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Topic Analysis
By: Matt Slencsak
Matthew Slencsak has been involved in Speech and Debate for over 10 years. He graduated from Howland HS in 2013,
after competing in Lincoln Douglas debate for 4 years. After High School, Matt obtained a degree in IT. Matt has coached
at multiple schools, building several LD debate programs from scratch including South Range High School and Liberty
High School. Matt has coached students to making stage at both the state level and national level. He has had multiple
state and national quarterfinalists, even coaching students to finals at the OSDA State Tournament and NSDA National
Tournament. Matt co-founded Triumph Debate with the goal of creating a more equitable space.

Resolved: States ought to ban lethal autonomous weapons.

Introduction & Background
This topic is a fairly important resolution for many debaters. Whether you compete on the
national circuit and hope to attend the Tournament of Champions, or you’re a local debater
trying to snag a qualification to your national tournament, you probably care about this topic a
little bit more than the previous ones this year.
For students who may not have as much as experience on previous international relations
topics, it is important to point out that this topic asks a very similar question to many previous
NSDA resolutions. That question typically is something along the lines of whether a particular
military weapon, operational capability or foreign policy procedure ought to exist. In this case,
the resolution is asking whether states ought to use a specific weapons system, known as
Lethal Autonomous Weapons. Some examples of similar NSDA resolutions from previous years
include:
•
•
•

January/February 2019-2020 –Resolved: States ought to eliminate their nuclear
arsenals.
Nationals 2017-2018 – Resolved: The United States’ use of targeted killing in foreign
countries is unjust.
March/April 2015-2016 – Resolved: The United States ought to promote democracy in
the Middle East.

Recognizing this trend is important because a.) it can help you analyze the resolution in a
consistent way and b.) it grants you the opportunity to utilize framing techniques, cards and
argumentation from previous (but relevant) topics. Most of these kinds of military oriented
topics have an extensive literature base, and this 2020 January/February LD topic is no
exception.
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Definitions & Topicality
This resolution actually has a substantial amount of debate over topicality and definitions. In
my opinion, there are a few key terms in the resolution. But there aren’t just individual terms
– the resolution is focused on a term, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons” (or LAWs) that represent
a specific phrase or concept. So, we’re not only going to break down the different ideas of
what a Lethal Autonomous Weapon is/means, we have also provided a few dozen pieces of
evidence in our “Definitions & Topicality” card section to get you started on how to approach
the different interpretations of the topic.
The two terms that it is most important to focus on are “lethal” and “autonomous”. Lethal
really only matters here, because of weapon systems that are often described as autonomous,
but that do not have lethal capabilities. A great example are Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, or
UAVs. UAVs are not traditionally lethal but are described in the literature base extensively. We
don’t recommend you spend a lot of time learning about the specific lethal capabilities of
different classifications of weapons. Instead, we recommend paying special attention to the
evidence you are reading, and what they are referring to in their analysis to ensure that the
systems you present are actually lethal. In doing so, you can also call out your opponent when
that isn’t the case. There are a lot of different military equipment and technologies, and just as
many acronyms for them. So, just keep in mind whether the system your papers are discussing
are intended for lethal purposes.
With that in mind, the most important term for debaters to understand is what “autonomous”
means. Autonomy in weapons systems emphasizes an ability of the weapon to independently
search for and engage targets. The ability to do this is based on specific algorithmic programs.
Currently, there are three types of autonomy in weapons systems: semi-autonomous, humansupervised, or fully autonomous weapons systems.
Noone & Noone 15 [Gregory Noone, Fairmont State University, and Nancy Noone, Fairmont State University, “The Debate
Over Autonomous Weapons Systems,” Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law,
https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1005&context=jil] /Triumph Debate

Autonomous Weapon Systems would be able to select and engage targets without human involvement in an
unstructured environment. This is really the crux of the argument. Should weapons be developed that do not have a human in the “loop” (i.e. a closed
“loop” system)? There are three types of weapon systems and they are generally described as: 1. Human-in-the-loop or
semi-autonomous systems require a human to direct the system to select a target and attack it, such as Predator or
Reaper UAVs. 2. Human-on-the loop or human-supervised autonomous systems are weapon systems that select
targets and attack them, albeit with human operator oversight; examples include Israel’s Iron Dome and the U.S.
Navy’s Phalanx Close In Weapons System (or CIWS). 3. Human-out-of-the-loop or fully autonomous weapon systems
can attack without any human interaction; there are currently no such weapons. 12 Similarly the U.S. Navy characterizes
autonomous weapons in terms of mission complexity. “Supervised” weapons have human operators making the decisions (i.e. “human-in-the-loop” such as UAVs),
“scripted” weapons carry out a “pre-planned script of the ‘point, fire and forget’ variety” (e.g. CIWS), and “intelligent” systems that are fully autonomous.13 The U.S.
Department of Defense has directed that “[a]utonomous and semi-autonomous weapon systems shall be designed to allow commanders and operators to exercise
appropriate levels of human judgment over the use of force.”14 They also make it clear that all AWS should not be viewed in isolation but “considered in terms of
human-system collaboration” (i.e. all supervised by human operators at some level and designed to be readily understandable to those trained operators).
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The resolution does not explicitly specify whether it is talking about any type of autonomous
system, such as those that operate with human involvement. To me, the logically assumption
is the resolution is mostly focused on fully lethal autonomous weapons. This is because
otherwise, if the negative could argue for both human involvement and weapon autonomy,
this greatly diminishes the availability of affirmative ground. Regardless of fairground
distribution, I think the most strategic approach is to come prepared to defend the most
stringent interpretation to be safe.
Currently, there are three main definitions presented by countries that debaters should know
of. These nations are the United States, the United Kingdom, and China. Wyatt 20 outlines
these various interpretations, writing:
Wyatt 20 [Austin Wyatt, Research Associate at the University of New South Wales, “So Just What Is a Killer Robot?: Detailing the
Ongoing Debate around Defining Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems,” 06/08/2020, Washington Headquarters Services,
https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1005&context=jil] /Triumph Debate

in a 2012 US Department of Defense (DOD) directive on autonomous weapon systems. 6 This
This document defines a weapon as fully
autonomous if, when activated, it “can select and engage targets without further intervention by a human operator.”7
The most common definition of LAWSs originated

directive outlined the DOD’s view on developing an autonomous capability for weapon systems and the required level of human involvement.

Interestingly, DOD Directive 3000.09 lists a requirement for sufficient training for human operators, which indicates a recognition that human operators would have to retain some level of oversight over any use of force
decisions. The concern of how to balance the need to achieve effectiveness in a battlespace characterized by an operational tempo potentially beyond the capacity of human reaction time while also maintaining
sufficiently effective human oversight to guard against unintended engagements is apparent in this directive.8 Finally, DOD Directive 3000.09 also contained a built-in process for obtaining waivers for development,
deployment, or even the transfer of LAWSs in situations that potentially contravene the policy.9 Despite being due to expire at the end of 2017, DOD Directive 3000.09 was still in effect at the time of writing and features
prominently in the developing discourse on LAWSs. As the most commonly cited state definition for autonomous weapon systems, the DOD Directive 3000.09 definition has been used as the starting point for the
definitions used by multiple other actors, including nongovernmental organizations such as the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots.10 While this definition has found traction amongst scholars, it has largely been received
critically. For example, Heather Roff criticized the DOD definition because the terms select and engage are open to interpretation.11 Notwithstanding scholarly critique, the DOD definition is arguably the natural starting
point for developing a working definition of AWSs. Despite its flaws, the DOD definition does represent a more realistic, if nonspecific, view of autonomy in weapon systems than the definitions adopted by some other

In 2011, for example, the UK Ministry of Defence definition referred to autonomous systems having the capability
to understand “higher level intent and direction” and that individual actions “may not be” predictable. 12 This definition seems to
states.

indicate that a platform or military system must possess artificial intelligence with a level of self-awareness that bleeds into the field of general artificial intelligence (AI). It is highly unlikely that any state actor would
countenance the development of weapons that they could not predict, even if it were technologically possible to create LAWSs with the capacity to interpret higher-level intent. The concept of this level of full autonomy
has been justifiably dismissed as a distraction in the literature,13 as an approach driven by this definition simply does not account for the weapon systems that are actually in development. On 14 April 2018, China became
the first permanent member of the Security Council to publicly endorse a ban on the use of LAWSs.14 This surprise announcement was initially seized on as a victory by the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots and covered

. The Chinese
definition of LAWSs is based around five characteristics, which serve to exclude other forms of increasingly
autonomous military technologies from the discourse. The first characteristic is that a device must carry a “sufficient
payload” and be intended to employ lethal force.15 While this would obviously cover LAWSs that are designed to directly participate in combat, it would exclude those that
carried a less-than-lethal munitions package (such as the remote-operated “Skunkcopter” unmanned aerial vehicle [UAV]), or are designed for an antivehicle/munitions primary function. The second
characteristic is an unusually high autonomy barrier, stating that a LAWS would have an “absence of human
intervention and control” for the “entire process of executing a task.”16 China’s statement was vague about what it considers a “task”; this document could
refer to a single use of force decision, the acquisition of a target, or an entire deployed mission. Thirdly, and closely linked, the device should have no method of
termination once activated to be considered a LAWS. 17 This statement would discount weapon systems that operate autonomously but can be overridden by a human
extensively in the media, but closer analysis identifies this announcement as an important example of how states can utilize definitional factors to gain influence over the development of LAWSs

overseer, such as the Phalanx Close-in Weapons System. It is also highly unlikely that a state would deploy a weapon they had no way of deactivating or assuming control over, especially given the comparatively nascent

The fourth characteristic is that the device must have an indiscriminate effect, that the device would
“execute the task of killing and maiming regardless of conditions, scenarios and targets.” 18 This characteristic is an interesting inclusion
state of AI technology.

because international humanitarian law already forbids the use of weapon and weapon platforms that are incapable of being operated in a discriminate manner. The inclusion of this characteristic is complemented by the
latter statement in the same announcement that a fully autonomous weapon system would be incapable of satisfying the legal requirement of discriminate use of force. The question of whether a fully autonomous
platform could abide international law in the use of discriminate force is central to the debate surrounding LAWSs and has been at the forefront of publicly visible developments in the space. As an example, the Super aEgis

Finally, the Chinese definition
includes the characteristic that LAWSs could evolve and learn through interaction with the environment they are
deployed into in such a way that they “expand its functions and capabilities in a way exceeding human
expectations.”19 This final characteristic leans closer to the UK’s definition of fully autonomous weapons and is effectively arguing that the presence of an actively evolving artificial intelligence is necessary for
II is capable of distinguishing between uniforms and offers clear warnings before engaging to reduce the chances of using lethal force against civilians.

a weapon system to be considered a LAWS. The concept that LAWSs are being developed with high level AI has been widely criticized by scholars and defense personnel but is a common point raised by concerned
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nongovernmental organizations (NGO) and smaller states. While it is possible, it is beyond the realm of current technology and whether states would even be interested in a learning autonomous weapon has been
criticized as unrealistic.

Of course, these are not the only definitions of Lethal Autonomous Weapons. However, these
are some of the key conceptualizations and most relevant in the literature base. The different
interpretations of LAWs are articulated in depth by Merel A.C. Ekelhof (2017) in their article,
“Complications of a Common Language: Why it is so Hard to Talk about Autonomous
Weapons”1. If you are wanting to learn the various interpretations of what constitutes Lethal
Autonomous Weapons, and why discussions surrounding a ban on these systems can be
difficult, I highly recommend reviewing that paper.

Researching The Resolution
Now that we have discussed what terms included in the resolution are and mean, it is
important you know key terms while researching. Doing a quick Google search of a lethal
autonomous weapons will yield you some results. But, you can maximize your research output
by including key terms that the literature base uses, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lethal Autonomous Weapons (LAWs) or (LAWeap)
Autonomous Weapons Systems (AWS)
Lethal Autonomous Robots Systems (LARS)
Killer Robots
Autonomous Killing
Unmanned Lethal Weapons
Human Out-Of-The Loop Weapons
Autonomous Military Technology

This list is a really roundabout way of searching different ways that the literature base on this
topic defines, characterizes or calls what we would generally consider lethal autonomous
weapons. Of course, what you search with these terms is entirely up to you!

Implementation
The implementation of a ban on Lethal Autonomous Weapons would almost certainly
materialize through international law and treaty. The specific mechanism is best illustrated by
Human Rights Watch which argues for a “new international treaty to ban preemptively lethal
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Ekelhof, Merel A. C. Complications of a Common Language: Why It Is so Hard to Talk about Autonomous Weapons. Journal of
Conflict and Security Law, June 2017, DOI: 10.1093/jcsl/krw029.
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autonomous weapons systems” in which dozens of states have endorsed a United Nations
declaration of LAWs2.
As with most similar resolutions, such as the nuclear arsenals topic, there likely won’t be much
discussion of what a ban looks like. The only real question is what would be covered by the
ban, which primarily goes back to the earlier analysis of the difficulties of defining LAWs
systems.

History of Lethal Autonomous Weapons
Though Lethal Autonomous Weapons are still in the development stage, this hasn’t stopped
people and organizations from calling for a preemptive ban. In fact, two of the leading voices
heading the charge for prohibiting LAWs are Human Rights Watch (HRW) and the Campaign to
Stop Killer Robots (CSKR). When researching, it is likely you will see multiple papers and
articles from these two organizations. As of 2020, there have already been multiple calls-toaction from dozens of countries and several international organizations. Specifically, there are
30 countries that have called for a ban on fully autonomous weapons, including: Algeria,
Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Djibouti, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ghana, Guatemala, Holy See, Iraq, Jordan, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia,
Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, State of Palestine, Uganda, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe 3.
One of the primary arguments in favor of an international ban is on the basis that LAWs violate
international law. Specifically, debaters should familiarize themselves with arguments related
to the Martens Clause, International Humanitarian Law (IHL), and The Law of Armed Conflict
(LOAC).
Importantly, debaters should also know that as of right now, there are only two nations who
even have domestic policies regulating the use of LAWs. These two nations are the United
States and the United Kingdom. ICRC explains those two policies, writing:
ICRC 14 [International Committee of the Red Cross, November 14, “Autonomous Weapons Systems, Technical, Military, Legal, and
Humanitarian Aspects”, https://www.icrc.org/en/document/report-icrc-meeting-autonomous-weapon-systems-26-28-march-2014]
/ Triumph Debate
There is recognition of the importance of maintaining human control over selecting and attacking targets, although there is less clarity on what would constitute
‘meaningful human control’. Some suggest that ‘fully autonomous’ weapon systems, by definition operating without human supervision, may be useful in very limited
circumstances in high-intensity conflicts. However, autonomous weapon systems operating under human supervision are likely to be of greater military utility due to
the military requirement for systematic control over the use of force. Two States

– the United States and the United Kingdom – have
developed publicly available national policies on autonomous weapon systems. The US policy states that
“autonomous and semi-autonomous weapon systems shall be designed to allow commanders and operators to
2

“'Killer Robots:' Ban Treaty Is the Only Credible Solution.” Human Rights Watch, 28 Oct. 2020,
www.hrw.org/news/2019/09/26/killer-robots-ban-treaty-only-credible-solution.
3 Stauffer, Brian. “Stopping Killer Robots.” Human Rights Watch, 10 Aug. 2020, www.hrw.org/report/2020/08/10/stopping-killerrobots/country-positions-banning-fully-autonomous-weapons-and.
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exercise appropriate levels of human judgment over the use of force.” The UK policy is that the “autonomous release
of weapons” will not be permitted and that “...operation of weapon systems will always be under human control.”
Other States have either not yet developed their policy or have not discussed it openly. There is no doubt that the development and use of autonomous weapon
systems in armed conflict is governed by international humanitarian law (IHL), including the obligation to undertake legal reviews in the study, development,
acquisition or adoption of new weapons. As with any new weapon, the legality of autonomous weapon systems must be assessed based on their design-dependent
effects and their intended use. However, it is not clear how such weapons could be adequately tested given the absence of standard methods for testing and
evaluating autonomous systems.

In terms of the history of Lethal Autonomous Weapons, debaters should be informed about
two variants: the background of international discourse surround I-Law and countries call to
bans, as well as the technological progression of these weaponry. In either case, we have some
reading recommendations:
• Evans, Hayley, and Natalie Salmanowitz. Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems: Recent
Developments, Lawfare, 31 Oct. 2019, www.lawfareblog.com/lethal-autonomousweapons-systems-recent-developments
• Kessel, Jonah M. Killer Robots Aren't Regulated. Yet. The New York Times, 13 Dec. 2019,
www.nytimes.com/2019/12/13/technology/autonomous-weapons-video.html
• McFadden, Christopher. “A Brief History of Military Robots Including Autonomous
Systems.” Interesting Engineering, 11 June 2020, interestingengineering.com/a-briefhistory-of-military-robots-including-autonomous-systems
Reading and analyzing these sources, among others, should give debaters a detailed
understanding of the background of Lethal Autonomous Weapons.

Who Is The Actor & Who Is Affected?
The most obvious thing to note here is that the resolution specifically says “states”. This
phrasing in similar to the January/February topic from last year.
The main question here is how many states affirm the resolution? For traditional debaters, the
answer to that question is fairly straightforward. In almost all cases, they are probably going to
be going up against affirmatives that call for all states to ban lethal autonomous weapons.
For progressive debaters, however, the implications are a lot bigger because of the
commonality of plan texts. The ability to specify two or more states opens up access to a lot of
specific conflict scenarios (i.e. Russia and the United States). Of course, the semantics of this
argument are going to be argued, and debaters should prepare themselves for particular
interpretations of this. Essentially, what I am trying to say is you should just read the great
Jake Nebel’s T argument about bare plurals.
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Regardless, debaters should prepare for either interpretation - especially because the
continuation of virtual debating has meant that national and local circuit debaters are
attending more tournaments together now more than ever. Negative debaters should prepare
for both specific state-based affirmative plan texts, as well as ones that focus on particular
weapon systems. Even if you aren’t competing on the national circuit, affirmative debaters will
still likely reference specific scenarios between countries as examples – especially as this topic
is far more qualitative than quantitative. Either way, coming more prepared is always the
better decision.
In terms of who is affected by the resolution, the answer is theoretically everyone. Banning
Lethal Autonomous Weapons not only affects states and their military departments, but also
citizens/civilians as well. And, the prohibition of these systems can have an impact on almost
any country. If you’re interested in talking about big-stick impacts of American-Russian nuclear
war, there’s ground for that. But, if you’d rather discuss the affects of LAWs on marginalized
groups, there is also ground for that! The scope of who this topic affects is so broad that it
leaves the specific scenarios up to each individual debater.

Ground (And any potential skew…)
This topic, at first, can seem to lean heavier in terms of topic literature distribution towards
the affirmative. After researching a ton, however, our team doesn’t feel that there is as strong
of a bias as we initially thought. Instead, a lot of the literature appears to be “anti-killer
robots” in the beginning, but you soon find that those articles are fairly surface level. They
may lean affirmative, but they’re not super academic papers with strong analysis and
warrants. Once you’re able to push through a lot of the news opinion-type articles, you can
find solid qualitative research.
With that being said, there are some arguments that just simply are really strong for either
side. Of course, the affirmative has a very solid claim to arms races and increased military
escalation. There are good impact scenarios, and many authors who write about why LAWs
increase arms races. On the flip side, one of the most strongly argued points for the negative
in the topic literature base is that LAWs save lives – both civilian lives and the lives of military
troops. So, while there is certainly a decent amount of literature for both affirmative and
negative debaters, the way that arguments swing are often times very strongly to one side.
One important factor to note here is how the different definitions of LAWs are going to affect
ground distribution. There is a lot of literature that offers various different definitions, such as
the differences in semi-autonomous vs fully autonomous weapons, or autonomous vs
automated. There is even substantial discussion over which of these a ban would actually
14
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prohibit. The key point here is that ground distribution can be strongly affected by how
debaters choose to define LAW. We highly recommend learning about these different
interpretations, coming prepared with evidence to set the perimeters of the debate, and
constructing your positions in ways that are still relevant even under various different
interpretations.

Framing
As far as framing goes, this topic is fairly typical in terms of international relations, in
particular, military oriented, topics. Both sides do have access to the utilitarianism or
consequential debate - though there is in many ways more research in favor of the affirmative
for specific areas, such as arms races. This is largely in part because of the fact that negatives
are going to find it more difficult to find concrete/empirical evidence for their side, because it
just hasn’t happened yet.
The affirmative also has strong claims to deontological framing ground. There are multiple
authors who write about Kant and Lethal Autonomous Weapons specifically. As a result, there
is very strong research in favor of banning LAWs using Kantian ethics as grounds. We cite a few
of those cards in our “Framing” section below. Similarly, general framing arguments regarding
human dignity are very common, yet very strong due to the abundance of literature
surrounding that area. If debaters were wanting to take a stronger deontic approach, they
could pursue framings such as passivism or Just War theory as well. Debaters can also engage
in structural violence framing. In particular, there is a lot of evidence to show how LAWs can
be discriminatory on the basis of gender and race.
For the negative, one of the strongest, in my opinion, framing options is a Political Realism
framing. This framing pushes back against global-national impacts, and focuses primarily on
the individual state, and how they can best benefit themselves. This philosophy allows
debaters to frame the round from the perspective of the individual states themselves, and
why they ought not ban lethal autonomous weapons. This perspective is far more
advantageous to negatives. Similarly, negative debaters also have access to a pragmatism
framework. Students (especially whole-resolution debaters) can argue that we should look to
the use of LAWs on a case-by-case basis, or in very specific niche scenarios.
Another interesting framing mechanism that negative debaters can pursue is a Rawlsian
framing. Specifically, Rawls’ international theory “Law of Peoples”. His philosophy outlines
specific rules that states must follow, and creates a sort of hierarchy of state actors, and notes
which types are most just. For a Rawlsian framework, one could argue that either LAWs
uphold one of Rawls’ outlined principles, or that they are necessary to pushback against what
15
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he calls “rogue” or “outlaw” states. Either way, there is likely good links for this type of
argument.
Both sides have access to various different framing techniques. Since this resolution is a
question about foreign policy, debaters can focus on philosophy that discusses international
relations theories including Kant, Rawls, Spinoza, and more. We recommend exploring some of
the research we provided in our framing section!

