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ABSTRACT 
   

 Active conflicts in the last decade are disproportionately located in the developing world, yet a 
simple look at the list of the largest producers of conventional weapons shows that the profit of 
weapon systems flows to robust Western economies. On a domestic level, the economic 
incentives of weapons manufacturing are undeniable, and on an international level security and 
political capital are the pillar of weapon exports. Nonetheless, these outputs have become part 
of a stalled symbiotic relationship, with exporting countries currently neglecting the risks of 
selling weapons to regimes with a track-record of human rights violations. We then need to 
assess, are weapons sales by countries like the United States, France and Germany, achieving 
what they intended in the first place? This paper seeks to provide a pragmatic approach to risk 
assessment in arms sales and a framework for countries to make security more effective, that is 
to protect civilians and reduce instability in critical regions of the world. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Active conflicts in the last decade are disproportionately located in the developing world, yet 
a simple look at the list of the largest producers of conventional weapons shows that the 
profit of weapon systems flows to robust Western economies. On a domestic level, the 
economic incentives of weapons manufacturing are undeniable, and on an international level 
security and political capital are the pillar of weapon exports. Nonetheless, these outputs 
have become part of a stalled symbiotic relationship, with exporting countries currently 
neglecting the risks of selling weapons to regimes with a track-record of human rights 
violations. We then need to assess, are weapons sales by countries like the United States, 
France and Germany, achieving what they intended in the first place? This paper seeks to 
provide a pragmatic approach to risk assessment in arms sales and a framework for countries 
to make security more effective, defined as protecting civilians and reducing instability in 
critical regions of the world. 

CHAPTER 1 – TO SELL OR NOT TO SELL? THAT 
IS THE QUESTION 
1.1 Understanding the arguments for weapon sales in 
the international system 

Three main pillars constitute the paradigm of weapon sales by producing countries: 
economic incentives, security, and diplomatic interests. All three are important factors that 
must be considered from the human rights perspective as part of a wider assessment of their 
coexistence. Economic incentives are placed higher up in the list of reasons to export weapons 
because they yield high domestic political capital for the exporting country. In the United 
States, for example, weapons manufacturers hire working class people, which then becomes 
part of the political rhetoric of those geographical locations. A linear approach can offer a 
clear understanding that working class Americans need to provide for their families, but the 
destruction brought to the Yemeni people, for example, ought to push us harder to think of a 
better way to protect the populations at home and abroad.  

 

The conversation about human rights must be an essential part of the rhetoric in 
producing countries. Although human rights violations due to weapons exports usually take 
place in the developing world, civil society in manufacturing countries has a lot of power when 
voting for a specific candidate’s policies. During the 2016 election, for example, former 
president Donald Trump made it a focus of his campaign to increase high-paying 
manufacturing jobs. This was, according to many political analysts, one of the main causes of 
his win with working-class Americans. After Mr. Trump’s win in 2016, arms sales to the Middle 
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East grew exponentially, with a total 25% increase from the 2011-2015 period (DW, 2016). 
These export sales, and in particular the deal with Saudi Arabia, did not generate many more 
jobs domestically. The $110 billion arms deal did not yield “500,000 jobs.” As a matter of fact, 
the top five weapons manufacturers in the U.S. employed only 383,000 people, and the Saudi 
deal created 10,000 new jobs in Saudi Arabia, while keeping only 18,000 existing U.S. workers 
(Stone, 2018). The question here for the voter in the exporting country is: Is the continuation 
of weapon sales to authoritarian countries that violate human rights actually improving the 
quality of life within the U.S.?   

Moreover, assessing weapons sales merely through an economic lens, such as that 
provided by former President Trump, lacks the realistic impact of weapons’ impact on the 
security of civilian populations and soldiers abroad. Trevor Thrall, a fellow at the Cato 
Institute's Defense and Foreign Policy Department, criticizes this narrow understanding of the 
economic benefits of weapons sales. He says that “from an economic growth 
perspective...adding a few thousand jobs or making a few billion dollars in sales for American 
companies is a rounding error. And when American forces in Iraq took fire from Islamic State 
fighters using stolen American weapons, any suggestion that economic benefits might have 
justified the harm is inappropriate” (Thrall et al. 119, 2020). Thus, even when the economic 
benefits seem irrefutable, there might be security issues that are not evident until later.  

