technical and human capital infrastructure
to independently assess Al systems (i.e., to
evaluatetheircapabilities, verify theiroperating
parameters and assess their compliance with
applicable legal and ethical requirements) are
not, in any meaningful sense, in a position
to govern those systems, regardless of their
formal participation in governance processes.
They may be present in multilateral and inter-
national forums, and they may endorse dec-
larations and guidelines; but without the
capacity to translate those instruments into
domestic governance requirements and to
enforce those requirements in procurement
and deployment, the gap between principle
and practice will persist.

Addressing this asymmetry requires both
technical and political components. The
technical dimensioninvolves sustained invest-
ment in knowledge infrastructure: universities,
research institutions, government bodies and
legal communities with the capacity to engage
with Al governance as a substantive domain.
The political dimension requires that existing
governance processes actively create space
for perspectives that emerge from different
operational contexts and threat environments,
and that the development of governance
norms reflects, rather than presupposes, that
diversity.

29 Thedistributed nature of responsibility was reflected in live audience polling conducted during Davidovic’s deep-dive on

day 2.

30 This observation was particularly evident in the regional perspectives shared in day 2’s lunch panel, and in the contribu-

tions of Ng and Dass.
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5.4. Al applications

beyond weapons: The
underrepresented use-case
space

A dimension of the Al-in-security landscape
that had received insufficient attention in gov-
ernance discussions prior to AISE25, and that
the conference helped to surface, is the range
of Al applications in the military and security
domain that do not involve weapon systems
or lethal force, but that nonetheless carry sig-
nificant governance implications. These appli-
cations include command and control, intel-
ligence analysis, logistics, training systems,
knowledge management, humanitarian
assessment and conflict forecasting. They
represent a category of Al deployment that is,
in several respects, more mature, more wide-
spread and more immediately consequential
for the day-to-day operation of security insti-
tutions than the autonomous weapon applica-
tions that dominate governance discourse.3!

This observation is not merely empirical: it has
normative implications for governance design.
The current architecture for governance frame-
works tends to be shaped in significant part

by the history of discussions on lethal auton-
omous weapon systems (LAWS) in the Con-
vention on Certain Conventional Weapons.
If this continues, these frameworks will sys-
tematically fail to address a broader and
arguably more immediately relevant category
of Al deployment. Worse, they may create and
establish the misconception that Al applica-
tions outside the lethal category are gover-
nance-free. There will thus be no framework
for the accountability questions that arise
when, for instance, an Al-assisted intelligence
system produces an erroneous assessment
that contributes to a policy decision with sig-
nificant humanitarian consequence.

The use cases presented at AISE25 in this
category — on Al for peacekeeping knowledge
management, climate risk and vulnerabil-
ity assessment, and conflict forecasting (see
Section 4) — each illustrate, in different ways,
whatresponsible Al applicationlooks like when
governance considerations are embedded
in design from the outset. They also suggest
the practical value of building governance
capacity in less contested application spaces
as a foundation for addressing more sensitive
ones.

6. Conclusion: Carrying the conversation forward

from AISE25 to AISE26

AISE25 served as a useful waypoint to map
the use-case landscape for Al in defence and
security as at March 2025: not a comprehen-
sive survey, but a grounded cross section of
operational contexts, governance challenges
and analytical frameworks that together illumi-
nate both the diversity of Al's applications in
this domain and the systemic features of the
governance challenges they collectively pose.

AISE26 will convene having inherited several
of the unresolved questions that AISE25 iden-
tified, while also benefiting from a denser insti-
tutional landscape. Some of the key gover-
nance milestones that have been achieved
between AISE25 and AISE26 include:

» The publication of the United Nations Sec-
retary-General’s report on Al in the military

31 Drew.
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Against this backdrop of advancing gover-
nance activity, several questions that AISE25
paved the way for are particularly well-suited to
structured engagement at AISE26 including,

domain and its implications for interna-
tional peace and security®?

The adoption by the United Nations General
Assembly of resolution 80/58, a follow-up
to resolution 79/239 on Al in the military
domain andits implications forinternational
peace and security,®® which led to the orga-
nization of a three-day informal exchange
onthisissue to be held in Geneva on 15-17
June 20263

The organization of the third Responsible
Al in the Military Domain (REAIM) Summit,
held in A Coruia, Spain, in February 2026

The publication of the Strategic Guidance
Report of the Global Commission on
Responsible Al in the Military Domain (GC
REAIM)3®

The launch of the UNIDIR-led project for the
development of a Framework of Responsi-
ble Industry Behaviour for Al in the Military

» What human element would be required

across the spectrum of Al applications in
the military and security domains? What
level of specificity would be required and
on what basis? What are the implications of
recent technological advancements, par-
ticularly with the advent of agentic Al?

How can the international community
address the implications of Al beyond
weapon systems? At what level should
they be addressed, and by whom?

What should each layer of Al governance
in the context of international peace and
security address? What would be appro-
priate to address at the multilateral, inter-
national, regional and/or national levels?
How can the international community
ensure that each layer complements and
reinforces one another, and what would
coherence across processes, initiatives
and frameworks require?

Domain, to be developed in partnership
with the Office of the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR)
and in consultation with industry represen-
tatives and governments3®

» How can the international and wider multis-
takeholder community move beyond prin-
ciples and work towards their implementa-
tion and operationalization? What specific
guidance would be required for the opera-
tionalization of existing commitments by
all stakeholders involved (e.g., procure-
ment officers, commanders, legal advisers,
developers and technology providers)?

among others:

32

33

34

35

36

General Assembly, “Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain and Its Implications for International Peace and Security”,
Report of the Secretary-General, A/80/78, 5 June 2025, https://docs.un.org/A/80/78.

General Assembly, resolution 80/58, “Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain and Its Implications for International
Peace and Security”, 1 December 2025, https://docs.un.org/A/RES/80/58.

Office for Disarmament Affairs, “UNODA Science, Technology and International Security Unit - Meeting”, Meeting
Place, 2026, https://meetings.unoda.org/unoda-stu-meeting/unoda-science-technology-and-international-secu-
rity-unit-meeting-2026.

Global Commission on Responsible Atrtificial Intelligence in the Military Domain (GC REAIM), Responsible by Design:
Strategic Guidance Report on the Risks, Opportunities, and Governance of Artificial Intelligence in the Military Domain
(The Hague: GC REAIM, September 2025), https://hcss.nl/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/GC-REAIM-Strategic-Guid-
ance-Report-Final-WEB.pdf.

UNIDIR, “Framework of Responsible Industry Behaviour for Al in the Military Domain”, 2026, https://unidir.org/frame-
work-of-responsible-industry-behaviour-for-ai-in-the-military-domain/.
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Al Artificial intelligence
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IHL International humanitarian law

LAWS Lethal autonomous weapon systems

LLM Large language model
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