Conclusion
This analysis was a tad long, I understand, but we try to be thorough and provide one solid
approach so debaters do not have to read a dozen essays to get a holistic view of the topic. In
summary, I recommend doing a lot of deep research, strategically utilizing key search terms,
coming prepared with your own definitions and interpretations, and recognizing (as well as
appropriately accounting for) the potential literature skew that exists, and giving both sides
the time necessary to produce good quality arguments.
Lastly, if you have any questions about the evidence presented in this brief, or about our topic
analysis, feel free to reach out to us at publishingdirector@triumphdebate.com and we would
be happy to discuss further. Good luck and happy debating!
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Definitions & Topicality
All Autonomous Weapons Require Human Collaboration/Supervision
DOD DSB 12 [Department of Defense, Defense Science Board, July 2012, “The Role of Autonomy in DOD Systems”,
https://fas.org/irp/agency/dod/dsb/autonomy.pdf] /Triumph Debate
The Task Force was charged to assist the DoD in understanding and preparing to take maximum practical advantage of advances in autonomy by reviewing relevant
technologies, ongoing research and the current autonomy-relevant plans of the Military Services. The Department asked the Task Force to identify new opportunities
to more aggressively use autonomy in military missions, to anticipate vulnerabilities and to make recommendations for overcoming operational difficulties and
systemic barriers to realizing the full potential of autonomous systems. Autonomy is a capability (or a set of capabilities) that enables a particular action of a system
to be automatic or, within programmed boundaries, “self-governing.” Unfortunately, the word “autonomy” often conjures images in the press and the minds of some
military leaders of computers making independent decisions and taking uncontrolled action. While

the reality of what autonomy is and can do is
quite different from those conjured images, these concerns are—in some cases—limiting its adoption. It should be made
clear that all autonomous systems are supervised by human operators at some level, and autonomous systems’
software embodies the designed limits on the actions and decisions delegated to the computer. Instead of viewing
autonomy as an intrinsic property of an unmanned vehicle in isolation, the design and operation of autonomous
systems needs to be considered in terms of human-system collaboration. Due to software complexity, autonomous systems present a
variety of challenges to commanders, operators and developers, both in how these systems interact in dynamic environments and in human-system collaboration.
For commanders, a key challenge presented by the complexity of software is that the design space and tradeoffs for incorporating autonomy into a mission are not
well understood and can result in unintended operational consequences. A key challenge for operators is maintaining the human-machine collaboration needed to
execute their mission, which is frequently handicapped by poor design. A key challenge facing unmanned system developers is the move from a hardware-oriented,
vehiclecentric development and acquisition process to one that addresses the primacy of software in creating autonomy. For commanders and operators in
particular, these challenges can collectively be characterized as a lack of trust that the autonomous functions of a given system will operate as intended in all
situations.
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Defensive Systems Are Different From LAWS And Not The Subject Of The LAWS
Debate
Sauer 16 [Frank Sauer, Bundeswehr University Munich, “Stopping ‘Killer Robots’: Why Now Is the Time to Ban
Autonomous Weapons Systems,” Arms Control Today, https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2016-09/features/stopping%E2%80%98killer-robots%E2%80%99-why-now-time-ban-autonomous-weapons-systems] /Triumph Debate
Some weapons systems used for defensive purposes already can identify and track incoming targets and engage them without a human pushing the metaphorical
button. Deemed precursors to autonomous weapons systems, they can react to incoming missiles or mortar shells in cases in which the timing does not allow for
human decision-making. The Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on Navy ships is one example for such a weapons system, Israel’s Iron Dome air defense system is
another. Yet, these defensive

systems are not the focus of the mainly forward-looking autonomous weapons systems
debate. Juxtaposing automatic and autonomous systems is a helpful way to understand why. Defensive systems such as the Phalanx can be
categorized as automatic. They are stationary or fixed on ships or trailers and designed to fire at inanimate targets. They just
repeatedly perform preprogrammed actions and operate only within tightly set parameters and time frames in comparably structured and
controlled environments. Autonomous weapons are distinguish-able from their precursors. They would be able to operate without
human control or supervision in dynamic, unstructured, open environments, attacking a variety of targets . They would
operate over an extended period of time after activation and would potentially be able to learn and adapt to their situations. To be fair, this juxtaposition is
artificial and glosses over an important gray area by leaving aside the fact that autonomous functionality is a continuum. After all, automatic systems,
targeting humans at borders or automatically firing back at the source of incoming munitions, already raise questions relevant to the
autonomy debate. There arguably is a tacit understanding in the expert community and among diplomats in Geneva that the debate’s
main focus is on future, mobile weapons platforms equipped with onboard sensors, computers, and decision-making algorithms with the
capability to seek, identify, track, and attack targets autonomously. The autonomy debate thus touches on but is not
primarily concerned with existing automatic defensive systems. In fact, depending on how the CCW ends up defining autonomous weapons
systems, it might be well within reason to exempt those from regulation or a possible preventive ban if their sole purpose
is to protect human life by exclusively targeting incoming munitions. It is underwater and in the air—less cluttered environments—where
autonomy in weapons systems is currently advancing most rapidly. The X-47B in the United States, the United Kingdom’s Taranis, and the French nEUROn project are
examples of autonomy testing in unmanned aerial vehicles.4 This trend is driven by the prospect of various benefits .
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Full Autonomy Questions Distract - We Should Focus On Existing Systems
Jenks 16 [Chris Jenks, SMU School of Law, “False Rubicons, Moral Panic, Conceptual Cul-De-Sacs: Critiquing Reframing
the Call to Ban Lethal Autonomous Weapons,” Pepperdine Law Review,
https://scholar.smu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1491&context=law_faculty] /Triumph Debate
Now consider the inverse of A, hypothetical system "B," in which humans perform virtually all the functions, but B, not a human operator, selects and engages
targets.'4 1Which of the functions that the different weapons systems perform are concerning and by what criteria? As this paper advocates, the

LAWS
discussion should focus on the critical functions of selecting and engaging targets .14 2 The conversation about the dangers
of full autonomy, apart from (or in addition to) machines able to select and engage targets without human intervention, tends to drift between
science-including artificial intelligence1 43 and the concept of singularity'4-and science fiction including robots somehow
countermanding human-imposed operating constraints .14 5 We don't know what full autonomy means, if it's even
reachable, or if so, when.1 4 6 This is a challenging foundation upon which to build a call for a ban.147 And it overlooks
what we do know: that LAWS have existed for some time, and there have been untoward outcomes in which LAWS
have killed humans.148 B. Untoward Outcomes Just as the conversation on LAWS must include that systems have been in use, some for decades, it must also
include that there have been untoward outcomes. Some incidents were the result of weapon systems that fired or launched without
the direction of a human.1 49 Despite not resulting in any casualties , on February 26, 1991, during an armed conflict with Iraq, on U.S. warship's
Phalanx system,15 o while in an autonomous mode, fired several rounds into another U.S. warship while attempting to down an
Iraqi anti-ship missile.'' In separate incidents during the 2003 invasion of Iraq, U.S. Patriot systems , 5 2 operating in an autonomous
mode, misidentified friendly aircraft as enemy, leading to the downing of a US F-18 .s. and a British Tornado, 5 4 killing the
crews of both.155 And, in 2007 a South African automatic cannon malfunctioned during a demonstration, killing nine
soldiers and wounding fourteen others.' 6 Refusing to acknowledge the existence of LAWS , and that while there have been
untoward outcomes, there haven't been many, is a form of avoidance enabled by the red herring of future, fully autonomous killer
robots. 157 This is not only problematic in and of itself but also in terms of advancing the discussion . Moreover, the inability or
refusal to acknowledge extant systems capable of selecting and engaging targets without human intervention makes it that much more difficult to consider the
sizeable "grey area" of semi-autonomous weapons."5 As has been discussed, the definition of autonomous weapons is predicated on systems that select and engage
targets without human intervention; engage meaning to fire or to launch.' 59 Thus, where a human being pushes the proverbial red button or squeezes a trigger, the
weapons system is not autonomous,'16 0 but where the weapons system initiates launching or firing, it is autonomous, at in least in regard to the function of
engagement.161
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LAWS Are Not AI, Especially In The Same Way As The Public Understands It
Noone & Noone 15 [Gregory Noone, Fairmont State University, and Nancy Noone, Fairmont State University, “The
Debate Over Autonomous Weapons Systems,” Case Western Reserve Journal of International Law,
https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1005&context=jil] /Triumph Debate
The International Committee of the Red Cross defines Autonomous Weapon Systems as weapons that can “independently select and attack targets, i.e. with
autonomy in the ‘critical functions’ of acquiring, tracking, selecting and attacking targets.”4 The U.S. Department of Defense defines AWS as: “a weapon system that,
once activated, can select and engage targets without further intervention by a human operator. This includes human-supervised autonomous weapon systems that
are designed to allow human operators to override operation of the weapon system, but can select and engage targets without further human input after activation.”

AWS is not artificial intelligence.6 There will not be “human qualities such as consciousness, emotion, sociability,
semantic understanding required for human moral decision making.”7 AWS also isn’t a Terminator science fiction movie scenario.8 “SkyNet”
is not going to take over the world.9 Unless of course you think we are from the future and we’re here to convince you autonomous weapon systems should be
developed and trust us there is no Terminator scenario. In that case, have Sarah Connor give us a call.10 “ The

autonomous robots being discussed
for military applications are closer in operation to your washing machine than to a science fiction Terminator. The way
the term ‘autonomy’ is used in robotics should not be confused with how the term is used in philosophy, politics, individual
freedom or in common parlance. It is more related to the term automatic. An automatic robot carries out a pre-programmed sequence of operations or moves
in a structured environment. A good example is a robot painting a car.”11 Autonomous Weapon Systems would be able to select and
engage targets without human involvement in an unstructured environment. This is really the crux of the argument. Should weapons
be developed that do not have a human in the “loop” (i.e. a closed “loop” system)? There are three types of weapon systems and they are generally described as: 1.
Human-in-the-loop or semi-autonomous systems require a human to direct the system to select a target and attack it, such as Predator or Reaper UAVs. 2. Humanon-the loop or human-supervised autonomous systems are weapon systems that select targets and attack them, albeit with human operator oversight; examples
include Israel’s Iron Dome and the U.S. Navy’s Phalanx Close In Weapons System (or CIWS). 3. Human-out-of-the-loop or fully autonomous weapon systems can
attack without any human interaction; there are currently no such weapons. 12 Similarly the U.S. Navy characterizes autonomous weapons in terms of mission
complexity. “Supervised” weapons have human operators making the decisions (i.e. “human-in-the-loop” such as UAVs), “scripted” weapons carry out a “pre-planned
script of the ‘point, fire and forget’ variety” (e.g. CIWS), and “intelligent” systems that are fully autonomous.13 The

U.S. Department of Defense has
directed that “[a]utonomous and semi-autonomous weapon systems shall be designed to allow commanders and operators
to exercise appropriate levels of human judgment over the use of force.”14 They also make it clear that all AWS should
not be viewed in isolation but “considered in terms of human-system collaboration” (i.e. all supervised by human operators at
some level and designed to be readily understandable to those trained operators). First and foremost, there is immediate common ground to be found in this debate.
Any weaponry development shall be done so in accordance with the Law of Armed Conflict (LOAC, also referred to as International Humanitarian Law, IHL, or the Law
of War). With respect to AWS, its development and deployment would be required to adhere to LOAC’s core principles of distinction, proportionality, humanity and
military necessity.16 There is readily accepted treaty law as well as customary international law that makes this area of discussion easy. AWS is, as all weapons and
weapon systems are, a means of warfare (whereas a method of warfare involves deployment and tactics). All AWS would have a legal review conducted prior to
formal development as a weapon (or prior to any modification of an existing weapon) and another legal review prior to being deployed in the field.17 Therefore, the
concept of AWS is not per se unlawful. At their core, autonomous weapon systems must be able to distinguish combatants from noncombatants as well as friend
from foe. LOAC is designed to protect those who cannot protect themselves, and an underlying driver is to protect civilians from death and combatants from
unnecessary suffering.18 Everyone is in agreement on this. No academic or practitioner is stating anything to the contrary; therefore, this part of any argument from
either side must be ignored as a red herring. Simply put, no one would agree to any weapon that ignores LOAC obligations.1
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Killer Robots Terminology Only Exists To Engender Moral Panic And Doom
Existing Discussions About LAWS
Jenks 16 [Chris Jenks, SMU School of Law, “False Rubicons, Moral Panic, Conceptual Cul-De-Sacs: Critiquing Reframing
the Call to Ban Lethal Autonomous Weapons,” Pepperdine Law Review,
https://scholar.smu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1491&context=law_faculty] /Triumph Debate
The SR Report contends that "[b]ased on current experiences of [armed unmanned aerial systems], there is a reason to believe that States will inter alia seek to use
LARs for targeted killing." 2 27 The claim-that "current experiences" with armed UAS support a belief on the future use of LAWSis both illogical and incorrect. 228 It's
illogical because there is no connection between the two weapons systems: 229 that armed UAS have been employed over the last decade doesn't suggest anything
about the development and use of LAWS.230 It's incorrect because there have been over thirty years of state practice in which LAWS haven't been used for targeted
killings, and in the United States, there is a written policy on autonomous weapons systems that prohibits "selecting humans as targets."231 Of course state practices
can change and policies can be modified, but the SR Report ignores both state practice and policy concerning LAWS while asserting (but not supporting) a nonexistent
correlation between the employment of armed UAS and LAWS. 232 The SR Report acknowledges that "[t]he use of emotive terms such as 'killer robots' may well be
criticized." 2 33 Yet according to the SR Report, "the strength of the intuitive reactions that the use of LARs is likely to elicit cannot be ignored." 234 Thus, the report
disingenuously claims that the reaction to a term the SR Report introduced cannot be ignored. The

use of "killer robots" proves the rhetorical
floor. For no discernible reason other than to engender moral panic, the SR Report notes that LAWS have been
"depicted as treating people like 'vermin', who are 'exterminated."' 235 if that were not enough, the SR Report claims that such descriptions
"conjure up the image of LARs as some kind of mechanized pesticide."236 While Losing Humanity and the SR Report successfully leverage
moral panic in marketing terms, its usage dooms the very discussion it enabled .237 Losing Humanity and the SR Report try to
reconcile their futuristic fearmongering with the long-standing use of LAWS. 238 But generalized distinctions between
automatic and automated, and decision-making as a loop do not alter the inevitable-a conceptual cul-de-sac of their own
making, brought about by and through the use of the term "killer robots" and discussions of full autonomy. Losing Humanity's
definitional confusion begins in the second sentence of the report. 239 The report contends that "[s]ome military and robotics experts have predicted that 'killer
robots'-fully autonomous weapons that could select and engage targets without human intervention-could be developed within 20 to 30 years."240 Moving beyond
the points that fully autonomous weapons do not exist and that weapons systems that select and engage targets without human intervention have existed for
decades, the report forecasts potential harm from potential systems-some 20 to 30 years in the future.24 1 Yet in trying to explain what it is about these potential
systems that would be so problematic, Losing Humanity has to distinguish them from current weapons systems.242 While that would be a challenging enough
undertaking, Losing Humanity also tries to include some of these current weapons systems within the ambit of future worrisome systems.2 43 This is a logic circle
that Losing Humanity (nor anyone for that matter) cannot square
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Framing
LAWs Don’t Respect Personhood And Non-Moral Agents Imposing Moral
Consequences On Humans Is Wrong --- Kant
Pfaff 19 [C. Anthony Pfaff. Current research professor for the Military Profession and Ethic at the Strategic Studies
Institute (SSI) and a Senior Fellow at the Atlantic Council., 03/04/2020, “Respect for Persons and the Ethics of
Autonomous Weapons and Decision Support Systems”, RealClearDefense,
https://www.realcleardefense.com/articles/2019/03/04/respect_for_persons_and_the_ethics_of_autonomous_weapo
ns_and_decision_support_systems_114233.html] /Triumph Debate
Scharre’s response, however, misses the point. He is correct that artificial-intelligence systems do not represent a fundamentally different way for enemy soldiers and
civilians to die than those human soldiers are permitted to employ. The

concern here, however, is not that death by robot represents a
more horrible outcome than when a human pulls the trigger. Rather it has to do with the nature of morality itself and
the central role respect for persons, understood in the Kantian sense as something moral agents owe each other,
plays in forming our moral judgments. Killing and Respect for Others Immanuel Kant (Wikimedia) Drawing on Kant, Robert Sparrow argues
respect for persons entails that, even in war, one must acknowledge the personhood of those with whom one
interacts, including the enemy. Acknowledging that personhood requires whatever one does to another, it is done
intentionally with the knowledge that, whatever the act is, it is affecting another person .[7] This relationship does not require
communication or even the awareness by one actor that he or she may be acted upon by another. It just requires the reasons actors give for any
act that affects another human being take into account the respect owed that particular human being. To make lifeand-death decisions absent that relationship subjects human beings to an impersonal and pre-determined process,
and subjecting human beings to such a process is disrespectful of their status as human beings. Thus, a concern arises
when non-moral agents impose moral consequences on moral agents. Consider, for example, an artificially intelligent system that
provides legal judgments on human violators. It is certainly conceivable that engineers could design a machine that could consider a larger quantity and variety of
data than could a human judge. The

difficulty with the judgment the machine renders, however, is that the machine cannot put
itself in the position of the person it is judging and ask, “If I were in that person’s circumstances, would I have done
the same thing?” It is the inability to not only empathize but then employ that empathy to generate additional reasons to act (or not act) that makes the
machine’s judgment impersonal and pre-determined. Absent an interpersonal relationship between judge and defendant, defendants have little ability to appeal to
the range of sensibilities human judges may have to get beyond the letter of the law and decide in their favor. In fact, the European Union has enshrined the right of
persons not to be subject to decisions based solely on automated data processing. In the United States, a number of states limit the applicability to computergenerated decisions and typically ensure an appeals process where a human makes any final decisions.[9] This ability to interact with other moral agents is thus
central to treating others morally. Being in an interpersonal relationship allows all sides to give and take reasons regarding how they are to be treated by the other
and to take up relevant factors they may not have considered before-hand.[10] In fact, what might distinguish machine judgments from human ones is the human
ability to establish what is relevant as part of the judicial process rather than before-hand. That ability is what creates space for sentiments such as mercy and
compassion to arise. This point is why only persons—so far at least—can show respect for other persons. So, if

it seems wrong to subject persons to
legal penalties based on machine judgment, it seems even more wrong to subject them to life-and-death decisions
based on machine judgment. A machine might be able to enforce the law, but it is less clear if it can provide justice,
much less mercy. Sparrow further observes that what distinguishes murder from justified killing cannot be expressed by a “set
of rules that distinguish murder from other forms of killing, but only by its place within a wider network of moral and
emotional responses.”[11] Rather, combatants must “acknowledge the morally relevant features” that render another
person a legitimate target for killing. In doing so, they must also grant the possibility that the other person may have the right not to be attacked by
virtue of their non-combatant status or other morally relevant feature.[12] The concern here is not whether using robots obscures moral responsibility; rather the
concern here is that the employment of artificial-intelligence systems obscures the good humans can do, even in war. Because humans can experience mercy and
compassion they can choose not to kill, even when, all things being equal, it may be permissible .
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LAW’s Lead To Nihilism And Annihilate State Sovereignty
Ruschi 2020 [Filippo Ruschi, Associate Professor of Philosophy of International Law at the University of Florence,
January 2020, “The Rise of Drones and the Transformation of Warfare: A View from Philosophy of International Law”,
http://revistas.unisinos.br/index.php/RECHTD/article/view/rechtd.2020.121.08 ]/Triumph Debate
Perhaps, however, even this reference to air power is ultimately obsolete and hence fundamentally misleading if one interprets the advent of unmanned combat
aerial vehicles (UCAVs) as a sign of further accelerations of military technology. We may therefore wonder whether the

entry of LAWs into war
scenarios prefigures forms of post-human conflict that will force us to rethink the very notion of enmity and,
ultimately, to establish a new nomos (Amato Mangiameli, 2012, pp. 197-213). Caution brings us to a halt before the opening up of such problems.
Though the prognosis may be extraordinarily complex , we must nonetheless look into one of the crucial factors of the diagnosis,
namely, the intrinsically nihilistic nature of autonomous weapons systems. The drone is the main driver of this
process, which involves a technological as well as an ethical and legal dimension. Much more effective than
conventional aircraft and more lethal than satellites, remotely piloted aircraft embody the ideal of air power, vertical
and immune from all physical restraints: State territory is thus neutralised and reduced to a uniform field of
observation subject to sudden lethal projections of violence. In this context, drones give an exceptional intensity to the phrase global war on
terror, by celebrating the advent of an all-seeing, tireless power, which above all has practically unlimited capabilities. Whereby the eye can shift into a
weapon and conduct attacks at lightning speed. The paradigm of this ethereal panopticon , as Gregoire Chamayou provocatively
wrote in his brilliant Théorie du drone, is no longer to oversee and punish, but to oversee and annihilate (Chamayou, 2015, p. 43). By
virtue of this ‘vertical’ power, however, not only the individual but also the very sovereignty of states is compressed,
annihilated. There are heavy consequences: reports such as the one from the Stanford International Human Rights and Conflict Resolution Clinic, published back
in 2012, have highlighted the tragic effects of American UCAVs’ activity on the people of West Pakistan (Cavallaro, Sonnenberg Knuckey, 2012).19 The constant
exposure to drone surveillance and the risk of a sudden, unpredictable attack has led to a perception of vulnerability
among the inhabitants. This has had severe negative psychological effects. The condition of being perpetually subject
to the risk of a strike has gone hand in hand with the awareness of the state’s inability to offer adequate protection: a
twofold awareness bound to have profound repercussions, ultimately calling into question the notion of protectio et
oboedientia which, since Hobbes (1651, II, xxi), has been the cornerstone of state sovereignty (Chamayou, 2015, pp. 177-184).20 And it is worth asking
ourselves whether this effect is not simply a collateral damage of drone warfare, but rather a carefully pursued
objective. In other words, the use of drones is consistent with the most well-established theories of air power, from Giulio Douhet’s groundbreaking theories on
the mass use of air weapons to the terror bombing widely employed in the last world war, to the Cold War theories of strategic bombing (See Douhet, 1921).21 Yet,
drone war, because of its intensity and ubiquitous nature, represents a departure that makes it incommensurable with the previous manifestations of air power.
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Ethical And Political Discussions of LAWs --- Spinoza
Dahlbeck 20 [Moa De Lucia Dahlbeck, School of Business, Economics and Law, Gothenburg University, 07/10/2020,
“AI and Spinoza: a review of law’s conceptual treatment of Lethal Autonomous”,
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s00146-020-01014-x] /Triumph Debate
To conclude my argument on making sense of the problem of AI in law with the help of Spinoza’s philosophy, I wrote
initially that I would contemplate his ethical and political discussions of intelligence and human cognition together so
that I could identify separate but inter-related grains of critique of the law-making process taking place under the auspices of the CCW negotiations
on a LAWS protocol. Having studied the LAWS discourse first through the lens of Spinoza’s account of the mind and knowledge and then through that of his
political theory, I suggest the following critical notions with respect to the legal treatment of AI. First of all, the dominating
idea of AI within the lawmaking discourse seems to be confused and perspectival, which makes it difficult to consider
seriously what kinds of human measures and acts are good and bad in relation to AI, in the light of the overall ethical
goal of increased human wellbeing . A clear and adequate idea of AI – i.e., an idea reflecting the nature of AI’s constitutive powers – would be more
useful for the legal community in so far as such would allow for a more adequate evaluation of AI and its affective powers in relation to those within the community

the means Spinoza envisions for a successful
individual ethical striving towards wellbeing are not the same as those he envisions for the establishment of a stable
civil society, although the latter is an absolute precondition for the first. Put differently, coming to terms with AI in
law and legal thought is thus not a question of determining who is right among those who thinks AI is a threat and
those who thinks it is an asset. We know now that Spinoza would classify both as inadequate and passive perceptions of
AI in that both reflect more of the thinking being’s own affective constitution than they do the nature of AI. Neither,
however, is it a question of merely installing an understanding of AI according to its natural causes and powers as the
basis of legislation. Even if such an understanding would help the lawmaker in its assessment of how to deal with AI in
order for AI to disturb as little as possible individuals’ striving towards ethical wellbeing, it is not enough in itself to
secure a good legislation, i.e., a legislation that encourages peace and security as an external condition for ethical
wellbeing. In the light of Spinoza’s political philosophy, then, coming to terms with AI in law and legal thought must
rather begin with an examination of the specific conceptualizations that associate AI with fear and hope respectively, so
that the negotiations on a new CCW protocol on LAWS can proceed with these affective powers in mind. To judge by
Spinoza’s normative theory, the fear and the hope generated in human beings by their affective encounter with AI is
more dangerous and detrimental for peace and stability than AI taken on its own appears to be. This is why good laws
are laws that succeed in ‘moderating and restraining men’s immoderate desires and unchecked impulses’. In the light
of this, the legal discussion on how to regulate human interactions with AI must perhaps endorse for legal measures
and norms to adaptable and varying according to the specific desires and impulses that dominate within the different
particular contexts in which they are to function. To check reactions to an idea of AI originating in fear does arguably require different methods
and its goal of increasing people’s wellbeing. However, and this is the second critical notion,

than those aimed at moderate those stemming in hope.
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LAWs Are Justified Under Just War Theory
Patterson 20 [Dillon Patterson, Patterson holds a Masters in defense and strategic studies from the US Navy War
College, and a bachelor’s in electrical engineering from Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, June 2020, “Ethical
Imperatives for Lethal Autonomous Weapons”, Harvard Kennedy School Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs, https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/ethical-imperatives-lethal-autonomous-weapons/] /Triumph Debate
Understanding how the mind performatively compares to autonomous systems in combat should guide leaders in the establishment of policy for the employment of