 

The second pillar of weapons sales is security. Security must also be addressed as one 
of the most important factors to consider while reducing the impact of weapons sales on 
human rights. Security, in a Western sense, refers to actions taken to ensure the safety or 
preparedness to response of a country. This can take the form of direct military or diplomatic 
action, in which arms sales can be used as an indirect foreign policy tool to balance threats 
perceived by the interested state. Much of the conversation around security relates to how 
instability around the world impacts the security at home or the interests of the country 
abroad. This is the area on which the most research focuses. In order to begin this portion of 
the analysis we must ask. Whose security is impacted by weapons sales? Security scholars 
argue that both countries’ security are benefited by weapon sales. The selling country’s 
advantage is that they do not have to send troops on the ground to address some of these 
security concerns. The buying country seems to benefit from enhanced military power to 
neutralize those threats and thus also reduce the risk of instability.  

 

According to the latest report by Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI, 2021), five out of the ten largest importers of weapons are countries in the Middle 
East, with Saudi Arabia surpassing all others. If the premise underlying these weapons sales 
is that strategic sales increase the security of weapons sales in the entire region then we 
would expect more stability in the Middle East. Yet, the opposite is true. Out of the ten 
worsening conflicts developing right now, a third of them are in the Middle East (Global 
Conflict Tracker, Council on Foreign Relations 2021), with two of the worst humanitarian 
crises in our modern times, Syria and Yemen. In addition to this,  rampant mass assassinations 



ACHRS | PAGE 3 

 

in Egypt are taking place and the Middle East proves there is little to say about the security 
provided by weapon sales to both authoritarian and so-called democratic regimes.  

 

It is important to also debunk the misconception that militarization increases security 
at the individual level. Two things stand out when considering how little weapons sales 
actually accomplish: the instability of the buying country actually increases the risk for 
weapons to flow into the hands of groups for which they were not intended, and the negative 
effects of weapons in the importing state creates further instability thus creating a 
devastating feeding loop. First, let us look at the unintended flow of weapons to non-state 
actors. In Iraq, for example, ISIS took control of weapons and armored vehicles that the U.S. 
had provided to the Iraqi security forces and used those to attack U.S. military service 
members (Hartung, 2020). Similarly, Hartung points out the unintended flow of weapons to 
destabilizing groups in Yemen such as the Houthi rebels, Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula 
(AQAIP), and other extremist militias (Ibid) allowed for larger weapons systems capacity 
which manifested in a higher security threat. The threat of instability in the Middle East, at 
least in its recent past, has continued to affect Western powers, and in particular the U.S., 
whose servicemen and women have been attacked by the very same weapons their fellow 
Americans manufactured.  

 

The secondary facet of security and weapon sales is the negative impacts of these 
weapons on the daily lives of the people in the region. Retrospectively, this fuels resentment 
in the general population, which can then lead to successful recruitment by destabilizing 
groups. There currently is not a lot of research on this area, but experiential data shows that 
economic instability of countries affected by these weapons feeds the incessant loop of 
resentment towards manufacturing states. Low employment rates, food insecurity, lack of 
health services, and destroyed infrastructure amount to intergenerational volatility, thus 
counteracting the perceived purpose of weapon sales. Weapons sales in the name of battling 
terrorism and insurgency undermine the seller’s national security when they are made to 
corrupt regimes and to nations with a history of human right violations 

 

Lastly, the argument that weapons sales will yield diplomatic power is also a false 
construct. Although exporting weapons allows for strategic partnerships around the globe, 
these partnerships very rarely materialize into the predicted diplomatic wins. Policymakers 
must ask themselves, are the regimes for which the selling country is providing weapons a 
“necessity” to further improve their image and national security goals, or are they an 
impediment? Furthermore, which goals is the policymaker prioritizing, responsive defense or 
sustainable stability? In the history of modern counterinsurgency tactics, the focus has been 
on the civilian population because it was “necessary in order to prevent an escalating cycle of 
sectarian combat, and also to elicit support from the population so that it would not provide 
large numbers of additional recruits to the insurgencies and so that it would provide 
intelligence and other cooperation to government/coalition forces” (O’Hanlon, 2018). 



ACHRS | PAGE 4 

 

Fostering a hostile environment in the buying country further reduces the long-term stability 
and diminishes the predicted returns to scale of weapons sales.  

CHAPTER 2 – EXISTING LEGAL STRUCTURES 
FOR WEAPON SALES REGULATION 
2.1. Why existing structures fail? 