Comparing the
ethical value of LAWS to human warriors requires objective criteria from which to compare the two; thus, the
discussion turns to Just War Theory for the incorporation of classic ethical frames of warfighting. Just War Ethics A
classical paradigm for considering warfighting ethics comes from Just War Theory. Within this construct, the use of lethal force by
LAWS. Performance means not only combat success, but success in a manner that is morally acceptable to both the victor and the defeated.

states is divided into distinct categories of just cause for going to war, Jus ad Bellum,21 and just conduct during war, Jus in Bello.22 Although there are significant
questions to be raised regarding the contribution of autonomous weapons in the initiation of armed conflict,

the discussion herein is limited to the

ethical employment of LAWS during war. Canadian ethicist Brian Orend identifies several rules for just conduct during war, including discrimination
and non-combatant immunity, proportionality, and no reprisals.23 A just fight requires one’s forces to accurately discriminate between
targets that are of a legitimate military nature, and those which are not. Fighting should occur in a manner that does
not bring harm to non-combatants.24 Additionally, a just fight seeks effects that achieve their military objective in a manner that is proportional to
their goal, not creating excessive damage, destruction, or suffering.25 Violation of Jus in Bello principles can and do occur during war. The stress of battle can cause

Whether the cause of a Jus in Bello
violation is fear, emotional or mental overload, physical fatigue, or group pressure, LAWS may function to prevent
immoral acts in war as they are not subject to the stimuli which alter human decision making. Ethical Imperatives for
LAWS Acceptable development and application of LAWS requires ethical concepts to chart the path forward. Guiding
the best warriors to make mistakes or intentionally act against the rules established to guide a just fight.

concepts should seek to maximize the advantages and minimizing the shortfalls of both technology and the human mind. Thus, the following five imperatives are
offered together as an aid to shape a more ethical means of combat:
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LAWs Are Justified Under A Rule Utilitarian Framework
Charters 20 [Drew Charters, University of Southern California, 04/19/2020, “Killing on Instinct: A Defense of
Autonomous Weapon Systems for Offensive Combat”, Viterbi Conversations in Ethics, https://vce.usc.edu/volume-4issue-1/killing-on-instinct-a-defense-of-autonomous-weapon-systems-for-offensive-combat/] /Triumph Debate
Even though AWS are not currently available, now is the time to have moral discussions about these weapons in order to ensure that they are developed ethically.

Utilitarianism claims that the
most moral decision is the one that maximizes positive outcomes, as measured by metrics such as lives saved.
Utilitarians justify this approach by arguing that most moral choices have far-reaching impacts, and it is only fair to
choose the action that benefits the most people. This rationale is especially applicable to decisions in war. Every
military operation, especially those involving lethal action, has drastic international impacts on multiple actors. Thus,
utilitarianism is necessary to minimize harms to civilians and maximize military outcomes. However, the principle of utilitarianism
While there are many different ethical theories, one important theory that different people subscribe to is utilitarianism.

does not give militaries free reign to do whatever they please because they are still bound by international laws. The philosopher Michael Walzer argues that war
should be conducted under “rule utilitarianism [5]”. Rule utilitarianism is a nuanced approach that seeks to create rules and institutions that help facilitate maximizing
the outcome. For instance, speed limits are rules that are designed to minimize traffic accidents, which is a moral good according to utilitarianism. In the case of war,
the rules are international laws enforced by treaties. International laws may require certain drone strikes to be planned far in advance, giving a military enough time

In order for AWS to be ethical under rule
utilitarianism, three criteria must be met. First, AWS must make military action more effective than existing options.
Second, AWS must minimize unintended harms (namely civilian causalities) more so than existing military options.
Finally, AWS must be able to abide by international military laws when making decisions. If all these criteria are met,
then AWS will have maximized benefits while also maintaining legality, which makes the use of such weapon systems
ethical under rule utilitarianism. For the first criteria, AWS are far more capable than humans at performing select
tasks, making them crucial for the national security of a state. Robotic systems manned by humans are already used
by most militaries, but newer autonomous systems have a major advantage over existing technologies. These systems
will eventually perform actions that are difficult for humans to do, such as landing an aircraft on an aircraft carrier in
rough seas [6]. Although human pilots can do this, it takes months of training for a human to properly perform this
maneuver. An AWS such as an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) simply needs to download the software (once it exists in the next few years) to do the same thing.
AWS will even reduce the number of humans required to execute a mission. Whereas traditional military technology
might require several humans to operate one machine, multiple autonomous machines in a single system can easily
be operated by one human [7]. The human operator assigns targets and objectives, and then the system of machines autonomously works to carry out the
mission. One can imagine a swarm of aerial drones replacing the several humans it takes to operate a single bomber aircraft. Eliminating the need for
several humans to fly aircrafts will free human operators to make higher level decisions that AWS cannot make,
leading to more effective military action. In addition, the cost of AWS is typically lower than the costs of older military technologies. One manned F35 fighter jet is the equivalent cost of 20 autonomous Predator drones, and these lower costs make militaries more effective given a limited budget [8]. Though
their ability to perform difficult tasks is impressive, the most important moral ramification of AWS is their ability to
reduce the external harms of war. Civilian causalities are often a result of imprecise targeting during a bomb strike. However, artificial
intelligence decreases the likelihood that the targeting is incorrect because AI algorithms have access to massive sets
of data [8]. Although humans still surpass machines at general problem solving, AI algorithms can perform specific tasks far better than any human. Computer
to ensure that civilians won’t be harmed and the sovereignty of neighboring countries is respected.

programs can interpret thousands of pieces of data at one time and can process blurry images (such as the ones provided by drone cameras) with greater efficiency

This precision reduces the likelihood that a target will be misidentified, which reduces the overall risk
for collateral damage. In fact, AWS even have the potential to stop human-induced collateral damage before it occurs. An autonomous vehicle might sense
the heat signature of civilians in a certain area and be able to ignore a call from a human operator to strike a particular location [9]. Currently, humans act
as the barrier between AWS and lethal force, but the aforementioned scenario is much more probable since computer
systems can process data at a faster rate. Inevitably, autonomous vehicles will lead to civilian casualties; no military
technology is 100% accurate. However, AWS will lead to a net reduction in casualties, which is preferable under a rule
than the human eye.
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utilitarian calculus to any human-controlled alternatives currently utilized by militaries around the globe. Although robotic
technology is not near the point where AWS could be viewed as moral agents, autonomous vehicles are still superior to humans at following moral rules and
international laws in the context of war. International military laws are complex, and even if human military personnel understand these laws perfectly, there is no
guarantee that they will freely follow these laws all the time. Consider the case of US Army Staff Sergeant Robert Bales, who deliberately murdered 16 Afghan
civilians while on duty [10]. To be clear, this behavior is certainly the exception to, not the norm for, the behavior of most military personnel, especially those from
the United States. However, all human beings, despite intent, are biologically limited by psychology. Emotions such as fear and aggression can influence the decisions
of human soldiers [11]. These emotions are certainly useful for saving one’s life, but they also can prevent a soldier from objectively examining a situation. While
humans have the potential to excel at moral reasoning, they are not consistent in executing such judgment when under duress. On the contrary, the computer
systems that power AWS are exact, and they can execute moral judgments with great consistency. Robots do not kill at random or for pleasure, and computers do not
have emotions to affect their decisions. Instead of

emotions, AWS have international laws hard-coded into their software. These
rules act as a final check against any lethal action the AWS is about to undertake, which ensures that the act is within
legal bounds [12]. Encoding morals that are intuitive to humans into software is difficult, but it is not impossible. AWS
can calculate the probability that a given target is a combatant and execute lethal force only if the probability
surpasses a certain threshold [13]. Programming these decisions with precision will be crucial to ensure the AWS
properly follow international laws and ethical norms on the battlefield, and the development of such software will
likely take at least another decade. However, this is not a reason to ban AWS, but rather a reason to increase investment in the technology to ensure it
works properly when the use of such weapons becomes widespread. AWS are superior to human beings in maximizing military effectiveness, minimizing collateral
damage, and following international law. They should thus be adopted under a rule utilitarian calculus. However, this argument is not without critics. A common
criticism is that weapons systems should be semi-autonomous; they can operate independently until a lethal decision must be made, and then require human
approval before the lethal action is taken. The semi-autonomous approach falls apart, though, because human operators are too slow to respond to certain scenarios.
One non-lethal example of such a situation is the Phalanx close-in weapons system (CIWS). The Phalanx CIWS is mounted on United States Navy ships and can shoot
down incoming enemy missiles. This process is completely automated: requiring human approval prior to shooting down an incoming missile could be disastrous [3].
One could imagine a similar example with a lethal AWS, perhaps a ground-based vehicle that is designed to protect troops from enemy forces. If a human operator is
required to approve lethal force, the AWS might not defend against the enemy combatants in time, which undermines the function it was meant to perform.
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LAWs Are Consistent With A Realist Approach To International Relations
Neth 19 [Henrik Neth, Researcher from Riga Graduate School of Law, 2019, “Taking the ‘human’ out of humanitarian?
States’ positions on Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems from an International Humanitarian Law perspective”, Riga
Graduate School of Law, http://dspace.lu.lv/dspace/bitstream/handle/7/49585/Neth_Henrik.pdf?sequence=1] /Triumph
Debate
Realist international relations (IR) scholars regard the world as anarchic where states are the prime entities which act
out of self-interest. The main driver for such a behavior is the urge to survive in an anarchist world where every actor just seeks the same. However, there are
also differences in the approach of these behaviors. John Mearsheimer, a neo-realist himself, draws a distinction between defensive and offensive realism. The
former is inspired by the works of neo-realist IR luminary Kenneth Waltz and characterized as paradigm in which “states must and do seek power in order to be
secure and survive, but who believe that excessive power is counterproductive, because it provokes hostile alliances by other states”.21 Thus, the achieving
of additional power from other states is not worthwhile. Mearsheimer is criticizing this theory and counters it with his thinking of offensive realism. He argues that
the theory of Waltz does not correspond with reality as states tend to be more aggressive and eventually seek for hegemony not only seek for a conflict-avoiding
cohabitation. Support for his arguments were the upcoming hegemony in the 20th century in the Western hemisphere like the German empire or Nazi Germany and
later the Soviet Union where their rise had to be intercepted by the hegemony in that area – the United States. Yet, he defines offensive realism through the

the
element of survival plays a crucial role in this approach as well as states act in that manner with the ultimate goal of
self-preservation in an anarchic world. The other concept that is shared by realist scholars of all categories is the one of state power in the
assumption that great powers “are always searching for opportunities to gain power over their rivals, with hegemony as their final goal”.22 Nonetheless

international system. For states power is the last resort to draw back on in order to secure their survival. However, there are different types of power, traditionally it
is hard and soft power. Whereas the latter relies on framing, persuasion and attraction and relies on assets such as values and ideas the former works differently.
Hard power works with more tangible methods of payments, threatening and coercion. For many realists this is the only suitable source of power as they “tend to
argue that global politics is power politics”.23 Further Nye does dispute that the usage of raw power in the military sense is the best solution for most conflicts. He
advocates for a hybrid of both types of power and coins the term ‘smart power’. This could be used for example against terrorist groups – hard power on the one

is it essential for
states to exercise power, may it be hard, soft or smart. This is for the ends to secure their survival. Under realist paradigms a
state needs to be able to provide power and this falls eventually back on military resources. Therefore, it is essential
to exert more power than the adversary to not face a disadvantage. By acquiring lethal autonomous weapons that are
cutting edge the owner of those enjoys an advantage vis-à-vis those who lack this technological progress. However, the
hand to fight existing terrorists combined with soft power on the other to persuade society not even to join in first place.24 Nonetheless

urge to acquire weapons and even engage in an arms race with other states is also shaped by another dynamic. In a classical deterrence model states can easily
restore to an arms race as the armament efforts of one state are interdependent with that of another state.25 Further there exists an equilibrium where both states
do not turn to attacking the adversary. A factor that plays a role here is the cost of war that comes with quantitative arms races which would increase the overall
costs and prevent armed violence. On the other hand, does a qualitative arms race increase the risk of a preventive attack, since it gives one side an advantage over
the other and may tip the equilibrium.26 Nonetheless it can be criticized that in this classical deterrence model there is not an adequate distinction drawn between
qualitative and quantitative arms races. This is because the vital point of these arms races that may turn to aggression is the credibility of the threat to use force in
first place. Even under the Decision-Theoretic Deterrence Theory that “focuses upon the interplay of outcomes, preferences and rational choices in determining
interstate conflict behavior”27 acknowledges the deterrence effects arms race can have.
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LAWs Should Be Evaluated On A Moral Framework
Rosert et. al 19 [Elvira Rosert, Researcher for the Universitat Hamburg and Institute for Peace Research and Security
Policy, Frank Sauer, Researcher for Bundeswehr University Munich, September 2019, “Prohibiting Autonomous
Weapons: Put Human Dignity First”, Global Policy Volume, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/17585899.12691] /Triumph Debate
Compared to the principle of distinction, the principle of human dignity, deemed common to all human beings, is more widely scattered across different sources and
is less clear-cut. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights refers to it in its preamble, as does the Charter of the United Nations. Various other international as well
as national legal texts evoke it. The key example for the latter is Germany’s basic law (Grundgesetz) Article 1 (1) which states human dignity’s inviolability and

Treating a human as an object is what happens when
LAWS are allowed to kill. The victim, be [they] she combatant or civilian, is reduced to a data point in an automated
killing machinery that has no conception of what it means to take a human life. The appropriate primary framework
for judging this issue is a moral one; legal frameworks are secondary, with International Human Rights Law – rather
than IHL – ranking first among those. Our argument is not that this point has not been made in the debate on LAWS. Quite the opposite. The objection
prohibits the treatment of humans as objects or means to an end (Amoroso et al., 2018).

that LAWS violate human dignity, regardless of their discriminatory performance, was initially raised by Special Rapporteur Christof Heyns (2013) when LAWS were
discussed in the HRC. Human dignity has also been referred to by the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, for instance in reports by HRW; its relevance has been
underlined by various scholars (Asaro, 2012; Sparrow, 2016). Lastly, the International Committee of the Red Cross has drawn attention to it (ICRC 2018).
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LAWs Result In Violations Of Human Dignity
Heyns 13 [Christof Heyns, Professor of Human Rights Law, University of Pretoria, 2016, “Autonomous weapons in
armed conflict and the right to a dignified life: an African perspective”, Institute for International and Comparative Law
in Africa, https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/61750/Heyns_Autonomous_2017a.pdf?sequence=4]
/Triumph Debate
There is a difference between dying a ‘good death’ and dying a ‘bad death’, and An end at the hand of machine differs from an end this difference affects the
meaning we attach to human life. As Harvard medical
doctor Atul Gawande has emphasised, human life is best understood as a narrative, and in stories, the end matters. at the hand of humans. This concern affects the
value of human life per se. Fully autonomous weapons will make the world a bleaker place. This is supported by the fact that IHL recognizes the notion of the dignity

There is the dignity of the person at the receiving end, under discussion above,
But the autonomous use of force can also implicate the dignity of the people
on the side that deploys autonomous weapons because it is being done in their name. Dignity entails the ability to be
a moral agent: to be autonomous in the sense that they exercise moral choices and to be responsible for their
outcomes. Fully autonomous weapons as a human-replacing technology may remove this possibility to be a moral
person. Conversely, where there is meaningful human control, autonomous weapons can potentially increase human autonomy and control over the outcomes of
one’s actions, and thus arguably enhance human dignity. There is little sense in arguing that the right to life is ‘the supreme right’, and
as a result, the prospect that autonomous weapons may save lives through better targeting outweighs considerations of dignity, if what is protected is not
‘bare life’ but dignified life. The asymmetric nature of a battle where one side is represented by deadly robots and the other side is present as mortal
of the dead. Dignity can be approached from different angles.
who is reduced to being a target or incidental damage.

human beings, also has a special resonance for concerns of dignity, which will be exacerbated where these systems are used by the developed world against the
developing world. Also from this point of view it will be important for regions such as Africa to consider its interests in the development of this new technology and to
engage fully with the global debate and in helping to shape what a dignified life means.
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Autocracy & Democratic Backsliding
Democracies Are Likely To Use LAWS In Order To Expand Military Operations
Without Public Backlash
Andersin 20 [Emilie Andersin, University of Gothenberg, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems and International
Humanitarian Law,” University of Gothenberg Press,
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/66993/1/gupea_2077_66993_1.pdf] /Triumph Debate
The issues discussed in the GGE meeting of 2019 concerns: characterisation of LAWS, potential challenges to international humanitarian law, the human element in
the use of lethal force, potential military implications of related technologies and addressing the humanitarian and international security challenges posed by
emerging technologies in the area of LAWS. States, lawyers, civil society actors and experts are participating in the GGE meetings to discuss the issue of LAWS. Annual
meetings and discussions of important issues related to LAWS have resulted in some achievements, for example the adoption of guiding principles. However, little
progress has been made in finding consensus and a common path on how to address the issues related to LAWS.