In order to foment a long-lasting stability in the Middle East, it is imperative that we 
reform the way in which Western countries decide when to sell weapons and to whom. This 
will allow for a framework to understand when regimes pose a high threat to human rights 
and national security. Why must human rights be at the forefront of these highly calculated 
foreign policy decisions? The current humanitarian crises, although complex in their 
beginnings, have all been exacerbated by the role of weapons exports to the region. The 
number of deaths of civilians in Yemen, for example, dramatically increased after the United 
States and its allies began the Saudi-led military campaign. According to the Armed Conflict 
Location and Event Data Project (ACLED, 2020), “around 67% of all reported civilian fatalities 
in Yemen since 2015, resulting from direct targeting, have been caused by Saudi-led 
coalition airstrikes, making the Saudi-led coalition the actor most responsible for civilian 
deaths.” The graph below shows the spikes in civilian deaths in the years 2016 and 2018, 
both concomitant to the Trump administration’s authorized sales to the Saudi Kingdom.  

 
Graph from ACLED, 2020. 
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Ultimately, the role of international powers must be analyzed through an honest 
lens. The competitive market that weapons sales presents one of the biggest challenges in 
creating reforms that allow for more oversight of current legal structures. The process to 
approve weapon sales is different according to every exporting country. Here, we will look 
at the three largest exporters of weapons to the Middle East: The United States, France, and 
Germany (Wezeman et al., SIPRI, 2021).  

CHAPTER 3 — CASE STUDIES 
3.1 The United States 

In the United States, Congress legislated the Arms Export Control Act (AECA) in 1976. 
This piece of legislation paved the way for what seemed to be a promising framework to 
ensure weapon sales would be approved by different federal agencies, thus providing a 
diversified oversight. The process laid out on the document begins when a country requests 
to buy weapons from the U.S., which is submitted to the Department of State. The State 
Department is then responsible for providing a risk assessment of the country buying the 
weapons, and if approved, it then moves to the Department of Defense for a final review 
before it is submitted to Congress for a final vote. 
 

Weapons sales risk assessments, performed by country experts in the State 
Department and the Department of Defense, are some of the most critical when assessing 
the spillover effects weapons may have on populations. Due to the high confidentiality of 
these assessments, the general public and human-rights-focused organizations are not able 
to know exactly what the criteria is for a country to be approved for an arms sale. What is 
public, however, is that in the forty-five years of extensive weapons sales, the United States 
“has sold weapons to almost any nation that wanted to buy them — suggesting that the risk 
assessment process is rigged to not find risk. From 2002 to 2016, America delivered $197 
billion in weapons to 167 states worldwide” (Thrall et al., 2018) out of the 195 countries 
that compose the world.  
 

Currently, there are only two clauses in the Conventional Arms Transfer Act that 
makes mention of Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law. The two sections are 
quoted below, and they state that weapon sales must take into account:  
 

“Whether the United States has actual knowledge at the 
time of authorization that the transferred arms will be used 
to commit genocide; crimes against humanity; grave 
breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 1949; serious 
violations of Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions 
of 1949; attacks intentionally directed against civilian 
objects or civilians who are legally protected from attack; or 
other war crimes as defined in section 2441 of title 18, 
United States Code”  



ACHRS | PAGE 6 

 

(or)  
“The risk that the transfer may be used to undermine 
international peace and security or contribute to abuses of 
human rights, including acts of gender-based violence and 
acts of violence against children, violations of international 
humanitarian law, terrorism, mass atrocities, or 
transnational organized crime” (Department of State, 
Bureau of Political-Military Affairs).  

 
Two substantial issues come when analyzing the structure of the law. First, is “actual 

knowledge” of future crimes. By default, foreknowledge of future violations is impossible, 
and therefore states can recall this clause to argue that determining foreign policy on 
improbable acts is unreasonable. This, however, could make a compelling argument if the 
United States was selling weapons to a state for the first time. In the case of Saudi Arabia, 
however, there is a reliable track record of how the regime utilizes weapons. The second 
issue comes with the subsection regarding risk. There is no exact way laid out in the law in 
which the United States could and should assess risk. The process through which the State 
Department and the Department of Defense currently vet sales candidates is still unknown 
to the public.  
 

3.2 France 
The vetting process for weapons sales in France is characterized as one of the most 

permissive of the exporting countries, only with the exception of Russia. Jurisdiction to 
approve weapon sales lies within the purview of the Executive, in this case the Prime 
Minister, but the request for sales is within that of the private sector. According to the 
French Arms Observatory (Obsarm), 
 

“A negotiation authorization gives an industrialist 
permission to draw up a draft contract with a foreign 
customer, but not to sign it. The manufacturer begins work 
on the sale on the basis of this document...After the initial 
acceptance, and once the equipment has been produced, a 
final authorization - a permit to export war weapons - is 
required. It is issued by the Directorate General of 
Customs.” 

 
 Obsarm points out that one of the biggest flaws of this process is the lack of check 
and balances. French law actually states that private firms are actually the ones in charge of 
drafting arm sales contracts, and then passed on to the prime minister directly to be signed. 
The contracts are neither debated in parliament nor brought up for a vote. 
  

This monopoly on decision making has faced public backlash more recently as a 
myriad of humanitarian crises spike in the Middle East. The French public’s push for more 
transparency began in April 2000 and, as a result, the French Parliament's Defence and 
Armed Forces Committee unanimously adopted seven proposals put forward by a 
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Parliamentary fact-finding mission. This mission was designed to ensure transparency and 
institute a real Parliamentary debate. Every year, the French Ministry of Defense publishes a 
report which gives figures for the years' exports, describes France's policy and reports on 
implementation of the European Code of Conduct. Yet, although a report in retrospect is 
moderately helpful, these reports still lack emphasis on the human rights criteria relating to 
each prospective transfer.  
 
 The lack of a strict legal process by which weapons sales are scrutinized poses a great 
threat to the human rights of the people in importing countries. Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and the 
United Arab Emirates are major purchasers of French arms, and all of these importing 
countries have a lengthy track record of human rights violations. When France first entered 
the Saudi-led coalition with the United States, French human rights pressured the 
government to reduce its support for the front, basing their argument on UN statements 
that argued the coalition was targeting civilians, which, according to international law, is a 
crime.  
 
 Although pressure has increased on the French parliament to boost transparency 
and regulation on arms sales, France signed a comprehensive contract with Egyptian 
president Abdel Fatah Al-Sisi in the year 2020. In the years between 2016-2020, France 
increased its exports of major arms by 44 percent. India, Egypt and Qatar together received 
59 per cent of French arms exports (Wezeman et al., SIPRI 2021). President Macron, after 
facing backlash from activists, was quoted to say in a press conference “I will not condition 
matters of defense and economic cooperation on these disagreements [over human 
rights],” because “[i]t is more effective to have a policy of demanding dialogue than a 
boycott that would only reduce the effectiveness of one of our partners in the fight against 
terrorism” (El-Faizy, 2020). “The fight against terrorism,” as Mr. Macron characterizes it, is 
notably not against terrorism at all. The Al-Sisi government has systematically used French-
made aircraft to attack civilians in the Sinai and has used its military power to continue the 
targeting of political dissidents. According to research by the Human Rights Watch, the 
regime has arrested thousands of people over the past six years, hundreds have 
disappeared, and tens of thousands have been forcibly evicted from their homes (Hartung, 
2020). With unmatchable might, the Egyptian military has been undertaking “arbitrary 
arrests-including of children-enforced disappearances, torture, extrajudicial killings, 
collective punishment and forced eviction." There is also evidence to suggest that Egyptian 
forces have engaged in illegal air and ground strikes that have killed substantial numbers of 
civilians. (Human Rights Watch in Hartung, 3).  
 

3.3 Germany 
Lastly, we turn to the case of Germany. Contrasting with the previous countries, 

Germany’s legal parameters for the sales of weapons to foreign governments are close to 
the ideal theoretical framework for weapon sales that should be widespread amongst the 
primary exporters of weapons. In fact, the defense system of Germany is the only office of 
the major exporters that commits to the “give special importance to the human rights 
criterion” (Federal Foreign Office, 2021). Although the FFO focuses special attention on 
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human rights, the vagueness that plagues U.S. legal documents is one issue of concern. The 
FFO’s National Exports Controls states that: 

 
“Arms exports, that is exports of war weapons and other 
armaments, as well as dual-use goods (i.e. goods which can 
be used for both military and civilian purposes) intended to 
serve military purposes, will not be licensed if there is 
“sufficient reason” to suspect that the equipment 
concerned (weapons, ammunition, specially constructed 
vehicles, but also software) will be used for internal 
repression or for any other human rights violations. The 
general human rights situation in the country of destination 
plays an important role in this assessment.” 