The strongest appeal of unmanned systems is that we don’t have to send someone ’s son or daughter into harm’s way. But
when politicians can avoid the political consequences of the condolence letter —and the impact that military casualties have on voters
and on the news media—they no longer treat the previously weighty matters of war and peace the same way (Singer, 2009)
How do states understand LAWS compliance with IHL and position themselves in the discussion of LAWS compliance with IHL? What may influence states’ positions
on conventional and non-conventional weapons? Do states expect that accountability will be guaranteed, even if life and death decisions are monitored and executed
by a robot? Previous

research (Chojnacki, 2006:34; Geis, 2006:158; Sauer and Schörnig, 2012; Shaw, 2002) suggest that democracies in
comparison to non-democracies are eager to use and hold LAWS because they are casualty averse and checked by
public opinion. Democracies are dependent on the public’s consent and if during a military operation the number of
military casualties would rise, then the public could demand to end the military operation . Therefore, by employing
LAWS, the issue of military casualties and democracies sensitivity to military casualties is by-passed, and states can continue with
their military operations without considering negative public opinion. Further, those states more eager and less
concerned about LAWS compliance with IHL would likely be militarily strong states with economic power . However, in
comparison to conventional weapons, such as cluster munitions, the argument for democracies’ eagerness toward autonomous weapons is not as consistent. Instead,
democracies would be more likely to have ratified the CCM in comparison to non-democracies. This is because democratic states are more prone to ratify the CCM
since democracies are more likely to inhabit a normative commitment to moral principles of IHL (Meernik and Shairick, 2011). Secondly, another factor why some
states would be more concerned regarding LAWS compliance with IHL and more likely to ratify the CCM, could be a higher women’s representation in national
parliaments and ministerial levels. Previous research (Koch and Fulton, 2011; Regan and Paskeviciute, 2003; Caprioli, 2000) demonstrate quantitative evidence that a
higher descriptive representation of women in political offices increases the substantive representation of less engagement in military disputes, make these states
more inclined to solve conflicts with non-military actions and a lower percentage of military defence spending.
Previous research on LAWS (Krishnan, 2009; Sharkey, 2010; Asaro, 2008; Asaro, 2012; Heyns, 2016) has studied LAWS compliance with IHL and ethical implications.
LAWS raise concern regarding their compliance with the rules of IHL.1 One of the raised concerns relates to the principle of proportionality and how the development
of LAWS can transform the assessment of proportionality into algorithms. Another concern relates to the potential violation of distinction and whether LAWS would
be able to distinguish between combatants (soldiers) and noncombatants (civilians) in the battlefield. Most conflicts occur in urban warfare, where combatants often
take shield in the civilian population and the use of LAWS could risk striking wrongful targets (Krishnan, 2009:4). Sharkey (2010:380) argues that “there is no way for a
robot to perform the human subjective balancing act required to make proportionality decisions”. Further, Davison (2018) states that to ensure compliance with IHL,
some degree of human control is necessary.
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LAWS Remove Checks On Military Force And Concentrate War Powers Further In
The Executive
Amoroso & Tamburrini 17 [Daniele Amoroso, University of Cagliari, and Tamburrini, University of Naples Federico
II, “The Legal and Ethical Case Against Autonomy in Weapons Systems,” Global Jurist,
https://www.degruyter.com/view/journals/gj/18/1/article-20170012.xml] /Triumph Debate
In the previous subsection, a variety of nefarious wide-scale consequences were listed, which are likely to ensue from permissive policy towards AWS. Here, we limit
ourselves to underlining that a policy allowing the use of AWS would end up encouraging a more liberal approach to the use of force by States. In their turn, such
liberal approaches may bring about a higher likelihood of violations of the prohibition on the use of force under Article 2 para. 4 of the UN Charter. The present
argument is based on a straightforward assumption. Even

if one does not fully embrace the (admittedly controversial) democratic peace
theory, one must acknowledge that, in democratic countries, public opinion and legislative assemblies play an important role
in deterring governments from deploying their armed forces in aggressive military campaigns. In this respect, a crucial factor lies in
the risk of casualties among national military personnel. Indeed, popular outrage generally stemming from the return of “flag-draped coffins” represents a
significant incentive for representatives sitting in parliaments to exert a meaningful control over the use of war powers by the executive. As a collateral (and not
necessarily intended) effect, this

democratic dynamic may prevent States from breaching the prohibition on the use of force . A
notable case in point occurred in 2013, when the US and UK governments renounced to wage (an arguably unlawful) war against Assad
in Syria apparently in view of the disapproval expressed by domestic public opinion and parliamentary representatives.102 A policy
allowing for the use of AWS would inevitably affect this (obliquely) virtuous circle. If human troops are replaced , say, by robots, the
potential cost of the conflict in terms of human losses significantly decreases (when it does not equate to zero) and, with it, sensitivity to the issue
in the general public. Accordingly, legislative assemblies would be less motivated to control the governmental exercise of war
powers, thereby encouraging further executive unilateralism in this field.103 As a final result, democratically unchecked military
operations will be more and more likely to occur, leading to more frequent breaches of the prohibition on the use of
force. As the Austrian delegation openly put it at the 2014 CCW Meeting of Experts: “[p]utting soldiers’ lives at stake makes States think twice whether to engage in
armed conflict. Autonomous weapons remove such restraint from the use of military force”. 104 Significantly enough, a strikingly similar conclusion has been reached
by Rebecca Crootof, a resolute critic of an AWS ban. In a recent analysis devoted to the influence of AWS on the distribution of war powers in the US legal system,
Crootof describes how (and why) the

development of this technology would lead to a further concentration of the war power in
the Executive’s hands.105 When turning to consider the international legal implications of this process, she notes that, as a result of this concentration of
power, US Presidents “will be more willing to engage in humanitarian interventions”. 106 At this juncture, the author acknowledges that
unilateral humanitarian interventions are still prohibited under international law, but suggests that a more frequent resort to military force by the US
could lead to the consolidation of a new exception to the prohibition on the use of force under Article 2, para. 4 of the UN Charter.107 Whether this result could ever
be achieved, however, it is highly doubtful, if one only considers that substantial portions of the world community have treated US-led unilateral humanitarian
interventions with the utmost suspicion. What is less controversial, for the time being, is that resorting to military force more frequently will ultimately mean more
frequent violations of the prohibition on the use of force. Accordingly, Crootof’s statement quoted above is aptly turned on its head and rephrased as follows:
because of the concentration of power stemming from the use of AWS, US Presidents “will be more willing to engage in violations of the prohibition on the use of
force under Art. 2 para. 4 UN Charter”. This amended conclusion affords a quite strong motivation for banning AWS!
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Lethal Autonomous Weapons Cause Democratic Backsliding
Haner & Garcia 19 [Justin Haner and Denise Garcia, 9/26/19, “The Artificial Intelligence Arms Race: Trends and World
Leaders in Autonomous Weapons Development”, Global Policy, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/17585899.12713] /Triumph Debate
Autonomous weapons are poised for rapid proliferation. At present, this technology is concentrated in a few powerful,
wealthy countries that have the resources required to invest heavily in advanced robotics and AI research . However, Moore's
Law and the declining costs of production, including 3D printing, will soon enable many states and non‐state actors to procure killer robots (Scharre, 2014). At
present, quadcopter drones cost as little as $25 and a small $35 Raspberry Pi computer can run AI advanced enough to defeat United States Air Force fighter pilots in
combat simulations (Cuthbertson, 2016). Accountability will become increasingly difficult as more international actors are able to acquire lethal AWS. Houthi rebels
are using weaponized drones and both ISIS and Boko Haram have adapted drones for use as improvised explosive devices (Olaifa, 2018; Nissenbaum and
Strobel, 2019). Proliferation

to groups using terrorist tactics is particularly worrying because perceived costs drop as AWS
increases the distance between the attacker and the target, making it less likely that they will be caught, while simultaneously
increasing perceived benefits by allowing more precise target selection in order to maximize deadly impact and fear. Such offensive capabilities are likely to
proliferate faster than lethal AI‐based defensive systems due to protective technology having higher relative costs due to increased need to differentiate and safely
engage targets. Within

states, lethal autonomy will likely empower authoritarian regimes and may intensify the global
trend of democratic backsliding because AI‐enhanced monitoring systems and robotic ‘soldiers’ are the perfect tools
of despotic rule. While fully autonomous killer robots may not replace all traditional soldiers any time soon, focusing exclusively on such future
trends risks missing the dystopian effects that AI is having in authoritarian states today. China has imprisoned millions of ethnic
Uighurs and uses AI‐based surveillance with facial recognition software to not only monitor Xinjiang province but to keep a close eye on all of its citizens (Human
Rights Watch, 2019). Such surveillance systems have been deployed to over 70 Chinese cities and are being used to shape behavior via the ‘social credit’ system
(Scharre, 2019). The

authoritarian marketplace for such capabilities is strong, as China has held training sessions with
officials from more than 30 countries seeking advanced tools for monitoring and controlling public opinion (Scharre, 2019).
Between states, full autonomy in war may undermine democratic peace (Altmann and Sauer, 2017). Immanuel Kant's theory of
democratic peace relies upon the public not supporting unnecessary wars as they will be the ones called upon to fight in
them. When many countries transitioned from a conscription or draft‐based military to an all‐volunteer force, public opposition to ongoing wars declined (Horowitz
and Levendusky, 2011). This trend will likely be exacerbated and further lower the threshold for use of force when even
fewer human soldiers are needed to fight wars (Cole, 2017; Garcia, 2014). Semi‐autonomous systems have already begun to
erode the fundamental norms of international law against the use of force (Bode and Huelss, 2018; Edmeades, 2017; Garcia, 2016).
Public oversight and accountability is particularly important because lethal AI‐based systems are vulnerable to bias, hacking, and computer malfunction. As many as
85 per cent of all AI projects are expected to have errors due to either bias in the algorithm, biased programmers, or bias in the data used to train them
(Gartner, 2018). AI bias tends to be particularly discriminatory against minority groups and could lead to over‐targeting or false positives as facial recognition systems
become further integrated into the weapons of war (West et al., 2019). Beyond bias, AI systems can be hacked, have unintended coding errors, or otherwise act in
ways programmers never could have predicted. One such coding error happened in autonomous financial trading systems in May 2010 causing a ‘flash crash’ wiping
out $1 trillion worth of stock market value in just a few minutes (Pisani, 2015). Even when correctly coded, many AI programs exploit unforeseen loopholes to achieve
their programmed goals, such as a Tetris‐playing AI that would pause the game just before the last block fell so that it could never lose, or another AI program that
would delete the answer key against which it was being tested so that it could receive a falsely inflated perfect score (Scharre, 2019). The consequences of such bias
and errors as AI is added to increasingly autonomous weapons could be devastating.
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LAWs Are Perfect Tools For Autocrats Seeking To Retain Power
HRW 12 [Human Rights Watch, November 2012, “Losing Humanity: The Case against Killer Robots,”
https://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/arms1112_ForUpload.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Whatever their military training, human soldiers retain the possibility of emotionally identifying with civilians,

“an
important part of the empathy that is central to compassion.”153 Robots cannot identify with humans, which means that they are unable to show compass ion, a
powerful check on the willingness to kill. For example, a robot in a combat zone might shoot a child pointing a gun at it, which might be a lawful response but not
necessarily the most ethical one. By contrast, even if not required under the law to do so, a human soldier might remember his or her children, hold fire, and seek a
more merciful solution to the situation, such as trying to capture the child or advance in a different direction. Thus militaries that generally seek to minimize civilian

Fully autonomous weapons would
conversely be perfect tools of repression for autocrats seeking to strengthen or retain power. Even the most
hardened troops can eventually turn on their leader if ordered to fire on their own people. A leader who resorted to
fully autonomous weapons would be free of the fear that armed forces would rebel. Robots would not identify with
their victims and would have to follow orders no matter how inhumane they were. Several commentators have expressed concern
casualties would find it more difficult to achieve that goal if they relied on emotionless robotic warriors.

about fully autonomous weapons’ lack of emotion. Calling for preservation of the role of humans in decisions to use lethal force, a US colonel who worked on the US
Future Combat Systems program recognized the value of human feelings.154 He said, “We would be morally bereft if we abrogate our responsibility to make the lifeand-death decisions required on a battlefield as leaders and soldiers with human compassion and understanding.”155 Krishnan writes: One of the greatest restraints
for the cruelty in war has always been the natural inhibition of humans not to kill or hurt fellow human beings. The natural inhibition is, in fact, so strong that most
people would rather die than kill somebody…. Taking away the inhibition to kill by using robots for the job could weaken the most powerful psychological and ethical

War would be inhumanely efficient and would no longer be constrained by the natural urge of soldiers
not to kill. Rather than being understood as irrational influences and obstacles to reason, emotions should instead be viewed as central to restraint in war.
restraint in war.
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LAWs Remove The Ability Of Soldiers To Rebel Against Authoritarian Leaders
Docherty 12 [Bonnie Docherty, Bonnie Docherty is a senior researcher in the Arms Division of Human Rights Watch
and a lecturer on law at Harvard Law School's International Human Rights Clinic., 11/19/2012, “The Trouble with Killer
Robots”, Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2012/11/19/the-trouble-with-killer-robots/] /Triumph Debate
While fully autonomous robot weapons don’t exist yet, precursors have been deployed or are in development stages. So far, these precursors still rely on human
decision making, but experts expect them to be able to choose targets and fire without human intervention within 20 to 30 years. Crude models could potentially be
available much sooner. If the move toward increased weapons autonomy continues, images of war from science fiction could become more science than fiction.
Replacing human soldiers with "killer robots" might save military lives, but at the cost of making war even more deadly for civilians. To preempt this situation,

governments should adopt an international prohibition on the development, production, and use of fully autonomous
weapons. These weapons should be stopped before they appear in national arsenals and in combat. Fully autonomous weapons would be
unable to comply with the basic principles of international humanitarian law — distinction, proportionality, and military necessity —
because they would lack human qualities and judgment. Distinguishing between combatant and noncombatant, a cornerstone of international humanitarian law, has
already become increasingly difficult in wars in which insurgents blend in with the civilian population. In the absence of uniforms or clear battle lines, the only way to
determine a person’s intentions is to interpret his or her conduct, making human judgment all the more important. Killer robots also promise to remove another
safeguard for civilians: human emotion.

While proponents contend that fully autonomous weapons would be less likely to
commit atrocities because fear and anger wouldn’t drive their actions, emotions are actually a powerful check on the
killing of civilians. Human soldiers can show compassion for other humans. Robots can’t. In fact, from the perspective
of a dictator, fully autonomous weapons would be the perfect tool of repression, removing the possibility that human
soldiers might rebel if ordered to fire on their own people. Rather than irrational influences and obstacles to reason,
emotions can be central to restraint in war. Fully autonomous weapons would also cloud accountability in war.
Without a human pulling the trigger, it’s not clear who would be responsible when such a weapon kills or injures a
civilian, as is bound to happen. A commander is legally responsible for subordinates’ actions only if he or she fails to prevent or punish a foreseeable war
crime. Since fully autonomous weapons would be, by definition, out of the control of their operators, it’s hard to see how the deploying commander could be held

This
accountability gap would undercut the ability to deter violence against civilians and would also impede civilians’
ability to seek recourse for wrongs suffered . Despite these humanitarian concerns, military policy documents, especially in the United States, reflect
responsible. Meanwhile, the programmer and manufacturer would escape liability unless they intentionally designed or produced a flawed robot.

the move toward increasing autonomy of weapons systems. U.S. Department of Defense roadmaps for development in ground, air, and underwater systems all
discuss full autonomy. According to a 2011 DOD roadmap for ground systems, for example, "There is an ongoing push to increase [unmanned ground vehicle]
autonomy, with a current goal of ‘supervised autonomy,’ but with an ultimate goal of full autonomy." Other countries, including China, Germany, Israel, Russia, South
Korea, and the United Kingdom, have also devoted attention and money to autonomous weapons. The fully autonomous sentry robot and aircraft alluded to above
are in fact based on real weapons systems. South Korea has deployed the SGR-1 sentry robot along the Demilitarized Zone with North Korea, and the United States is
testing the X-47B aircraft, which is designed for combat. Both currently require human oversight, but they are paving the way to full autonomy. Militaries want fully
autonomous weapons because they would reduce the need for manpower, which is expensive and increasingly hard to come by. Such weapons would also keep
soldiers out of the line of fire and expedite response times. These are understandable objectives, but the cost for civilians would be too great. Taking action against
killer robots is a matter of urgency and humanity. Technology is alluring, and the more countries invest in it, the harder it is to persuade them to surrender it. But
technology can also be dangerous. Fully autonomous weapons would lack human judgment and compassion, two of the most importan t safeguards for civilians in
war. To preserve these safeguards, governments should ban fully autonomous weapons nationally and internationally. And they should do so now.
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Democratic Backsliding Causes Nuclear War
Corr 17 [Anders Corr, 5/21/2017, “The New Cold War: Democracy Vs. Autocracy”, Political Risk Analysis,
https://www.forbes.com/sites/anderscorr/2017/05/21/the-new-cold-war-democracy-vs-autocracy/2/#] /Triumph
Debate
Over the past 8 days, North

Korea successfully tested two nuclear-capable missiles, making a mockery of President Trump’s
tough approach on North Korea. He has meanwhile opened his arms of friendship to Russia and China, the biggest global threats to democracy. His public
excuse is the need to work with Russia on terrorism, and with China on North Korea. That help has not materialized, which will be a test of Trump’s mettle. If he fails
to take action against North Korea, and leaves his many concessions to China in place, he got played.

The North Korean launches are the latest in decades of events that show an animosity of authoritarian rulers toward
democracies. Shortly after the Soviet Union disintegrated in the 1990s, many U.S. analysts saw democracy and liberalism as triumphant over autocracy, and
even presaged the “end of history.” Russia and China were proceeding toward market liberalization and democratization. The democratic peace would soon take hold
and the world would evolve in a utopic manner, they thought.
But that dream now seems far-flung, with low-grade Russian and Chinese offensives in Eastern Europe and Asia respectively .

These offensives are
calibrated in such a manner as to make territorial gains, while not provoking a military response. They utilize alliances
with Iran and North Korea to encourage rogue state action that distracts global public attention from Chinese and
Russian territorial offenses. Conversely, the United States, Japan, South Korea, Australia, the European Union and others
are in a relatively loose alliance based on the common values of democracy, human rights, and freedom of speech. But
the alliance is divided by the strong democratic desire for peace, and domestic elites with individual incentives to value trade and investment over the defense of
values like democracy. It is subject to free riding, which President Trump has successfully pushed, including at an upcoming meeting in Brussels on May 25.

What could be called an autocratic bloc is provoking, through territorial expansion and destabilizing nuclear
development, an interrelated set of conflicts developing in the direction of a New Cold War between autocracies on one side, and democracies on the other. As
with the old Cold War, the locus of the conflict is everywhere, including the South China Sea, East China Sea, North Korean and
Iranian nuclear and ballistic missile development, the Russian occupation of Crimea in Ukraine, Russia’s attempt to reclaim
influence in the former Soviet Union, including through occupation of part of Georgia, China’s attempt to push the U.S. out
of Asia and claim it as a sphere of influence, the Arctic, space, undersea exploration, and Russian and Chinese attempts to influence politicians
and even voting outcomes in democratic countries.
To institutionalize its growing power and leadership of autocratic countries, and many democratic hangers-on, China attempts to reform global governance not
through democratization that might help countries like Japan, India, Brazil and Germany to positions of greater influence in places like the U.N. Security Council, but
to uniquely reflect and accommodate China’s own growing economic and military power.

Democracies are being challenged worldwide by this autocratic bloc. If democracies do not have a clear-eyed
understanding of the threat, and a grand strategy to defeat or at least deflect the challenge, democracies will be
weakened in such a way as to make future challenges even more difficult to overcome. The outcomes of the challenges that democracies face today will
determine future outcomes, in a process that is increasingly path dependent.
Nowhere are the challenges and path dependence greater than in defending democratic voting processes from autocratic influence, and in defending front-line
democratic territory in places like Eastern Europe, the East China Sea, the South China Sea, the Himalayas, and Taiwan. Decisions

on defensive actions or
inactions by allied democracies on these fields of economic, diplomatic, and military battle will profoundly affect the
future of democracy, peace, and stability for decades, if not centuries, to come. Positive outcomes will require not just grand strategies by major
powers, but comprehensive citizen involvement by people of many nations who care about a future that is democratic and at peace.
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Asymmetric Warfare
Autonomous Weapons Promote Asymmetric Tactics In Warfare
Johnson 19 [James Johnson, Visiting Fellow with the School of History & International Relations, University of
Leicester, Ph.D. in politics & international relations, April 24, 2019, “Artificial intelligence & future warfare: implications
for international security”, Defense and Security Analysis,
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/14751798.2019.1600800?scroll=top&needAccess=true&journalCode=c
dan20] /Triumph Debate
Unlike nuclear weapons, autonomous weapons do not require expensive, heavily regulated, or hard to acquire raw materials. Moreover, the ubiquity and rapidly
declining unit costs of drones will mean that these capabilities will become increasingly capable, autonomous, and easy to mass-produce. In

contrast to
human-operated systems, the recent proliferation of autonomous systems will inevitably complicate the ability of
states to anticipate, and attribute, drone attacks. These challenges will likely increase the propensity for state (and
non-state) actors to deploy drones in “grey-zone” operations – to test an adversary’s deterrence posture and resolve,
but without tipping the threshold into warfare with a more powerful opponent . Under crisis and conflict condition, these
asymmetric tactics could exacerbate strategic ambiguity, erode deterrence, and increase escalation risks. In 2016, for
example, North Korea employed small drones to spy on South Korea’s defenses that resulted in a potentially escalatory military skirmish in the demilitarized zone.
Perceived as relatively low-risk capability with ambiguous rules of engagement, and absent robust normative and legal frameworks, autonomous weapons

will become increasingly attractive as a means to erode a superior adversary’s deterrence posture and resolve.
According to analyst Paul Scharre: “ultra-cheap 3D-printed mini-drones could allow the United States to field billions of tiny, insect-like drones” on the future
networked battlefield.72 Autonomous systems, unlike human operators, are unable to function beyond the limits baked into their algorithmic codes; and thus, apply
common sense and contextualisation to the situation at hand.73 A lone wolf low-cost drone in isolation would unlikely pose a significant threat to a U.S. F-35 stealth
fighter, but hundreds of AI augmented autonomous drones in a swarming sortie might overwhelm these weapon systems; possibly rendering them redundant
altogether. 74 Chinese strategists have reportedly conducted research on data-link technologies for “bee swarm” UAVs, which emphasise network architecture,
navigation, and anti-jamming operations. The Russian military also plans to incorporate AI into unmanned aerial and undersea vehicles for “swarming” missions.75
Kalashnikov, a Russian defence contractor, has reportedly built an unmanned ground vehicle (the Soratnik), and plans to develop a broad range of autonomous
systems infused with sophisticated AI machine learning algorithms. Swarms of robotic systems fused with AI machine learning could presage a powerful interplay of
enhanced range, mass, co-ordination, intelligence, and speed in future warfare.
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LAWs Cause Asymmetric Warfare
Klincewicz 18 [Michal Klincewicz, 2018, “Autonomous weapon systems, asymmetrical warfare, and myths”, Civitas
Studia z filozofii polityki, https://philpapers.org/archive/KLIAWS-2.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Small-scale tactical strikes that have big-scale strategic consequences are a part of every conflict. What is special about
them in the context of asymmetrical warfare is that they are the main and sometimes only strategy for the asymmetrical
adversary to take. Asymmetrical tactics have become the preferred tactics of non-state actors but have also been adopted as an option for states, an example
being the recent Russian involvement in Ukraine. Perhaps the best-known successful use of asymmetrical tactics are the terrorist attacks in the United States on
September 11th 200114. In that attack, a group of highly motivated terrorists hijacked four commercial airplanes and crashed three of them into strategically
important sites: the World Trade Center in New York City and the Pentagon building in Washington, DC. The remaining plane crashed in a fi eld in Pennsylvania during
an attempt by passengers to regain control of the plane. Subsequently, the United States engaged in long and costly wars that, some argue, achieved many of the
strategic aims that the perpetrators of those attacks were aiming to achieve15. The weapon of choice for the modern asymmetric adversary is an inexpensive
solution that leverages the inherent weaknesses of complex systems. Hijacking a plane, kidnapping a journalist, or, as Thornton suggests, hacking a strategically
important computer system. This