 
The same issue arises then, with the introduction of “sufficient reason,” which does 

not provide a robust enough parameter to prevent sales to regimes with track records of 
human rights abuses. In fact, there is no exact explanation of what would constitute 
sufficient reason to halt a sale. Even as recently as 2013, Germany faced widespread 
criticism for selling weapons to Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Egypt, the United Arab Emirates and 
most recently Turkey (Jefferson, 2017). However, what differentiates Germany from other 
sellers is that in addition to the domestic legal process, Germany also operates within the 
legal parameters of the European Union’s structure for weapon sales. The European Union 
has created eight-point criteria that includes more thorough references to human rights.  

 
The eight criteria of the EU Common Position are as follows: 

1. International obligations: International or Regional Arms 
Embargos and Membership in Arms Control Agreements 
Respect for Member States’ international obligations and 
commitments, in particular the sanctions adopted by the UN 
Security Council or the European Union, and agreements on 
non-proliferation and other subjects; 
2. Adherence to Human Rights 
Respect for human rights in the country of final destination 
as well as respect by that country of international 
humanitarian law; 
3. Internal Situation – Stability or Conflict 
The internal situation in the country of final destination – 
Member States will not allow exports that would provoke or 
prolong armed conflicts or aggravate existing tensions or 
conflicts in the country of final destination; 
4. Preservation of regional peace, security and stability 
Indication of the degree of regional peace, security and 
stability based on various conflict data sets. 
5. National Security of Member States and Allies 
Security of Member States and of territories whose external 
relations are the responsibility of a Member State, as well as 
that of friendly and allied countries; 
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6. Membership in Human Rights and Arms Control 
Conventions 
Behaviour of the buyer country with regard to the 
international community, as regards in particular its attitude 
to terrorism, the nature of its alliances and respect for 
international law; 
7. Arms Export Controls 
Existence of a risk that the military technology or equipment 
will be diverted within the buyer country or re-exported 
under undesirable conditions; 
8. Danger of disproportionate military capacities impairing 
development 
Compatibility of the exports with the technical and economic 
capacity of the recipient country, taking into account the 
desirability that states should meet their legitimate security 
and defence needs with minimal diversion of human and 
economic resources for armaments (Bundeszentrale fur 
Politische Bildung, 2008). 

 
Although not a perfect model, Germany’s legal structure is one that proves the 

fluidity of the law under international and domestic pressure. In the 2016-2020 period, 
Germany established stricter restrictions on Saudi Arabian sales due to the humanitarian 
crisis in Yemen. Nonetheless, Germany still delivered 3 submarines to Egypt, and a total of 
23 percent of its total arms exports went to the Middle East, which made the region the 
second largest recipient of German arms (Wezeman et al., SIPRI, 2020).  

The two-level tier in Germany's legal apparatus should ideally create an airtight 
framework for the prioritization of human rights in the Middle East. Unfortunately, the 
vagueness of the law, just as in the case of the U.S., is the main obstacle towards 
enforcement. The basis of recommendations, on a domestic level, primarily lies with making 
the wording of the laws more specific. To this we turn to the next section.  
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CHAPTER 4 – RECOMMENDATIONS  
4.1. Domestic and International Recommendations 

 
1. States must word domestic laws more concretely so as to make the 

procedure of vetting states for weapons sales more robust.  
2. Countries must commit to a universal risk index that draws upon NGO-

produced data on human rights violations on the ground. 
3. The international community should establish clear red lines based on human 

rights violations and the destruction of vital infrastructure. 
4. The international community should enable the ICJ and ICC to prosecute 

foreign officials for the effects of their weapons on civilian populations, both 
intended and unintended effects. 

 
(1) The ambiguity in the wording of laws that regulate international arms weapons 

sales is to the detriment of human rights. The main word repeated on the legal documents 
above-mentioned is “risk.” How do countries perceive risk? How do they measure it? 
Although the process through which countries assess risk is still unknown to most non-
proliferation advocates, we can certainly deduct what it is not: the risk that a regime uses its 
weapons against civilian populations. The risk in this case is not simply a hypothetical 
scenario but instead a probable fact.  
 
 (2) Trevor Thrall, whose literature I have drawn upon in this paper, is at the forefront 
of estimating the “true risk” of selling weapons to countries with a history of human rights 
violations. First, a risk index, he argues, must be developed so that data produced by non-
profit organizations is taken into consideration when assessing the likelihood of states to 
use the weapons against civilians. Thrall and Dorminey (2018) built a prototype risk index 
using the State Fragility Index, Freedom House Index, U.S. State Department’s Political 
Terror Scale, Global Terrorism Index, and UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset. As a result of 
their research, Thrall and Dorminey concluded that “the average dollar value of U.S. arms 
sales per nation to the riskiest states was higher than to the least risky states.” Even more 
disturbing was their finding that 32 of the 167 recipients had risk index scores higher than 
the average score of the 16 nations currently banned from purchasing American weapons. It 
is worth noting that the list of banned countries includes states like Iran, North Korea, and 
Cuba.  
  