last possibility of hacking is particularly important in the context of AWS given the inherent
complexity of their software. This complexity along with the need to maintain communication with AWS during a mission makes them eminently hackable. AWS hacking can be characterised as a small-scale tactical strike with the potential for big-scale strategic
consequences. To sum up, modern conflicts create conditions in which tactics adopted from asymmetrical warfare will
inevitably exploit the sort of vulnerabilities that AWS happen to possess. These conditions are an indirect result of the introduction
massive nuclear arsenals and the MAD doctrines. Support for the claim that hacked AWS will introduce affordances for consequences
that are more problematic than whatever human soldiers do comes from the very nature of asymmetrical tactics, which
aim at maximal strategic impact. Any AWS deployed will present an ideal opportunity for a tactical hacking strike with high impact strategic consequences.
The remaining issue is whether such consequences would indeed have significant strategic import and, with it, morally abhorrent consequences. To
demonstrate this some speculation needs to happen about what an asymmetrical adversary or an adversary that
relies on tactics adopted from asymmetrical warfare may want to do with a hacked AWS to achieve strategic success .
The myths and stories of intelligent machines running amok are a particularly fruitful source of material for such speculation.
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LAWs Are Most Likely To Be Deployed In Asymmetric Conflicts
Perlinski 17 [Weronika Alexandra Perlinski, Researcher for the University of Gothenburg, Fall 2017, “Autonomous
Weapons – the “Kalashnikovs” of Tomorrow?”, School of Global Studies,
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/55346/1/gupea_2077_55346_1.pdf] /Triumph Debate
The lessons that derived from the invention of the atomic bomb and the critical, ethical and moral examination of this weapon as promoted by Nuclear Realism have
illustrated that the tools applied for the use of force can strongly determine the form of that force . Attacks that might not have been
possible, can be facilitated or fostered by certain weapons. Furthermore, they acknowledged a more balanced conception of the relationship between technology
and society, which explored the deeper meaning inherent in the choice of what specific weapon is used for warfare. These choices are influenced by social relations
and human decision-making and affect the structure of the societal and cultural system themselves. With regard to the CCW discussions on LAWS, this suggests the

autonomous
weapons systems could turn into weapons of power, dominance, inequality and othering as they are particularly
“attractive” to technologically advanced states and would not , in any near future, be deployed in a science-fiction-like
scenario of robot war, but most likely in asymmetric conflicts where the opposing side might have nothing to counter
(Reaching Critical Will, 2016). As Leveringhaus has stressed “we are using robotic weapons to take out threats . By taking out the people that might
constitute a threat to your own security with high precision, you are not building the conditions for peace” (Oxford Martin
School, 2014). This questions the usefulness of autonomous weapons in the long run when the most valid good to justify
their use, peace, is in danger. These meta-philosophical considerations suggest the following conclusions. First, the discussions on LAWS and potential
need to consider what these systems might enable or result in and which impact they might have on our social relations. Just like nuclear weapons,

regulatory mechanisms need to explore and consider the broader, moral and ethical consequences impacted by the use of autonomous weapons systems for warfare
and not just the ends pursued by war. Second, the consequences for war and society of developing such systems and the relationship between technology and
society in general need to be taken into account. Third, a comprehensive debate on whether and how autonomous weapons systems contribute to the protection
and promotion of core democratic values is required.
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LAWs Divert Attacks To Civilian Targets
CRS 14 [Congressional Research Service, 4/26/2014, “Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems: Issues for Congress”, CRS,
https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/R44466.html#_Toc448405890] / Triumph Debate
Asymmetric Warfare Another

risk associated by some with the development of LAWS is an increased likelihood of attacks
on civilian targets, particularly in the United States itself.101 The argument is that the development of LAWS will result in the absence of U.S. soldiers from the
war zone. Enemies of the United States, it is argued, will see no political/strategic benefit in attempting to fight, or carry out attacks on autonomous weapon systems
if the United States is not suffering human casualties. The opponent, under this argument, is therefore incentivized to carry out attacks on civilian rather than military
targets.102

Counter-arguments presented by others include at least one made against the discussion in the "Likelihood of War/Jus
Ad Bellum" section above, in that any generic technological advantage that makes U.S. service-members less susceptible
to enemy attack appears to create the same risk.103 In the same vein, a DOD analyst has noted that this argument
essentially "blames the victim," by discouraging protection of soldiers because of the enemy's presumed willingness to
violate the laws of war by assaulting civilians.104 Finally, it has been pointed out, considering the history of nuclear strategy as well as terrorist
targeting, that both peers and asymmetric opponents are not generally reluctant to place civilians in jeopardy if it serves
strategic ends, and therefore the presence or absence of U.S. casualties away from the battlefield is irrelevant.105
Hacking/Subversion Another perceived risk with the use of autonomous weapon systems is that reliance on autonomous systems increases the military's vulnerability
to hacking or subversion of software and hardware.106 The replication of software, as well as the complexity and interdependence involved with widespread use of
autonomous weapon systems could also significantly magnify the harmful impact if a security vulnerability or exploitable system malfunction were discovered by an
adversary.107 Potential consequences could include mass fratricide, civilian targeting, or unintended escalation (as discussed under "Loss of Command/Control"
below).108 One response to that argument, however, is that "on-board" autonomous capability may counter subversion or hacking of current and future remote
systems.109 Also, even weapon systems that do not include autonomous capabilities rely on computer hardware and software. This automation is no less susceptible
to hacking and subversion, and the presence of autonomy may make a system more resilient than an equally computerized but less internally controlled nonautonomous weapon system.110

41

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

LARs Cause Resource Asymmetry Leading To Lessened Restraints
Fleischman 15. [William M. Fleischman, Researcher for Villanova University, August 2015, “Just say “no!” to lethal
autonomous robotic weapons”, Journal of Information Communication and Ethics in Society,
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/280394874_Just_say_no_to_lethal_autonomous_robotic_weapons]
/Triumph Debate
Another advantage that robots have in situations of combat is that they do not suffer from human emotions of rage against adversaries who have injured or killed a
comrade. We have learned of many episodes where otherwise good individuals have given way to extreme emotion and committed atrocities after experiencing the
loss of or grievous harm to someone with whom they have bonded and upon whom they have depended in situations of peril. Surely eliminating the danger of such
episodes is an important advantage favoring robotic agents over humans. What

could possibly be the downside of the use of robotic
weapons? These may be more subtle and harder to see but, in a certain sense, the disadvantages of these weapons are identical with
their advantages. One disadvantage, clearly recognized by those in command positions in the military, is that over a long time and haltingly we
have negotiated barriers against barbaric behavior in war. The Geneva Conventions and treaties barring the use of chemical and biological
weapons are among these barriers. When one side in a conflict has overwhelming technological superiority, when there is
marked asymmetry in the resources each brings to battle, there is an inescapable lessening of the respect that each
side owes the other out of recognition of the parity of the risks the combatants share. The sense that the weaker
forces can be eradicated like insects by the “magic” of advanced technology acts, in a mutually reinforcing manner, on
both sides to undercut the restraints erected against barbarity. (Singer, 2010) Perhaps the most serious disadvantage of robotic weapons
has to do with another set of barriers. General Robert E. Lee, commander of the Confederate forces in the American Civil War of the 19th century – the war which, in
terms of U. S. war deaths, still holds pride of place as the bloodiest in the nation’s history – wrote, “It is good that we find war so horrible, or else we would become
fond of it.” (Singer, 2009b at 327) The act of declaring war is or should be a grave existential decision for any country. But we have seen, perhaps most notably in the
case of the ill-considered invasion of Iraq by the United States, how

consciousness of technological superiority lowers the barrier against
waging war. Paradoxically, to the extent that atrocities committed by otherwise decent soldiers remind us of the horror of war, they serve as a warning to anyone
contemplating “loosing the dogs of war.”

42

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

LAWs Asymmetric Tactics Will Disproportionately Target Poor And Developing
Regions
Garcia 19 [Eugenio Garcia, Senior Adviser on peace and security at the Office of the President of the United Nations
General Assembly, September 2019, “The militarization of artificial intelligence: a wake-up call for the Global South”,
United Nations Organization,
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Eugenio_Garcia4/publication/335787908_The_militarization_of_artificial_intellig
ence_a_wake-up_call_for_the_Global_South/links/5d7afa0ba6fdcc2f0f602bda/The-militarization-of-artificialintelligence-a-wake-up-call-for-the-Global-South.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Lethal autonomous weapons systems (LAWS) are a particular case-study in the larger field of AI applications in warfare. On the international agenda for a few years
by now, they have also attracted media attention and involvement of civil society in campaigns to ban ‘killer robots’. Rather than providing a full account of the state
of affairs in LAWS, my goal is to briefly highlight key points on where we might be heading to and what it means for the Global South. Many

studies
scrutinize great-power competition and possible implications for AI in deterrence and early-warning involving nuclear
powers, particularly the United States, Russia, and China.51 The most immediate risk, nonetheless, does not lie in future highintensity, all-out wars. Taking as benchmarks current patterns of international conflict, LAWS are more likely to be deployed in lowintensity, small-scale conflicts, proxy wars, intrastate conflagrations, urban warfare, or asymmetrical combat
situations. And, that being the case, people, groups, or organizations in developing countries and poor regions may be among
the first targets when weaponized, self-learning AI systems make their appearance on the battlefield. As a matter of
fact, albeit not fully autonomous, armed robots have already been sent to fight alongside troops, such as in Iraq,
where the US Army experimented with a tele-operated mini-tank called SWORDS (Special Weapons Observation Reconnaissance
Detection System) to patrol streets armed with a M249 light machine gun. 52 In a similar fashion, the SMSS (Squad Mission Support System), a ground vehicle
manufactured by Lockheed Martin, was deployed in Afghanistan to provide transport and logistic support to US soldiers.
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LAWS Expose The Contradictions In Wartime Of The Grievability Of Some Lives
Over Others
Andersin 20 [Emilie Andersin, University of Gothenberg, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems and International
Humanitarian Law,” University of Gothenberg Press,
https://gupea.ub.gu.se/bitstream/2077/66993/1/gupea_2077_66993_1.pdf] /Triumph Debate
In this thesis, I have conducted a mixed-methods analysis with two research approaches: a qualitative and a quantitative. By employing two different, but
complementary approaches, we have gained knowledge to understand and explain how states position themselves on LAWS compliance with IHL. In the thematic
analysis, I posed three analytical questions and gained knowledge in understanding how states hold their position on LAWS compliance with IHL. The states’ positions
on LAWS compliance with IHL are not in convergence and it will probably be difficult to find common ground on how to ensure LAWS compliance with IHL. When
quantitatively examining why states ratify IHL-conventions by ratifying the CCM, the results yielded quantitative significance and supported all hypotheses. The
results gave quantitative evidence that the independent variables can explain what influences states’ positions on LAWS compliance with IHL. In examining
quantitatively what influences states’ positions on LAWS compliance with IHL, most of the hypotheses were confirmed, but not with significance. We do not know
how LAWS will be designed. What level of autonomy will LAWS have? In what sense will a human be included in the life cycle? What kind of decisions will LAWS
make? How will LAWS be programmed? Will LAWS have self-learning capacities? Will LAWS be antimaterial or anti-personnel weapon systems? In what operational
context will LAWS be employed in? What kind of armoury will LAWS hold? These are important questions and could soon be answered in the rapid development and
production of LAWS. It is worrying and alarming that these states are not in convergence on LAWS compliance with IHL. The
participating states in the GGE have various interests in the development of LAWS. Some states have no interest in holding LAWS and urge LAWS to be banned due to
legal, ethical and moral implications. Whereas

some states participating in these discussions are developing these weapons and
have an interest in employing these weapons. Most of these states, as resulted (but not significantly) in the quantitative analysis, are
mostly democracies, economically and militarily strong states. Those states who have the capability and capacity will
develop and produce LAWS, because they can. Yes, by employing LAWS – it could probably save more lives. But whose
lives would be saved and possibly be put at risk? The expected saved lives are the ones from the military power which
have employed LAWS and removed their soldiers from the battlefield. However, the other armies’ combatants and
non-combatants could be at a higher risk of being killed due to relying on algorithms to e.g. distinguish combatants from noncombatants. This gives attention to another important discussion: whose lives are considered valuable in wars? Are the lives considered
valuable and “grievable” in those conflicts LAWS could be employed? Would LAWS be employed, for example in Belgium
or France? To examine how lives are valued differently in wars, Butler (2009:38) considers that: We might think of war as dividing
populations into those who are grievable and those who are not. An ungrievable life is one that cannot be mourned
because it has never lived, that is, it has never counted as a life at all. We can see the division of the globe into grievable and
ungrievable lives from the perspective of those who wage war in order to defend the lives of certain communities, and
to defend them against the lives of others-even if it means taking those latter lives (Butler, 2009:38). To bear in mind how we perceive the value of
human lives is vital to take into consideration when discussing the humanitarian and ethical implications in conflicts. We have to consider the ethical
and humanitarian impacts of employing LAWS in the battlefield considering whose lives are put at a higher risk. There is
a potential risk-transferring aversion that we have already witnessed in the deployment of UAVs , from combatants to noncombatants. Another ethical dilemma is that some states will have the technological, military and economic capabilities to develop or buy LAWS, as some states will
not. Wars have never

been known to be democratic or equal , nor is this a realistic aspiration. However, by increasing asymmetrical
capabilities in wars and introducing LAWS to the battlefield, the wars as we know it, we could risk an increase of anonymous
attacks with targeted killings and regional and international instability . It is evident that the development, use and deployment of LAWS
would benefit certain states, but potentially put many human lives at risk. What if these weapons would pose serious threats to non-combatants and not comply with
IHL? Then if these states would still continue to develop and employ LAWS, how would we control this? How would we punish and prevent them from developing and
using LAWS? Then who would “we” be? Since most of the states that have an interest in developing LAWS are the most economically, militarily and thus politically
strong states in the international community. To what extent we could punish these states is doubtful.
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LAWs Change The Meaning Of Warfare - Reducing People To Electronic Pulses
Ruschi 2020 [Filippo Ruschi, Associate Professor of Philosophy of International Law at the University of Florence,
January 2020, “The Rise of Drones and the Transformation of Warfare: A View from Philosophy of International Law”,
http://revistas.unisinos.br/index.php/RECHTD/article/view/rechtd.2020.121.08 ]/Triumph Debate

The nihilism triggered by the drone revolution also affects the legal notion of war as it evolved starting from the jus
publicum europaeum, and which, notwithstanding all the ensuing developments and interruptions, has moulded contemporary international law too (Chamayou,
2015, pp. 158-166). Underlying this idea of war is the metaphor expressed in De jure belli by Alberico Gentili, who described warring parties as duellists, formally
equal, bearing the same obligations and endowed with identical prerogatives.22 According to this way of thinking, the logical premise of war, as a legally relevant
fact, is the circumstance that both contenders have the option of using force. The fathers of international law founded the legitimacy of war precisely on this
symmetry: in the third book of De iure belli ac pacis, when Grotius (1625) highlighted the fact that the ius gentium prohibited the use of poison and assassination, he
was motivated by the need to safeguard this balance, rather than by humanitarian concerns.23 However, the

appearance of drone technology
breaks down this symmetrical relationship: the logic of the duel is definitively contradicted when machines
replace men and violence becomes unilateral. Certainly, one might argue that a drone could be shot down,
but that is hardly a decisive consideration given that this weapons system channels violence in a single
direction, while the operator controlling it is thousands of kilometres away. A remotely piloted aircraft thus becomes a hyper technological bloodhound that
tirelessly pursues its prey and, with lethal violence, kills it. As observed again by Chamayou, the war paradigm is replaced by another: that of a hunt (Chamayou, 2015,
pp. 52-59). But

the extreme degree of nihilism is reached when war becomes governed exclusively by
algorithms and cybernetic systems. As we are reminded by the opening frames of Stanley Kubrick’s masterpiece 2001: A Space Odyssey,
accompanied by the powerful Also Sprach Zarathustra by Strauss – the famous scene of a hominid learning to use a bone as a weapon – technology has played an
instrumental role in war, where a triple objective is pursued: to pre- empt an attack, to cause as much damage as possible and to strike without risking any response
from the adversary. In this sense, robot technology has simply brought a long-lasting process to an extreme: in his iconic study on the origins of medieval cavalry,
Franco Cardini highlighted that a mounted combatant already represented an archetypical figure where the synthesis between equestrian skill and art de la guerre
shaped a different anthropology (Cardini, 2014). The

introduction of increasingly sophisticated and lethal weapons has now
caused a more and more marked compression of the human factor, if not the erasure of human race in the
case of nuclear weapons.24 The advent of LAWs, therefore, is essentially the apotheosis of this historical
process: automated weapons systems enable something that was once unthinkable: the possibility of
engaging in combat without suffering human loss. But when this objective is reached, the last threshold will
be definitively crossed and war will inevitably take on a post-human feature:25 while sentient machines
dominate battlefields, enemies will suffer a definitive degradation, an extreme dehumanisation reducing
them to mere electronic pulses on a computer terminal.
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Hacking
LAWs Are Vulnerable To Hacking - Creating Enormous Security Risk
Kovic 18 [Marko Kovic, Independent Researcher and Doctor of Philosophy from University of Zurich, February 22
2018, “The strategic paradox of autonomous weapons,” https://zipar.org/policy-brief/strategic-paradox-autonomousweapons] /Triumph Debate
On a tactical level, autonomous weapons simply try to achieve the goals they are given; they “follow orders”, so to speak. In doing so, they might be much more

What makes
autonomous weapons autonomous is precisely the fact that they make some decisions autonomously, without a prior
command to do so. This means that autonomous weapons can be given goals and a general set of behavioral guidelines, but the very specific decisions
efficient and effective than human soldiers. However, the decision-making process is categorically different with autonomous weapons.

autonomous weapons have to make on the battlefield are outside the military chain of command. One area in which autonomous decision-making by autonomous
weapons is apparent is the problem of targeting19. In many, if not all military operations, potential targets have to be identified and classified as part of the tactics at

As much targeting as possible is done beforehand, in order to, for example, engage
in a battle with as good a plan as possible. However, it is practically impossible to pre-program an autonomous
weapon with a complete list of targets and then field it, because identifying and classifying targets is an inherently dynamic and to some
hand as well as of the overall military strategy.

degree stochastic process that cannot be completely performed a priori. That is why truly autonomous weapons have to perform targeting autonomously, and then
make decisions based on their autonomous targeting. Such decisions by autonomous weapons do not only disrupt the military chain of command during a mission.
Even after a mission, the decisions made by autonomous weapons are only partially or not at all understandable and replicable. This means that autonomous
weapons disrupt the military chain of command during battle, and there is no clear path towards understanding autonomous weapons’ decisions after the fact.
Disrupting the chain of command with autonomous weapons is not only a matter of military principle. When truly autonomous

weapons are
deployed and they make decisions autonomously, the military force that has deployed them has, effectively, not only
given up command, but also control. More specifically: The moment an autonomous weapon is deployed, the military force that
deployed it cannot know whether the autonomous weapon is acting based on its internal artificial intelligence, or based on
interferences from the enemy forces or even some other third party. This means that autonomous weapons create an
enormous security risk for the military: Hostile military forces and other kinds of adversaries have obvious incentives to tamper with
one’s autonomous weapons, and as soon as any single autonomous weapon is fielded, there is no way of knowing whether the
weapon has, indeed, been tampered with or is being tampered with at that very moment. Autonomous weapons have the
potential of disrupting a core principle of the military, chain of command, and they potentially represent an enormous security risk. Those consequences
are not consequences of badly designed or of otherwise flawed autonomous weapons – they are direct consequences
of the mere idea of autonomous weapons. If a weapon is supposed to be actually autonomous, then it is unavoidable
that it disrupts military chain of command and that it creates an enormous security risk. Therefore, the probability for this
outcome is 1.
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LAWS Are Vulnerable To Accidents – Even Small Blips Can Cause Failures
Scharre 16 [Paul Scharre, Senior Fellow and Director of the 20YY Future of Warfare Initiative Center for a New
American Security, February 2016, “Autonomous Weapons and Operational Risk,”
https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_Autonomous-weapons-operational-risk.pdf] /Triumph
Debate
It is
impossible to account for all of the possible interactions that can occur in sufficiently complex systems. As a result,
complex systems are potentially vulnerable to system failures due to components interacting in unexpected or
nonlinear ways. These can stem from interactions within the system itself, with human operators, or with its environment. When there is sufficient
“slack” in the system in terms of time between interactions and the ability for humans to exercise judgment, bend or break
rules, or alter the system’s behavior, then these accidents can be managed without catastrophe. However, when
components of a system are “tightly coupled” such that failures can rapidly cascade from one subsystem to the next
with little slack in between to absorb and react to failures, accidents can become inevitable or even “normal.”
“Normal accident” theory suggests that in tightly coupled complex systems, such as modern military weapon systems,
accidents may not be likely but are inevitable over a long enough time horizon. Moreover, because complex systems often interact in
ways that are unanticipated and nonlinear, the rate of such accidents often cannot be predicted accurately in
advance. System designers may not be able to accurately assess the probability of a failure, and hidden failure modes
may lurk undetected. These risks can occur in complex systems as wide ranging as jet airliners, spacecraft, or nuclear power plants. While they can be
It is tempting to think that risk can be designed out of complex systems, but this is not the case. Risk can be reduced but never entirely eliminated.