The necessity for a risk index like this is paramount. Exporters not only neglect human rights 
organizations’ data, but also assess risk differently altogether when it comes to allied and 
non-allied states (Thrall et al. 2020). “Relying on friendship is dangerous: Friendship means 
some actors and actions are less risky than others; friendship leads to the structuring out of 
evidence that would likely otherwise indicate risk,” writes Stavrianakis (2020, 244). When 
the sale proposed is projected to benefit an ally, the voices of that country’s civil society and 
NGOs are silenced. Similarly, it is very alarming that regimes’ human rights violations are not 
taken as an indication that that regime will continue to use its force against civilians. It was 
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reported in 2016 that a high-level official at the State Department “indicated he was 
‘content to advise DIT to approve’ export licenses to Saudi Arabia (FCO 2019), days after a 
Saudi-led coalition airstrike on a food factory [in Yemen] (Sabbagh 2019),” in (Stavrianakis, 
2020, 238). How the evidence of human rights violations on the ground is taken, processed, 
and presented to government officials plays must be reformed.  
  
Risk has so far been reduced to negligent and willful ignorance. In 2016, the UK government 
brushed aside the bombing of a Médecins Sans Frontières hospital in Haidan, Yemen, and 
decided that this instance “do not constitute a clear risk of misuse, because ‘the Saudis 
admitted responsibility for the attack and put in place procedures to prevent a recurrence’ 
(CAAT vs. Secretary of State for International Trade 2017a, 157) and have been ‘willing to 
learn from errors’ (Crompton 2016, 10)” (in Stavrianakis, 2020, 243). This rationalization is 
also common in the U.S. State Department and Department of Defense. Evidence of 
suppression, human rights violations, and attacks on civilians, must not be taken as a matter 
of the past but an indication of the future.  
 
 (4) A more drastic approach would be to take international legal action. This past 
summer, executives of French spyware Amesys and Nexa Technologies were indicted for 
“complicity in acts of torture” in French courts, which set up a path for prosecuting 
technology makers for the effects of their technologies (O'Neill, 2021). This is a model that 
the international community can take to incentivize responsible weapon proliferation in the 
Middle East. Although a tricky alternative, this recommendation ties into the responsibility 
to act proactively to vet arms buyers and to closely monitor the effect of weapons sold.  
 
 In the fall of 2020, the New York Times reported that U.S. officials were “concerned” 
they would be held accountable over Yemen and prosecuted in international courts 
(Laforgia and Wong, 2020). The article points out that legal scholars warned that nations like 
Sweden, Germany and Argentina, who assert universal jurisdiction over war crimes, could 
bring charges against American officials. In addition to U.S. legal scholars, French lawyers 
presented evidence that French officials may have breached international law by supplying 
weapons to Saudi Arabia and the UAE at the height of Yemen’s Civil War (Al Jazeera, 2018). 
Robust criminal charges against the negligent sale of weapons must be a tangible threat to 
those who approve the sale of weapons to regimes with a track record of human rights 
violations.  
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CONCLUSION 
Weapons sales has transboundary effects on the most vulnerable and unstable 

populations in the Middle East and has exacerbated the worst humanitarian crises in the 
region. Meanwhile, exporting states continue to profit from the death of civilians, and 
defense officials, as well as industry CEOs, are not held accountable for the mass casualties 
that their neglect causes. The future of arms exports in emerging technologies is just 
another cause for concern. Biometric technology, facial recognition technology and 
surveillance technology are already weaponized and used against civilians, dissidents, and 
human rights defenders. The current danger of having no regulation exposes those who are 
most vulnerable in the countries to which these weapons or new technologies are destined. 
Adhering to a robust framework for assessing the risk index of countries with a record of 
human right violations is eminent. We are at a crucial point in which we must create a 
system that allows for responsible exports of national security tools while also protecting 
those who are vulnerable. Wondering which actors will use weapons for good and which 
will use them for evil is no longer a guessing game, but rather a data-driven assessment. The 
neglect of those ignoring the data must be held accountable and punished under 
international law.   
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