mitigated through various safety measures, they cannot be eliminated. Complex systems like airplanes, spacecraft, or nuclear power plants can be made safer, but
never 100 percent safe.
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LAWs Have Unique Potential For Hacking + Accidents Because They Cannot Be
Tested In A 100% Accurate Scenario
Klare 18 [Michael T. Klare, 3-7-2018, "Autonomous Weapons Systems And The Laws Of War," The Arms Control
Association, https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2019-03/features/autonomous-weapons-systems-laws-war] /Triumph
Debate
Given the likelihood that China, Russia, the United States, and other nations will deploy increasingly autonomous robotic weapons in the years ahead, policymakers
must identify and weigh the potential risks

of such deployments. These include not only the potential for accident and
unintended escalation, as would be the case with any new weapons that are unleashed on the battlefield, but also a wide array of moral,
ethical, and legal concerns arising from the diminishing role of humans in life-and-death decision-making. The potential
dangers associated with the deployment of AI-empowered robotic weapons begin with the fact that much of the technology involved is new and
untested under the conditions of actual combat, where unpredictable outcomes are the norm. For example, it is one thing to
test self-driving cars under controlled conditions with human oversight; it is another to let such vehicles loose on busy highways. If that self-driving vehicle is covered

algorithms can never anticipate all the hazards and mutations of
combat, no matter how well “trained” the algorithms governing the vehicle’s actions may be. In war, accidents and
mishaps, some potentially catastrophic, are almost inevitable. Extensive testing of AI image-classification algorithms
has shown that such systems can easily be fooled by slight deviations from standardized representations—in one
experiment, a turtle was repeatedly identified as a rifle9—and are vulnerable to trickery, or “spoofing,” as well as
hacking by adversaries. Former Navy Secretary Richard Danzig, who has studied the dangers of employing untested technologies on the battlefield, has
been particularly outspoken in cautioning against the premature deployment of AI-empowered weaponry. “Unfortunately, the uncertainties surrounding the
use and interaction of new military tech nologies are not subject to confident calculation or control ,” he wrote in 2018.10 This danger
is all the more acute because, on the current path, autonomous weapons systems will be accorded ever-greater authority to
make decisions on the use of lethal force in battle. Although U.S. authorities insist that human operators will always be involved when life-andwith armor, equipped with a gun, and released on a modern battlefield,

death decisions are made by armed robots, the trajectory of technology is leading to an ever-diminishing human role in that capacity, heading eventually to a time
when humans are uninvolved entirely. This could occur as a deliberate decision, such as when a drone is set free to attack targets fitting a specified appearance
(“adult male armed with gun”), or as a conditional matter, as when drones are commanded to fire at their discretion if they lose contact with human controllers. A
human operator is somehow involved, by launching the drones on those missions, but no human is ordering the specific lethal attack.
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Major Technology CEOs Have Denounced LAWs + Refuse To Manufacture Them
Due To Potential Defects And Hacking
Docherty 18, [Bonnie Docherty, 8-21-2018, "Heed The Call A Moral And Legal Imperative To Ban Killer Robots,"
Human Rights Watch, https://www.hrw.org/report/2018/08/21/heed-call/moral-and-legal-imperative-ban-killerrobots#] /Triumph Debate
High-profile technology companies and their representatives have criticized fully autonomous weapons on various grounds. A Canadian robotics manufacturer,

Clearpath Robotics, became the first company publicly to refuse to manufacture “weaponized robots that remove humans from the loop.”[132] In 2014, it
pledged to “value ethics over potential future revenue.”[133] In a letter to the public, the company stated that it was motivated by its belief that “that the
development of killer robots is unwise, unethical, and should be banned on an international scale.” Clearpath continued:
[W]ould a robot have the morality, sense, or emotional understanding to intervene against orders that are wrong or
inhumane? No. Would computers be able to make the kinds of subjective decisions required for checking the legitimacy
of targets and ensuring the proportionate use of force in the foreseeable future? No. Could this technology lead those who possess it to value human life less?
Quite frankly, we believe this will be the case.[134] The letter shows that fully autonomous weapons raise problems under both the principles of humanity and
dictates of public conscience. In August 2017, the founders and chief executive officers (CEOs) of 116 AI and robotics companies published a letter calling for CCW
states parties to take action on autonomous weapons.[135] The letter opens by stating, “As companies building the technologies in Artificial Intelligence and Robotics
that may be repurposed to develop autonomous weapons, we feel especially responsible in raising this alarm.”[136] The

letter goes on to highlight the
dangers to civilians, risk of an arms race, and possibility of destabilizing effects. It warns that “[o]nce this Pandora’s
box is opened, it will be hard to close.”[137] In a similar vein in 2018, Scott Phoenix, CEO of Vicarious, a prominent AI
development company, described developing autonomous weapons as among the “world’s worst ideas” because of
the likelihood of defects in their codes and vulnerability to hacking.[138] Google and the companies under its Alphabet group have been at
the center of the debate about fully autonomous weapons on multiple occasions. DeepMind is an AI research company that was acquired by Google in
2014. In 2016, it submitted evidence to a UK parliamentary committee in which it described a ban on autonomous weapons as “the best
approach to averting the harmful consequences that would arise from the development and use of such weapons. ”[139]
DeepMind voiced particular concern about the weapons’ “implications for global stability and conflict reduction.”[140] Two years later, more than 3,000 Google
employees protested the company’s involvement with “Project Maven,” a US Department of Defense program that aims to use AI to autonomously process video
footage taken by surveillance drones. The employees argued that the company should “not be in the business of war,”[141] and more than 1,100 academics
supported them in a separate letter.[142] In June 2018, Google agreed to end its involvement in Project Maven once the contract expires in 2019, and it issued ethical
principles committing not to develop AI for use in weapons. The principles state that Google is “not developing AI for use in weapons” and “will not design or deploy
AI” for technology that causes “overall harm” or “contravenes widely accepted principles of international law and human rights.”[143] Investors in the technology
industry have also started to respond to the ethical concerns raised by fully autonomous weapons. In 2016, the Ethics Council of the Norwegian Government Pension
Fund announced that it would monitor investments in the development of these weapons to decide whether they are counter to the council’s guidelines.[144] Johan
H. Andresen, council chairman, reiterated that position in a panel presentation for CCW delegates in April 2018.[145] Governments from around the world have
increasingly shared the views of experts and the broader public that the development, production, and use of weapons without meaningful human control is
unacceptable. As of April 2018, 26 nations—from Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin America, and the Middle East—have called for a preemptive ban on fully autonomous
weapons.[146] In addition, more than 100 states, including those of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), have called for a legally binding instrument on such weapons.
In a joint statement, members of NAM cited “ethical, legal, moral and technical, as well as international peace and security related questions” as matters of
concern.[147] While a complete analysis of government interventions over the past five years is beyond the scope of this report, overall the statements have
demonstrated that countries oppose the loss of human control on moral as well as legal, technical, and other grounds. The opinions of these governments, reflective
of public concerns, bolster the argument that fully autonomous weapons violate the dictates of public conscience. The principles embedded in the Martens Clause
have played a role in international discussions of fully autonomous weapons since they began in 2013. In that year, Christof Heyns,

then Special
Rapporteur on extrajudicial killing, submitted a report to the UN Human Rights Council on fully autonomous weapons, which he referred to as “lethal
autonomous robotics.”[148] Emphasizing the importance of human control over life-and-death decisions, Heyns explained that “[i]t is an underlying
assumption of most legal, moral and other codes that when the decision to take life or to subject people to other grave
consequences is at stake, the decision-making power should be exercised by humans.”[149] He continued: “Delegating this process
dehumanizes armed conflict even further and precludes a moment of deliberation in those cases where it may be feasible. Machines lack morality and mortality,
and should as a result not have life and death powers over humans.”[150] Heyns also named the Martens Clause as one legal basis for his
determination.[151] The 2013 report called for a moratorium on the development of fully autonomous weapons until the establishment of an “internationally agreed
upon framework.”[152] A 2016 joint report by Heyns and Maina Kiai, then UN Special Rapporteur on freedom of peaceful assembly and of association, went a step
further, recommending

that “[a]utonomous weapons systems that require no meaningful human control should be
prohibited.”[153] In May 2013, in response to Heyns’s report, the UN Human Rights Council held the first discussions of the weapons at the international
level.[154] Of the 20 nations that voiced their positions, many articulated concerns about the emerging technology. They often used language related to the Martens
Clause or morality more generally. Ecuador explicitly referred to elements of the Martens Clause and stated that leaving life-and-death decisions to machines would
contravene the public conscience.[155] Indonesia raised objections related to the principles of humanity discussed above. It criticized the “possible far-reaching
effects on societal values, including fundamentally on the protection and the value of life” that could arise from the use of these weapons.[156] Russia recommended
that “particular attention” be paid to the “serious implications for societal foundations, including the negating of human life.”[157] Pakistan called for a ban based on
the precedent of the preemptive ban on blinding lasers, which was motivated in large part by the Martens Clause.[158] Brazil also addressed issues of morality; it
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said, “If the killing of one human being by another has been a challenge that legal, moral, and religious codes have grappled with since time immemorial, one may
imagine the host of additional concerns to be raised by robots exercising the power of life and death over humans.”[159] While Human Rights Council member states
also addressed other important risks of fully autonomous weapons, especially those related to security, morality was a dominant theme.[160] Since the Human Rights
Council’s session in 2013, most diplomatic discussions have taken place under the auspices of the Convention on Conventional Weapons.[161] States parties to the
CCW held three informal meetings of experts on what they refer to as “lethal autonomous weapons systems” between 2014 and 2016.[162] At their 2016 Review
Conference, they agreed to formalize discussions in a Group of Governmental Experts, a forum that is generally expected to produce an outcome such as a new CCW
protocol.[163] More than 80 states participated in the most recent meeting of the group in April 2018. At that meeting, Austria noted that “that CCW’s engagement
on lethal autonomous weapons stands testimony to the high level of concern about the risk that such weapons entail.”[164] It also serves as an indication that the
public conscience is against this technology. CCW states parties have highlighted the relevance of the Martens Clause at each of their meetings on lethal autonomous
weapons systems. At the first meeting in May 2014, for example, Brazil described the Martens Clause as a “keystone” of international humanitarian law, which
“‘allows us to navigate safely in new and dangerous waters’ and to feel confident that a human remains protected under the principles of humanity and the dictates
of public conscience.”[165] Mexico found “there is absolutely no doubt that the development of these new technologies have to comply with [the] principles” of the
Martens Clause.[166] At the second CCW experts meeting in April 2015, Russia described the Martens Clause as “an integral part of customary international
law.”[167] Adopting a narrow interpretation of the provision, the United States said that “the Martens Clause is not a rule of international law that prohibits any
particular weapon, much less a weapon that does not currently exist.” Nevertheless, it acknowledged that “the principles of humanity and the dictates of public
conscience provide a relevant and important paradigm for discussing the moral or ethical issues related to the use of automation in warfare.”[168] Several CCW
states parties have based their objections to fully autonomous weapons on the Martens Clause and its elements. In a joint statement in April 2018, the African Group
said that the “principles of humanity and dictates of public conscience as enunciated in the [Martens] Clause must be taken seriously.”[169] The

African Group
called for a preemptive ban on lethal autonomous weapons systems, declaring that its members found “it inhumane,
abhorrent, repugnant, and against public conscience for humans to give up control to machines, allowing machines to
decide who lives or dies, how many lives and whose life is acceptable as collateral damage when force is used.”[170] The
Holy See condemned fully autonomous weapons because they “could never be a morally responsible subject. The unique human capacity for moral judgment and
ethical decision-making is more than a complex collection of algorithms and such a capacity cannot be replaced by, or programed in, a machine.” The Holy See
warned that autonomous weapons systems could find normal and acceptable “those behaviors that international law prohibits, or that, albeit not explicitly outlined,
are still forbidden by dictates of morality and public conscience.”[171] At the April 2018 meeting, other states raised issues under the Martens Clause more implicitly.
Greece, for example, stated that “it is important to ensure that commanders and operators will remain on the loop of the decision making process in order to ensure
the appropriate human judgment over the use of force, not only for reasons related to accountability but mainly to protect human dignity over the decision on life or
death.”[172] CCW

states parties have considered a host of other issues surrounding lethal autonomous weapons systems
over the past five years. They have highlighted, inter alia, the challenges of complying with international humanitarian law and international
human rights law, the potential for an accountability gap, the risk of an arms race and a lower threshold for war, and the weapons’ vulnerability to
hacking. Combined with the Martens Clause, these issues have led to convergence of views on the imperative of retaining some
form of human control over weapons systems the use of force. In April 2018, Pakistan noted that “a general sense is developing among the
High Contracting Parties that weapons with autonomous functions must remain under the direct control and supervision of humans at
all times, and must comply with international law.”[173] Similarly, the European Union stated that its members “firmly believe that humans should make the
decisions with regard to the use of lethal force, exert sufficient control over lethal weapons systems they use, and remain accountable for decisions over life and
death.”[174] The year 2018 has also seen increased parliamentary and UN calls for human control. In July, the Belgian Parliament adopted a resolution asking the
government to support international efforts to ban the use of fully autonomous weapons.[175] The same month, the European Parliament voted to recommend that
the UN Security Council: work towards an international ban on weapon systems that lack human control over the use of force as requested by Parliament on various
occasions and, in preparation of relevant meetings at UN level, to urgently develop and adopt a common position on autonomous weapon systems and to speak at
relevant fora with one voice and act accordingly.[176] In his 2018 disarmament agenda, the

UN secretary-general noted, “All sides appear to be
in agreement that, at a minimum, human oversight over the use of force is necessary.” He offered to support the efforts of states
“to elaborate new measures, including through politically or legally binding arrangements, to ensure that humans remain at all times in control over the use of
force.”[177] While the term remains to be defined, requiring “human control” is effectively the same as prohibiting weapons without such control. Therefore, the
widespread agreement about the necessity of human control indicates that fully autonomous weapons contravene the dictates of public conscience. The Martens
Clause fills a gap when existing treaties fail to specifically address a new situation or technology. In such cases, the principles of humanity and the dictates of public
conscience serve as guides for interpreting international law and set standards against which to judge the means and methods of war. In so doing, they provide a
baseline for adequately protecting civilians and combatants. The clause, which is a provision of international humanitarian law, also integrates moral considerations
into legal analysis. Existing treaties only regulate fully autonomous weapons in general terms, and thus an assessment of the weapons should take the Martens Clause
into account. Because fully autonomous weapons raise concerns under both the principles of humanity and the dictates of public conscience, the Martens Clause
points to the urgent need to adopt a specific international agreement on the emerging technology. To eliminate any uncertainty and comply with the elements of the
Martens Clause, the new instrument should take the form of a preemptive ban on the development, production, and use of fully autonomous weapons. There

is
no way to regulate fully autonomous weapons short of a ban that would ensure compliance with the principles of humanity. Fully
autonomous weapons would lack the compassion and legal and ethical judgment that facilitate humane treatment of humans. They would face significant challenges
in respecting human life. Even if they could comply with legal rules of protection, they would not have the capacity to respect human dignity. Limiting

the use

of fully autonomous weapons to certain locations, such as those where civilians are rare, would not sufficiently address these
problems. “Harm to others,” which the principle of humane treatment seeks to avoid, encompasses harm to civilian objects, which
might be present where civilians themselves are not. The requirement to respect human dignity applies to combatants as well as
civilians, so the weapons should not be permitted where enemy troops are positioned. Furthermore, allowing fully autonomous weapons to be
developed and to enter national arsenals would raise the possibility of their misuse. They would likely proliferate to
actors with no regard for human suffering and no respect for human life or dignity. The 2017 letter from technology company
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CEOs warned that the weapons could be “weapons of terror, weapons that despots and terrorists use against
innocent populations, and weapons hacked to behave in undesirable ways.”[178] Regulation that allowed for the existence of
fully autonomous weapons would open the door to violations of the principles of humanity. A ban is also necessary to promote
compliance with the dictates of public conscience. An overview of public opinion shows that ordinary people and experts alike have objected to the prospect of fully
autonomous weapons on moral grounds. Public opinion surveys have illuminated significant opposition to these weapons based on the problems of delegating lifeand-death decisions to machines. Experts have continually called for a preemptive ban on fully autonomous weapons, citing moral along with legal and security
concerns. Regulation that allows for the existence of fully autonomous weapons, even if they could only be used in limited circumstances, would be inconsistent with
the widespread public belief that fully autonomous weapons are morally wrong.
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Terrorism
Autonomous Weapons Breed Animosity That Increases Terrorist Recruiting
Roff 15 [Heather M. Roff, Research fellow at the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies at the United States
Air Force Academy, 2015, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons and Jus ad Bellum Proportionality”, Case Western Reserve
Journal of International Law, https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/jil/vol47/iss1/7/] /Triumph Debate
Albert Camus once remarked that killing by using a machine as a proxy for a soldier is a danger that we ought to shun because what is “gained in cleanliness is lost in
understanding.” What he meant was that sanitizing killing on one side and attempting to legitimize this supposedly clean form of violence is myopic because one can
never kill cleanly. There will undoubtedly be consequences that will entrench the violence and perpetuate the cycle. Leaping ahead approximately sixty years, we see
that Camus’ observations still hold true and are increasingly prescient for the types of autonomous killing under discussion. Recent

evidence from the
United States’ use of unmanned aerial vehicles, or “drones,” in Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia to target members of alQaeda and its affiliates suggests that using this type of weapon breeds more animosity and acts as a recruiting
strategy for terrorist organizations, thereby frustrating the U.S.’s goals. Indeed, the U.S.’s adversaries paint its use of unmanned systems as
disrespectful and cowardly, and this belief, in turn, incites distrust, skepticism, and hatred in the target population. What may be gained in cleanliness
is lost in understanding. While these current unmanned operations still require human combatants in the combat theater at forward operating bases or
airstrips, they are not wholly clean or without risk. AWS, on the other hand, would permit a state to excise the human from this kind of
combat situation, and may eliminate the need for any support crew in theater. The perception of clean killing would increase. Thus,
any findings we have about a target population’s perception of unmanned drones may actually be even stronger in
the case of AWS. Even if AWS are used defensively, the message it sends to one’s adversary is that their lives are not
worth sending a human combatant to fight. This perception, along with evidence from present drone operations,
suggests that feelings of animosity may increase as a result of AWS use. Acrimonious feelings affect the likelihood of peaceful settlement
and negotiation between belligerent states. Substantial evidence indicates that when high levels of distrust, enmity, and hatred exist between warring parties,
conflicts are prolonged and peaceful settlements are unlikely.34 Data suggests that when belligerent parties begin to relate to each other in this negative way,
conflicts assume a zero sum characteristic, whereby they end by either total defeat or surrender.

52

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

LAWs Lower The Bar To Entry Into War, Creating Martyrs And Inflaming Terror
Del Re 17 [Amanda Del Re, Army Air Defense Officer and MBA from Naval War College, June 16, 2017, “Lethal
Autonomous Weapons: Take the Human Out of the Loop”, Naval War College,
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/AD1041804.pdf] /Triumph Debate
employing Lethal Autonomous Weapons will lower the bar to entry
into war. Technology that enables lethal force to be projected over long distances without deploying ground troops
gives policymakers new military options and leads to what Michael Handel coined the “tacticization of strategy.” This
idea states that the availability of weapon systems leads to short-term victories without realizing or developing a long-term strategy. This concept is
illustrated in Operation DESERT FOX and the use of drone strikes during the Obama administration. During Operation DESERT
Some critics may argue that like drones, airpower, and cruise missiles,

FOX, the Clinton Administration attempted to “degrade” Saddam’s military capabilities using cruise missile barrages and air strikes. While most of the military targets
were damaged or destroyed, the administration’s political objectives were so vague and broad it would have been impossible to not accomplish them. Consequently,
Saddam’s defiance of the UN effort increased and some US allies even abandoned the effort to contain Saddam.75 Clinton’s political objectives were entirely
dependent on military capabilities with no regard to the overall strategy of a more stable Middle East. The Clinton administration’s strategy ignored the reciprocal
nature of war while it expected a military solution to solve a political problem. The Obama administration executed a record number of drone strikes targeting
terrorist leaders. While

the drone strikes were successful in their immediate operational aim of killing terrorist leaders, the
strikes arguably created martyrs for the terrorist’s cause. Additionally, the leaders that were killed were ultimately
replaced, and the respective terrorist organizations were not significantly impacted. Both DESERT FOX and the drone campaign
illustrate that policymakers are likely to rely on technological answers for military and political problems. Employing LAWS will
only compound this epidemic. No politician wants to propose deploying ground troops, and technological advances in drones,
cyber, and airpower make that possible. The Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) has successfully created a “win without fighting” mentality.
Lowering the bar to entry into warfare may initially save lives but ultimately may only delay escalation . Relying on
operational success as a substitute for a comprehensive strategy will not achieve political objectives. Furthermore, employing Lethal Autonomous Weapons in
warfare violates human dignity. A machine, no matter how sophisticated, could never fully appreciate the value of human life and therefore should not be allowed to
make life-or-death decisions. Human Rights Watch and ICRC conducted a survey and found that only 34% of respondents felt that “humans should always be the one
to make life/death decisions.”78 Nobel Laureate and member of the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, Jody Williams, stated: “Where is humanity going if some people
think it’s OK to cede the power of life and death of humans over a machine?”79 If humans allow machines to kill other humans, humanity will not be the same

53

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

Proliferation Of AWS Make Access By Terrorists More Likely
Altmann et.al. 17 [Jürgen Altmann, Lecturer in experimental physics at Technical University of Dortmund, and Frank
Sauer, Senior research fellow and lecturer in international relations at Bundeswehr University, September 17, 2017,
“Autonomous Weapon Systems and Strategic Stability”, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2017.1375263] /Triumph Debate
There will of course be differences in quality. Sophisticated AWS will have to meet the same or similar military standards that current weapon systems, such as main
battle tanks or combat aircraft, do. Moreover, technologically leading nations such as the US and Israel are carrying out research to produce autonomous systems
that comply with international humanitarian law. Less scrupulous actors, however, will find AWS development much easier. Comparably crude AWS which do not live

Implementing autonomy comes down to software compliance with
international humanitarian law or the ability to go head-to-head with systems of a near-peer competitor could, in
fact, be put together with technology available today by second- or third-tier state actors, and perhaps even nonstate actors. Converting a remotely controlled combat drone to autonomously fire a weapon in response to a simple
pattern-recognising algorithm is already doable. Even the technological edge displayed by sophisticated AWS is unlikely to be maintained over the
up to the standards of a professional military in terms of reliability,

longer term. While sensor and weapon packages to a large degree determine the overall capabilities of a system, implementing autonomy ultimately comes down to
software, which is effortlessly copied and uniquely vulnerable to being stolen via computer- network operations. Thus, while the development of AWS clearly
presents a challenge to less technologically advanced actors, obtaining AWS with some degree of military capability is a feasible goal for any country already
developing, for example, remotely controlled armed UAVs – the number of which rose from two to ten between 2001 and 2016.31 Admittedly, the US and Israel are
still in the lead with regard to developing unmanned systems and implementing autonomous-weapon functionality – China only recently test-fired a guided missile
from a drone via satellite link for the first time.32 But considering that drone programmes can draw from the vibrant global market for unmanned aerial vehicles of all
shapes and sizes, the hurdles regarding AWS are much lower than those of other potentially game-changing weapons of the past. Proliferation of

AWS
could of course also occur via exports, including to the grey and black markets. In this way, autonomous systems could fall not only into the
hands of technologically inferior state actors , but also those of non-state actors, including extremist groups. Hamas,
Hizbullah and the Islamic State have already deployed and used armed drones. As sensors and electronics are
increasingly miniaturised, small and easily transportble systems could be made autonomous with respect to
navigation, target recognition, precision and unusual modes of attack. Terrorist groups could also gain access to
comparably sophisticated systems that they could never develop on their own. Again, autonomy in this context does
not necessarily require military-grade precision – a quick and dirty approach would suffice for these actors. In fact, it
stands to reason that terrorist groups would use autonomous killing capabilities indiscriminately in addition to using them, if possible, in a precise fashion for targeted
assassinations. It is still unclear how the development of unmanned systems on the one hand and specific countermeasures on the other will play out. Traditional
aircraft-sized drones such as the X-47B or Taranis, to stick with these exam- ples, are obviously susceptible to existing anti-aircraft systems. As for smaller-sized
systems, various tools, from microwaves to lasers to rifle-sized radio jammers for disrupting the control link, are currently being devel- oped as countermeasures.
Simpler, less exotic methods such as nets, fences or even trained hunting birds might also prove effective for remotely con- trolled and autonomous systems alike. It
is clear, however, that saturation attacks have been identified as a key future capability for defeating a wide range of existing and upcoming defensive systems – both
human-operated and automatic.34 The latter are a particular focus of research into swarming as a potential solution.35 And military systems operating at very high
speeds and in great numbers or swarms are bound to generate new instabilities, to which we will turn in our next section.
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Proliferation & Use of LAWs Causes Terrorists To Seek LAWs Too
Roumate 19 [Fatima Roumate, Associate Professor in International Economic Law in the University Mohammed V
Agdal Rabat and President/Founder of the International Institute of Scientific Research, 2019, “TERRORISM AND LETHAL
ROBOT SYSTEMS: INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY BETWEEN THE END OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AND THE END OF HUMANITY,”
https://www.academia.edu/41987439/TERRORISM_AND_LETHAL_ROBOT_SYSTEMS_INTERNATIONAL_SOCIETY_BETWE
EN_THE_END_OF_SCIENTIFIC_RESEARCH_AND_THE_END_OF_HUMANITY] /Triumph Debate
Here, we have two scenarios, the first of which is that countries sell weapons to organizations such as Daech , as we can
see in Figure 1. According to Niall McCarthy, the top manufacturing source of Daech 4 weapons documented in Syria and
Iraq was China with 43.5 percent, while Russia only accounted for 9.6 percent. Despite that, Russian weapons still outnumbered
Chinese weapons in Syria, likely because Russia supplies forces loyal to the Assad regime. American weapons only accounted for
1.8 percent of the total documented (McCarthy, 2017). According to the Washington Institute for Near Est Policy, Daech was the world’s best funded group of
terrorist (Figure 2). The

second scenario is that Daech, for example, develop these new technologies themselves based on
access to the raw materials necessary for the creation of
these weapons. 3. Trends in LARS and how they will impact international security The use of LARS5 by terrorists will increase in the
future for offensive or defensive goals because countries are also using these new weapons. Docherty wrote, “Most notably, the
their human resources, considering the numbers of engineers among them and their

United States is coming close to producing the technology to make complete autonomy for robots a reality and has a strong interest in achieving this goal” (Docherty,

Several countries are investing in this field, including the United States, the UK, China, Israel, Russia, and
South Korea (Figure 3). These six countries are known to be researching, developing, and testing fully autonomous
weapons (World Economic Forum, 2016). In September 2018, the research arm of the US military, the Defense AdvancedResearch Projects Agency (DARPA),
2012, p. 3).

announced that it is investing $2 billion into AIover the next five years. Canada, the UK, Russia, Israel, China, India, and France also are prioritizing AI, knowing that it

The market for LARS is increasing
exponentially, and unit prices are falling significantly (Allen, Chan, 2017). According to the Boston Consulting Group, between 2000 and 2015, worldwide
is key to growing their economies. China has said it wants to be a global leader by 2030 (Stober, 2018).

spending onmilitary robotics (narrowly defined as only unmanned vehicles) tripled from $2.4 billionto $7.5 billion, and it is expected to more than double again to
$16.5 billion by the year2025 (Sander, Wolfgang, 2014).

4
5

The term Daech is another name for ISIS.
The acronym LARS stands for Lethal Autonomous Robot Systems. The author clarifies that this is another term for LAWs

(Lethal Autonomous Weapons) earlier in the article.
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China Is Likely To Sell LAWS To Terrorist Organizations
Kania 20 [Elsa Kania. Adjunct Senior Fellow with the Technology and National Security Program at the Center for a
New American Security, April 2020, “The Robotic Revolution in Military and Poland’s National Security Strategy”, Center
For Security & Emergency Technology, https://www.brookings.edu/wpcontent/uploads/2020/04/FP_20200427_ai_weapons_kania_v2.pdf] /Triumph Debate
The Chinese government has launched a charm offensive on AI ethics, including releasing new principles that echo debates on “AI for good.”108 Yet reasons remain

China’s
stated commitment to ethical AI use principles is contradicted by the CCP prioritization of AI as an instrument for
maintaining social control and coercion, enabling crimes against humanity in Xinjiang and beyond. 110 Certain Chinese military
to question whether Chinese leadership will actually prioritize and institutionalize these commitments in ways that create substantive constraints.

scholars have criticized the ethics of the U.S. military’s employment of unmanned systems, yet the Chinese government may also seek to use U.S. precedent as
justification for similar PRC actions in the future.111 Ultimately, the PLA itself is the armed wing of the CCP, bound to “obey the Party’s command” and ensure regime
security.112 A notable nexus can exist between security/defense (安防) applications and the leveraging of these technologies for military purposes, including

The proliferation of AI-enabled and/or
autonomous weapons systems presents a range of risks to global security. China could export this technology to
potential adversaries or militaries with poor human rights records , undermining U.S. values and interests. Occasionally, Chinese armed
techniques for monitoring and manipulating public opinion with applications in influence operations.

drones have experienced problems in their performance, including crashing in some cases114 However, exports may facilitate data and metrics gathering for
performance improvements.115 Moreover, the

availability of these technologies to nonstate actors could empower terrorist
organizations.The Islamic State group has already used Chinese drones — manufactured by DJI — for surveillance and
as improvised explosive devices. Beyond stalwarts in the arms industry, a growing number of new enterprises are entering the
field, advertising and exporting weapons systems said to possess some level of autonomy. To date, over 90% of
armed drone sales have been by Chinese companies.118 To the extent this trend continues, China will also drive the diffusion of AI-enabled and
autonomous weapons systems. POLICY OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS The United States must confront the prospect of longterm competition, and at worst
even the potential for conflict, with the People’s Republic of China. At the same time, today’s technological transformations present new risks of accidents or
unintended escalation. In response to these challenges, the U.S. military and national security policymakers should consider the following recommendations:
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Terrorists Have Many Uses For LAWs & Have Shown Similar Interest In Common
Forms Of AWS
Turner 16 [Kenneth Brandon Turner, Master of Science at Missouri State University in Defense and Strategic Studies,
June 2016, “LETHAL AUTONOMOUS WEAPONS SYSTEMS: THE CASE FOR INTERNATIONAL PROHIBITION”, Missouri State
University, https://bearworks.missouristate.edu/theses/2978/] /Triumph Debate
UAVs also provide violent non-state actors with potential capabilities that could be easily utilized if they had access to UAVs, armed or not .

The characteristics
that define the popularity of UAVs, small, cheap, and readily available make the variety of possibilities for their use by
non-state actors numerous. Suicide attacks, assassinations, dispersal of chemical or biological agents, attacks on
airliners, attacks on transportation or power infrastructure, and dispersal of agents over crops, livestock, or water
supplies are but a few examples of ways a terrorist could attack a military or civilian target via UAV. Hamas has experimented with UAVs over several years, most
recently in the 2014 Israel-Gaza Conflict, with very limited success, but the group claims to have UAVs armed with rockets and suicide devices that operate like a
missile. In August 2014, ISIL released video footage from a UAV that it was using to monitor military troop movements in Syria and Iraq. 50 kg explosive warheads in
its 2006 and 2012 wars with Israel, flew a UAV near the Dimona nuclear complex in April 2013, and has flown several UAVs into Israel to probe Hezbollah used Iranian
supplied UAVs armed with 40-air defense reaction times. In September 2013 Hezbollah used an armed UAV to attack an al-Nusra Front compound in Syria. Greater

use of UAVs by non-state actors may only be restricted by current technical limitations, though certainly not for a lack
of imagination in trying to use them. Another major concern of the global proliferation of UAVs is their intersection with traditional manned systems in
national and international airspaces. The FAA recorded 236 incidents, sightings, or close calls between manned aircraft and UAVs in 2014, which jumped to more than
1,200 incidents in 2015. There were 327 proximity danger’ incidents between December 2013 and September 2015, which meant that a UAV came within 500 feet of
a manned aircraft. Of those 327 incidents, 51 of them involved a UAV coming within 50 feet or less of a manned aircraft, with 28 incidents forcing the piloted aircraft
to maneuver to avoid collision with the UAV. In comparison, there is currently no known group monitoring UAV incidents at an international level, though they are
likely numerous as well. While nowhere near as developed as UAVs, there are other unmanned systems being deployed and marketed abroad. The modular Israeli
Guardium UGV has been used to guard remote areas of the Sinai, airports, and other high value civilian targets since 2008. Russia has recently developed at least two
224
UGVs, the Taifun-M Armored Reconnaissance Vehicle used for ICBM silo security
and the Uran-9 mini-tank which is designed for reconnaissance and fire support
to manned systems. In early April 2016 an Israeli Harop loitering munition was used by Azerbaijani forces in the ongoing dispute with Armenia over NagornoKarabakh, one of several hundred supposedly sold according to manufacturer IAI. South Korean defense firm DoDaam Systems has built an automated .50 caliber
stationary turret, the Super Aegis II, which is deployed along the demilitarized zone with North Korea and at numerous locations in the Middle East.

These
examples of the international development and deployment of unmanned systems, are likely to play a continuing role
in the debate over LAWS. The Efficacy of Drone Warfare In the aftermath of the horrors unleashed by 19 hijackers armed with simple weapons on 11
September 2001, the U.S. launched headlong into the fray of the War on Terror, a conflict markedly different from any it had previously waged, against an enemy it
little understood and was scant prepared for fighting. As months changed into years after the launch of Operation Enduring Freedom-Afghanistan (OEF-A) on October
7, 2001, it became increasingly apparent that the conventional conflict in Afghanistan was reaching the limits of its effectiveness. The terrorists that the U.S. was
engaged with moved across international borders, lived within remote and inhospitable areas, and hid among civilian populations for long periods of time, not
interested in staying boxed within or adhering to a traditional neat little conflict zone. The U.S. quickly needed a new set of tactics for dealing with the unique
parameters of the conflict and turned to recent developments in weaponizing UAVs to meet the challenge. In the years since the first credited ‘kill' by an American
UAV in October of 2001, there has been an enduring debate on a multitude of aspects of the popularly termed “drone warfare.” Although it has long been the U.S.
government's stance to generally deny the specifics of a policy of “targeted killing” by “drone strike,” it is perhaps one of the worst kept secrets of the War on Terror
and has been a hotly contested issue for more than a decade.
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LAWs Are Particularly Dangerous In The Hands Of Terrorists; They Ignore Ethical
Practices Of War
Rickli 15 [Dr. Jean-Marc Rickli, Assistant Professor, Department of Defense Studies, King’s College London, April 16,
2015, “Some Considerations of the Impact of LAWS on International Security: Strategic Stability, Non-State Actors and
Future Prospects”, Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons,
https://www.onug.ch/80256EDD006B8954/(httpAssets)/B6E6B974512402BEC1257E2E0036AAF1/$file/2015_LAWS_MX
_Rickli_Corr.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Other recent examples of the use of swarming tactics include the black blockers protesters during various anti-globalization demonstrations such as in Seattle in 1999
or here in Geneva in 2003. Black blocs are “ad hoc assemblages of individuals or affinity groups that last for the duration of a march or rally in which members retain
5
their anonymity via head-to-toe black clothing.” They engage in direct actions against private and public properties, as well as security forces, without fear of arrest.
The key enabler of their tactical show of force is mobile communication technology, which through the use of text messaging or messaging applications can

the use of
swarming tactics by non-state actors (terrorists, insurgents or activists) has not led to massive casualties (if we exclude the terrorist
attacks mentioned previously as they do not truly represent swarming tactics). This could be a very different story if non-state actors, and
especially terrorist organizations, could have access to LAWS . During this conference, many contributions have underlined
the absolute need to respect international humanitarian law for the engagement of LAWS. This position acknowledges that
international law is the cornerstone of the modern regime on the use of force and its prohibition. Yet, from the terrorists’ perspective, violations of
international laws and humanitarian principles represent the core of their strategy, which aims at instilling fear and
terror through the use of indiscriminate violence against innocent people. Current forms of terrorism such as those
practiced by the Islamic State, Al Qaeda and their affiliate groups aim exactly at this: creating shock by violating key
international and ethical principles . The epitome of this approach is represented by the Islamic State or ISIS, which bases its strategy on escalating the
instantaneously coordinate a mass of protesters without prior planning. Swarming tactics have proved to be very effective. So far, however,

use of indiscriminate violence so as to constantly hit the headlines and maintaining a climate of fear and terror. This has been evident in the multiple videos of group
executions, beheadings, shootings or the burning of the Jordanian pilot alive released on social media. When developing LAWS, states and the international
community should think very carefully about the consequences of this technology falling into the hands of radical terrorist groups such as the Islamic State. These
groups massively rely on suicide bombings for tactical reasons (breaching a front line, for instance) and strategic purposes (shocking the international community).

The acquisition of LAWS by these groups would act as a massive force multiplier as they could use the same suicide
bombing tactics but with a greater concentration of mass (since they would rely on more machine acting as “suicide bombers”).
Moreover, this would also prevent them from losing their recruits and therefore improve their human capabilities.
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Friendly Fire / Fratricide
LAWs Inability To Be Corrected During Engagements Leads To Increased Risk Of
Fratricide & Other Consequences
CRS 20 [Congressional Research Services, October 15, 2020, “International Discussions Concerning Lethal Autonomous
Weapon Systems”, CRS x In Focus, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/IF11294.pdf] /Triumph Debate
In addition to the states listed in Table 1, approximately 165 nongovernmental organizations have called for a preemptive ban on LAWS due to ethical concerns.
These include a perceived lack of accountability for use and a perceived inability to comply with the proportionality and distinction requirements of IHL.

Some

analysts have also raised concerns about LAWS’s potential operational risks. For example, as Center for a New American Security
analyst Paul Scharre has noted, risks could arise from “hacking, enemy behavioral manipulation, unexpected interactions with
the environment, or simple malfunctions or software errors” and could potentially result in civilian or noncombatant
casualties. Although such risks could be present in automated systems, they could be heightened in autonomous systems, in which
the human operator would be unable to physically intervene to terminate engagements—potentially resulting in
wider-scale or more numerous instances of fratricide, civilian casualties, or other unintended consequences. Those
supporting a preemptive ban on LAWS have additionally appealed to the Martens Clause, which appears in the 1899 Hague Convention preamble and states that
weapons use should conform to the “principles of humanity and the dictates of the public conscience.” These analysts believe that LAWS contravene that
requirement; however, others have noted that the Martens Clause has not been used previously to ban a weapons system and, furthermore, that the legal status of
the Martens Clause is questionable and instead constitutes “merely a recognition of ‘customary international law.’”
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AWS Cause Large-Scale Fratricide --- Attacks Cannot Be Aborted
Trumbull 20 [Charles P. Trumbull, 2020, “Autonomous Weapons: How Existing Law can Regulate Future Weapons”,
Emory International Law Review, https://law.emory.edu/eilr/content/volume-34/issue-2/index.html] /Triumph Debate
As with many advances in warfare, autonomy raises legitimate humanitarian concerns. These concerns are heightened by modern
conflicts’ disproportionate toll on civilians. 118 As wars are increasingly fought in urban areas rather than in trenches, civilian deaths
have greatly outpaced those of combatants. 119 This Section focuses primarily on the jus in bello (i.e., the rules governing the conduct of hostilities)
concerns presented by autonomous weapons, including the potential for indiscriminate or excessive attacks resulting
from unintended engagements, the ethical considerations, and the potential accountability gap. 120
A primary concern with autonomous weapons is that they may malfunction in a manner that causes mass harm to civilians. 121 Even if autonomy can enhance
discrimination in the vast majority of cases, the consequences of machine error could be tragic. 122 Malfunctions are also inevitable. 123 Artificial intelligence can
exceed human capabilities when performing a defined task in a controlled environment, 124 but it is brittle. 125 AI

systems are not good at adapting to
unforeseen events. 126 Enemy forces may also cause AI systems to fail by corrupting training data sets or by hacking
their software. 127 As Scharre cautions, “When [AI systems] do fail, they often fail badly.” 128 This brittleness poses a significant concern in warfare. 129 It is
impossible to program the myriad situations that a weapon system may confront in battle, and the consequences of an autonomous weapon malfunction could be
catastrophic, “causing large-scale

fratricide, civilian casualties, or even unintended attacks on
adversaries.” 130 Autonomous weapons that cannot be aborted or recalled in the event of malfunction pose
particular concerns given that they may continue to attack until depleted of energy or ammunition. 131 Opponents of
autonomous weapons also warn that machine warfare may eliminate the last vestiges of compassion or honor in warfare. 132 Combatants may elect not to kill an
enemy, even if legally permitted, if they believe it would violate a moral norm. 133 A soldier may find it repugnant, for example, to kill an enemy in a completely
defenseless position, such as when he is sleeping or bathing. 134 Machines likely cannot make such moral judgments. A former U.N. Special Rapporteur, Christof
Heyns, argues that machines “lack morality and mortality, and should as a result not have life and death powers over humans.” 135 Distancing or even removing the
human from these lethal decisions may have broader social consequences. As one commentator notes, “[t]he psychological distance eliminates the application of the
shared sense of humanity all humans have, whether conscious or not.” 136 Professor Wagner similarly notes that autonomous weapons may contribute to the
“dehumanization of killing.” 137
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LAWs Create The Risk For Mass Fratricide - Multitude Of Reasons
Scharre 16 [Paul Scharre, Senior Fellow and Director of the 20YY Future of Warfare Initiative, February 2016,
“Autonomous Weapons and Operational Risk”, Center for a New American Security,
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/196288/CNAS_Autonomous-weapons-operational-risk.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Humans are not immune from errors, and semi-autonomous weapons can also fail. However, for semi-autonomous weapons, requiring a human in the loop to
authorize each engagement creates a natural fail-safe. If the weapon system begins to fail, the human controller can modify the weapon system’s operation or halt
the engagement before further damage is done. With an autonomous weapon, however, the damage potential before a human controller is able to intervene could
be far greater. In the most extreme case, an autonomous weapon could continue engaging inappropriate targets until it exhausts its magazine, potentially over a
wide area. If the failure mode is replicated in other autonomous weapons of the same type, a military could face the disturbing prospect of large numbers of

autonomous weapons pose a
novel risk of mass fratricide, with large numbers of weapons turning on friendly forces. This could be because of
hacking, enemy behavioral manipulation, unexpected interactions with the environment, or simple malfunctions or
software errors. Moreover, as the complexity of the system increases, it becomes increasingly difficult to verify the
system’s behavior under all possible conditions; the number of potential interactions within the system and with its environment is simply too
autonomous weapons failing simultaneously, with potentially catastrophic consequences. From an operational standpoint,

large. While these risks can be mitigated to some extent through better system design, software verification and validation, test and evaluation, and user training,
these risks cannot be eliminated entirely. Complex tightly coupled systems are inherently vulnerable to “normal accidents.” The risk of accidents can be reduced, but
never can be entirely eliminated. Militaries considering autonomous weapons must carefully weigh these risks against military utility and the potential disadvantage
of keeping a human in the loop as a fail-safe, if nothing else. Human decision-making and automation are not mutually exclusive, however. “Centaur” human-machine
teaming cognitive architectures can leverage the predictability, reliability, and speed of automation while retaining the robustness and flexibility of human
intelligence. Whenever possible, human-machine teaming will be preferred.
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Fratricide Due To AWS Has Already Occurred
Dickinson 18 [Laura T. Dickinson, Oswald Symister Colclough Research Professor and Professor of Law at The George
Washington University, 2018, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems: The Overlooked Importance of Administrative
Accountability”, George Washington University Law School,
https://scholarship.law.gwu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2621&context=faculty_publications] /Triumph Debate
As examples of situations in which these kinds risks can lead to concrete harm, Scharre highlights the

two U.S. Patriot air defense system friendly
fire or “fratricide” incidents during the 2003 invasion of Iraq. In the first instance a U.S. Patriot battery shot down a
British aircraft, killing the crew when the Patriot’s automation misidentified the aircraft as an anti-radiation missile. In
addition, a separate system allowing friendly military aircraft to identify themselves also failed. Yet these two factors alone were not enough to cause the fratricide.
The Patriot was operating in semi-autonomous mode and required human approval. But the human operator also made a mistake by accepting the Patriot’s incorrect

In the second incident, the Patriot identified an incoming track from a ballistic missile later determined to
be false (likely due to electromagnetic interference). Unaware the track was false, the human operators set the missile in a “ready
status,” to prepare for engagement, but in auto-fire, rather than semi-autonomous, mode, thereby removing the
need for human engagement. Once the system was ready, the Patriot battery fired and shot down an F-18. In these cases,
no one intended for the harms to occur; rather, as Scharre points out “the complexity of the system contributed to human operators’
misperceiving or misunderstanding the system’s behavior, in some cases taking inappropriate actions.” Moreover,
Scharre points out that choosing to operate complex systems in high-risk environments means that failures, even if
very low-probability events, are “effectively inevitable.” ACCOUNTABILITY OPTIONS The ways in which autonomous and semi-autonomous
identification.

systems can fail poses challenges for dominant approaches to accountability. To begin with, not all failures result in harms that even implicate LOAC/IHL. And many
incidents that could potentially implicate LOAC/IHL would not fit neatly into a paradigm of criminal accountability, especially because in many cases human beings
interacting with the weapons systems would not satisfy the requisite intent requirement. For example, in the Patriot missile fratricides and the other types of
complex system failures discussed above, no one intended to carry out actions in violation of LOAC/IHL, even as humans interacting with machines made mistakes
that caused significant harm. For this reason, some scholars have advocated for more robust forms of tort liability in some cases. They point out that 15 the lower
intent threshold to establish tort liability is a better fit for the kinds of harms that are likely to occur, and that tort law serves as a better mode both for providing
redress and regulating the future operation of such weapons systems. Still others emphasize that the law of state responsibility is the most appropriate form of
accountability in such instances. Yet these additional forms of accountability are also problematic in many instances. Here I briefly discuss the concept of
accountability in general, and then assess the limitations of each form of accountability typically highlighted in the literature, before turning to what I term
administrative accountability in Part III.
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Fratricide Via Autonomous Systems Have Greater Consequences
Leys 18 [Nathan Leys, JD candidate at Yale Law School, Studied international security at George Mason University,
Spring 2018, “Autonomous Weapon Systems and International Crises”, Strategic Studies Quarterly,
https://www.airuniversity.af.edu/Portals/10/SSQ/documents/Volume-12_Issue-1/Leys.pdf?ver=z5D1OxiuTjIqtUjgYu_Kw%3d%3d] /Triumph Debate
Understanding the strategic ramifications of AWS does not require an engineer’s knowledge of how they work. That being said, the

technologies behind
AWS raise familiar questions regarding the prevention of friendly fire, miscalculation, and proliferation. First, AWS
must be able to identify legitimate targets. The tasks of getting a robot to distinguish a tank from a minivan or an enemy tank from a friendly tank
are difficult and the consequences of a mistake enormous. Moreover, the job of differentiating a journalist with a camera from an enemy soldier with a weapon (or
an enemy soldier attempting to surrender) is even more challenging.Although

the technology in- volved has since advanced considerably,
one facet of the Patriot missile defense system’s friendly fire incidents during the Iraq War is instructive. Because
“operators [are] trained to trust the system’s software” in scenarios where threats demand superhuman reaction
times, the increasing tempo of combat can create a tradeoff between protecting troops and the accidental targeting
of friendly forces (or noncombatants). The distinction problem will only become more important and difficult in hybrid scenarios where the lines
between civilian and military are blurry at best. Human soldiers can make mistakes too, of course. But to the extent that AWS are
developed and deployed because they enhance a military’s ability to deliver lethal force, it follows that a mistake by
an autonomous system may have correspondingly greater consequences . Second, because AWS rely on decision-making processes that
differ from human cognitive processes, they may act in ways that are difficult or impossible for humans to comprehend or predict. The risk of side A’s AWS
making a mistake that causes a miscalculation by side B’s commanders is obvious. Less obvious is how miscalculation
might arise from the interaction of two sides’ AWS. The development of AI systems to play Go, an incredibly complex board game, is perhaps the
paradigmatic example of the unpredictability of AI strategic interaction. AlphaGo, a program created by DeepMind, an AI research outfit under Google’s umbrella,
defeated the world’s top human player in 2017. Subsequently, DeepMind released recordings of games AlphaGo had played against itself, developing strategies so
foreign to conventional strategies that Go experts described them as “from an alternate dimension.”23 The risks of AI strategic interaction are illustrated by the
trading algorithms used by Wall Street firms. These algorithms have been accused of causing socalled flash crashes by locking themselves into a tit-for-tat sell-off loop
that moves so quickly humans cannot realize what is happening until it is over.24 Applied to AWS, the danger is that side A cannot predict with certainty under what
conditions its own AWS might fire the first shot, either because of a glitch or because the AWS system adopts a strategy involving preemptive strikes that side A’s
unsuspecting human commanders could never have foreseen.

63

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

Fratricide Has A Multitude Of Negative Effects – Including Loss of Confidence,
Disrupted Operations, Financial Costs And More
Webb et al. 10 [Catherine M. Webb and Kate J. Hewett, U.S. Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory, March 2010,
“An Analysis of U.S. Army Fratricide Incidents during the Global War on Terror (11 September 2001 to 31 March 2008)”,
U.S. Army Aeromedical Research Laboratory, https://fas.org/man/eprint/fratricide.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Most fratricide incidents are due to multiple contributing factors. Common causes of combat identification errors include “inadequate training, poor leadership,
inappropriate procedures, language barriers, and an inability to communicate changing plans” (Wilson, Salas, Priest, & Andrews, 2007) Beyond

the tragic loss
of manpower, fratricide incidents also have a negative effect on the unit, including loss of confidence, disrupted
operations, loss of aggressiveness, and overall decrease in morale (Department of the Army, 1992). Soldiers may begin to
second guess the intelligence information they receive or over-analyze situations, and leaders may develop overly
complex rules of engagement (ROE), which all can slow the tempo of the operation. Fratricide incidents also have a
financial cost, including expensive accident investigations and loss of equipment (Hart, 2005). There are several technological
countermeasures in use, varying in cost and complexity, aimed at reducing fratricide. Raytheon’s Battlefield Target Identification Device (BTID) uses advanced
millimeter-wave technology to identify friendly forces and track vehicles in real time. Radio Based Combat Identification (RBCI) is a low cost approach that combines
global positioning system (GPS) coordinates with signals from Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System (SINCGARS) radios. A more detailed review of
current combat identification technologies can be found in Hart (2005).
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Fratricide Is Detrimental To Combat Power
Steinweg 94 [Kenneth K. Steinweg, Colonel in the US. Army, Army War College, April 27, 1994, “PIERCING ThE FOG OF
WAR SURROUNDING FRATRICIDE: THE SYNERGY OF HISTORY, TECHNOLOGY, AND BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH”, USAWC
STRATEGIC RESEARCH PROJECT, https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a279536.pdf] /Triumph Debate
"The impact of amicicide
[fratricide] on combat power is geometric, not linear. Each fratricide incident represents one bomb, shell or bullet that
should have fallen on the enemy to reduce his combat power rather than our own."53 Our foes on the battlefield suffer from similar fratricide causes:
baseline performance ability of weapon systems and declines in human abilities over time. Any significant improvement in fratricide rate for our
forces will put our foes at an additional disadvantage. And the advantage is not only on the combat end of the equation. Every tank or
vehicle spared is one less that has to be "force projected ." Current U.S. strategy is to harness technology to give us an edge on the battlefield.
A reduction in fratricide rates by only half translates to a 5 to 8 percent increase in combat power. The opposite is true.
Allowing the fratricide rate to rise because of emerging battlefield characteristics will significantly degrade our
abilities to fight and win. This is another aspect of the technological edge we can leverage. Dare we allow this opportunity to pass us by? It is in fact a cost
saving measure. It will spare equipment, lives, and wounded. A fratricide rate of 10-15% is a huge loss of combat power.
Reducing fratricide rates in relation to the enemy's rates will be a significant battlefield advantage for the American military.
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Arms Races & Conflict Escalation
LAWs Arms Races Are More Likely Because Assumptions Surrounding Capability
Horowitz 19 [Michael C Horowitz, Professor of Political Science and the Associate Director of Perry World House at
the University of Pennsylvania, 2019, “When speed kills: Lethal autonomous weapon systems, deterrence and stability,”
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/01402390.2019.1621174] /Triumph Debate
All arms races share an underlying political dynamic whereby fear of developments by one or multiple other actors,
and the inability to verify that those actors are not developing particular capabilities, fuels more intense development
of new weapon systems than would happen otherwise.56 An arms race in the area of machine autonomy would be no
different in that dimension. The root would be inherently political.57 Actors would also have to believe that they would gain an advantage from the
developing LAWS, or least be at a significant disadvantage if they did not develop those weapon systems. Jervis argues that arms races occur due to a
security dilemma when states have the ability to measure each other’s capabilities, but not their intentions. The
opacity surrounding LAWS development might generate increased risk for arms competition because of potential
opacity about capabilities, in addition to the ‘normal’ opacity that exists about intentions. First, it will be extremely
difficult for states to credibly demonstrate autonomous weapon capabilities. The difference between a remotely
piloted system and an autonomous system is software, not hardware, meaning verification that a given country is
operating an autonomous system at all would be difficult. Second, uncertainty about the technological trajectory of
machine learning and specific military applications means that countries might have significant uncertainty about
other countries’ capabilities. Thus, countries might invest a lot in AI applications to military systems due to fear of
what others are developing. The heightened role of uncertainty about what other countries are developing would
make an LAWS arms competition different than many historical arms races – for example, the Anglo-German naval arms race prior to
World War I. In the Anglo-German naval arms race case, both sides could see the ships being produced by the other side because those ships left port for testing, and
were subject to reporting by spies who could observe construction patterns.59 Even though there was some uncertainty about the specific capabilities of battleships

Third, the rules of engagement for LAWS would
also likely be unknown – and use of an LAWS by a state in one engagement might not generate predictability, since a
state could change the programming of the system prior to the next engagement. Thus, opacity surrounding AI
capabilities could, potentially, lead to worse case assumptions about capability development by potential adversaries,
thus making arms race dynamics more likely.
and battlecruisers, each side could count the number and size of the guns deployed on each ship.
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Use Of LAWS Lowers The Threshold For Use Of Force – 4 Reasons
Bode & Huelss 17 [Ingvild Bode, University of Kent, and Hendrik Huelss, University of Kent, “The Implications of
Emerging Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems for International Peace and Security,” Conflict Analysis Research
Centre, University of Kent,
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/64224/1/LAWS%20and%20the%20use%20of%20force_CARC_Nov2017.pdf] /Triumph Debate
LAWS in the context of existing legal grey areas These developments set the parameters in which the current discussion on LAWS takes place. This has four effects

First, the emergence of LAWS advances the technological sophistication of
UAVs. Considering LAWS along the spectrum of autonomy, systems to be used in air are among the most sophisticated category of LAWS in
development. These resemble current UAVs closely but come with more refined autonomous capabilities. It is therefore likely
that such systems will be used in similar ways as UAVs. They will hence follow into the footsteps of continuing and
expanding current use of force practices that have already made the use of force more commonplace. This has significant
that are of interest to the debate on LAWS at the CCW:

effects on the general prohibition of the use of force as well as the wider use of force standards it stands for. In a system that makes the use of force more normal

Second, perceived advantages associated with LAWS could exacerbate this
the resort to the use of force even more probable. Like UAVs, using LAWS carries no risk for military
personnel. However, unlike UAVs whose communication links make them slow to respond to attacks and at risk of jamming,
LAWS could “think” for themselves on the battlefield, rendering them more effective than UAVs could ever be. These effectiveness
considerations can become a push factor for deploying LAWS rather than UAVs in counter-terrorist operations. We can therefore assume
that use of force thresholds will be further lowered by LAWS in building and expanding on current legal grey areas in their
usage. This will make it increasingly difficult to use legal standards in concrete terms and threatens the very tenets of the international legal system. Third, we have
seen how the use of UAVs has shaped and continues to shape the interpretation of legal regulations on the use of force. When states deploy weapons
systems with increasing levels of autonomy, this will lead to new considerations about what are “appropriate” readings of current legal
standards and, more generally, novel standards of when and how using force is “appropriate”. As we have seen in the context of
UAVs, these standards may turn into de facto norms evolving outside of legal frameworks and formal processes of norm-setting. The various
potential deployments of LAWS therefore become important sites where de facto norms governing the use of force
emerge. Previous weapons technologies, such as submarines, demonstrate this trend. Once established, these de facto norms decrease the
likelihood of banning LAWS comprehensively but also erode the global normative order by permissively reinterpreting use of force rules. Fourth, these
arguments are of growing relevance when considering the increasing scope of autonomy LAWS may have. If we assume that
more and more functions related to selecting and engaging potential targets for the use of force will be delegated to such
systems, this renders decision-making on the use of force increasingly opaque. Already, target acquisition for UAVs relies
heavily on signals generated by intelligence readings based on algorithms scanning masses of data that is not accessible to
human reasoning. Autonomous machinic solutions are used to sift through the vast amounts of sensory data gathered by UAVs and thereby
set the parameters for what military actors do. While humans remain in control of the force release decision, the
impenetrable process of generating the data for it makes it hard for experts and decision-makers to question the output. Until
the international community agrees on a consensus definition of LAWS, autonomy and/or the degree of acceptable human supervisory control,
these developments will continue to go unchallenged.
and more likely, international peace and security is threatened.
development and make
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LAWS Shift Perception Of The Costs Of Conflict And The Perspective Of The
Opponent, Leading To Prolonged Conflicts That Become All Or Nothing
Roff 15 [Heather Roff, University of Denver, “Lethal Autonomous Weapons and Jus Ad Bellum Proportionality,” Case
Western Reserve Journal of International Law, https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/214077458.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Ostensibly, it

would appear that the ability to use AWS against an unjust threat ought to be seen as a benefit in one’s
its proponents argue, AWS saves soldiers’ lives . This would surely weight heavily in favor of using robotic weapons,
for the harms imposed would be placed on the unjust aggressor and not on the combatants and/or civilians of the
defending state. The harms would be allocated to those liable to harm (i.e. the unjust aggressors). Moreover, in the event that AWS engage in
collateral killing, one could argue that if it was in pursuance of legitimate military objectives, and the killing was foreseen
but unintended, those deaths are unfortunate but not prohibited given the doctrine of double effect.23 In this scenario,
call it Scenario One, State D must make a decision. It must either fight or capitulate. If State D deems it permissible to fight, then State D must
proportionality calculation. As

have determined that it:: has a just cause (defense); possesses right intention (to thwart threatened attack); is a proper authority; has a reasonable chance of success;
fights because this option is a last resort; deems the war proportionate, given the gravity of the threat and D’s ability to displace harms to the unjust aggressor. The

State D may fight against an unjust threat without any harm to its human
troops or civilian population. However, I fear that this decision relies too heavily on a presumption that a state’s
technological advantage provides a justification to fight where a state might not otherwise do so. The crux of the matter is that a
decision tree for Scenario One would look something like this:

state must justify the harms imposed by claiming there is a net benefit to be gained from any hostile actions. Furthermore, the benefits are, and indeed must be,

On most accounts, thwarting aggression is seen
as a sufficient just cause.24 This is because an attacking army places all those in its path at risk of imminent harm . The
directly related to the just causes, and achieving those causes must be reasonably likely to happen.

harm (to state or people or both) threatened is temporally impending, and this temporal element is important. In most theories of self-defense, there is no
justification to inflict harm in self-defense unless the harm threatened is imminent and directed at one’s vital interests.25 In typologies of war, imminence is what
marks the difference between preventive and preemptive war. If there is any distinction between the two typologies, then the temporal element cannot be ignored.

Yet in the case of defense with AWS, this imminence is subtly transmuted. In conventional war, we look to the three loci
of imminent harm: the state, the human combatants, and the people. International law and the just war theory claim that imminent harm to the
state entails that its political independence and territorial integrity is threatened, and the threat is sufficient to shed blood.26 In practice, however, there is not a
clean or clear distinction between imminent harm to the state’s interests and the people’s because, on most accounts, imminent

harm is always
bootstrapped to human combatants and the civilian population (if the defending military fails). While just war theorists would like to keep
these categories separate, often they become mixed, and justifications of national self-defense are rooted in cases of individual self-defense.27 The ability to
respond defensively with AWS, however, changes the calculation or at least lays bare the real loci of harm. For there is, and can be, no
lethal threat to an AWS, and there are only secondary or tertiary threats to State D’s human troops or civilians. In regards to AWS, if one were to
discuss “imminent harm” here, one would have to rely on arguments concerning property damage. Moreover, common law
and US jurisprudence prohibit using lethal force in defense of property.28 While some US states permit their citizens to kill wild animals in defense of property, no
such exception exists for the killing of human beings.29 While this article addresses the national defense of a state in war, a similar rationale could apply to the
principle of defensive killing. Defensive killing is permitted only when the threats are grave enough and imminent enough to tip the proportionality scale.30 In

the
case of defense with AWS, the brute fact is that a robotic army stands in place of human warfighters and thus mitigates the
imminence of the harm to the vital interests of the people of the defending state. One might object here and claim that all I have done is
lay bare the fact that the imminence of the threat is to the state , and it is the threat to the state that justifies killing in defense
regardless of how or by what means that killing is carried out. In deciding the proportionate response, the state must balance whatever harms it
imposes against the good of maintaining its rights. In this case, the state claims that a threat to its enumerated rights supports waging war against an
unjust aggressor, which typically entails sacrificing the lives of its service members as well as collaterally killing bystanders in the aggressor nation. In Scenario One,

However, to satisfy the proportionality principle, State D would
then need to justify wide ranging and harmful responses. That is, State D ought to have a reasonable expectation that it can achieve the relevant
State D is merely using a weapon that does not require it to sacrifice its service members.

goods, and thereby either equal or outweigh the potential evils resulting from war against State A. The only value against which State D can base this calculation is its
rights. If

one holds that a state’s rights permits waging war with human soldiers carrying traditional weapons and not only AWS, then
we must revise the scenario, to include the potential that AWS will fail , and human warfighters will be utilized in a second
round. The game tree would look something like this: Yet by granting this point, we concede that our proportionality calculations must take account of all of the
harms (h) and relevant benefits (b) at Time 1 (T1) and Time 2 (T2). Moreover, given the dynamic nature of conflict, where an enemy force will change its behavior and
perceptions at T2, such calculations cannot be overly simplistic in that one takes the harms and benefits at T1 and then carries that sum over, unchanged, to T2.
Rather, we must estimate additional harms and benefits at T2 as well, while noting that these harms and benefits are dependent upon the estimated outcome of T1.
In other words, we must calculate proportionality in the following way, where P is the “proportionality” of the response: Proportionality in this equation is greater
than or equal to the sum of benefits and harms at T1 and T2. This view makes the relative considerations more complex, even at T1, for it requires a state to make
calculations based on a strategic interaction with its adversary, as well as an estimation of the likely distributed effects to third parties in the system. A strategic
interaction would mean that State D estimates what State A will do once fighting commences and then predicates its decisions on the portended actions of State A.

68

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021
For example, if a commander reasons that fighting against an adversary’s right flank will cause it to fall back to a rear position, then the commander will try to place
troops in this area before fighting commences to anticipate his adversary’s likely response. Instead of estimating only one scenario at a time, a commander or state

The presumption that AWS will offer an advantage where states can “fight battles without
any contact” is pernicious because it artificially manipulates one’s sense of ad bellum proportionality by claiming that
the harms suffered are either highly mitigated or absent because it assumes that the state using them will not face any
additional threat from its adversary. Indeed, it presumes a one round game, and thus distorts the calculation. Indeed, it ignores the
fact that, if properly calculated, any benefits or harms identified at T1 are correlated with one’s perception of the state of
affairs at T2. When pressed, then, it is actually Scenario Two that justifies waging a defensive war, and if one cannot justify waging war under Scenario Two, then
one cannot justify waging war at all. While my arguments are conjectural in nature, we have prima facie evidence to suggest that waging
warfare with AWS at T1 would generate too many costs at T2 to satisfy the entire proportionality calculation. We cannot satisfy this
calculation for two distinct reasons: first, the use of AWS will adversely affect the likelihood of peaceful settlement and the
probability of achieving one’s just causes. Second, the use of AWS in conflict would breed a system wide AWS arms race. Let us turn to
must think multiple moves ahead.

the issue of peaceful settlement and achieving just causes.Albert Camus once remarked that killing by using a machine as a proxy for a soldier is a danger that we
ought to shun because what is “gained in cleanliness is lost in understanding.”31 What he meant was that sanitizing

killing on one side and
attempting to legitimize this supposedly clean form of violence is myopic because one can never kill cleanly . There will
undoubtedly be consequences that will entrench the violence and perpetuate the cycle. Leaping ahead approximately sixty years,
we see that Camus’ observations still hold true and are increasingly prescient for the types of autonomous killing under discussion. Recent evidence from
the United States’ use of unmanned aerial vehicles, or “drones,” in Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia to target members of al-Qaeda and its affiliates
suggests that using this type of weapon breeds more animosity and acts as a recruiting strategy for terrorist
organizations, thereby frustrating the U.S.’s goals. 32 Indeed, the U.S.’s adversaries paint its use of unmanned systems as disrespectful and cowardly, and this
belief, in turn, incites distrust, skepticism, and hatred in the target population.33 What may be gained in cleanliness is lost in
understanding. While these current unmanned operations still require human combatants in the combat theater at forward operating bases or
airstrips, they are not wholly clean or without risk. AWS, on the other hand, would permit a state to excise the human from
this kind of combat situation, and may eliminate the need for any support crew in theater. The perception of clean killing would
increase. Thus, any findings we have about a target population’s perception of unmanned drones may actually be even stronger in the case of AWS. Even if
AWS are used defensively, the message it sends to one’s adversary is that their lives are not worth sending a human
combatant to fight. This perception, along with evidence from present drone operations, suggests that feelings of animosity may increase
as a result of AWS use. Acrimonious feelings affect the likelihood of peaceful settlement and negotiation between belligerent states.
Substantial evidence indicates that when high levels of distrust, enmity, and hatred exist between warring parties,
conflicts are prolonged and peaceful settlements are unlikely .34 Data suggests that when belligerent parties begin to relate to each other in
this negative way, conflicts assume a zero sum characteristic, whereby they end by either total defeat or surrender .35 This
zero sum view of war directly relates to the harms and relevant goods in the proportionality calculation, as well as the principle of likelihood of success. In terms of
the proportionality calculation, one is required to weigh the likely effects of waging lethal autonomous war at T1 on the enemy and enemy population, how those
effects may affect the potential for escalation and duration of conflict at T2. Moreover, one must also calculate whether the use of AWS will create a zero-sum
environment whereby peaceful settlement and negotiation is no longer an option for the ending of conflict and achieving of just causes. In other words, if conflict
becomes zero-sum, then the probability of success calculation becomes even harder to estimate.
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LAWS Remove The ‘Body Bag Count’ And Second Strike Capabilities From
Conflicts, Promoting Aggressive Behavior
Tamburrini 16 [Guglielmo Tamburrini, University of Naples Federico II, “On banning autonomous weapons systems:
from deontological to wide consequentialist reasons,” Cambridge,
https://www.cambridge.org/core/books/autonomous-weapons-systems/on-banning-autonomous-weapons-systemsfrom-deontological-to-wide-consequentialist-reasons/DC96197E1B3166498685398910966682] /Triumph Debate
To begin with, let us recall that the consequentialist reasons for the future deployment of AWS include reduced casualties not only
in one’s own and the opponents’ camp but also among non-belligerents as a result of more accurate targeting and a more conservative decision to fire, which are free
from human self-preservation concerns.32 These

reasons for the future deployment of AWS concern only expected battlefield
performances and some of their outcomes. Consequences that one may expect on a more global scale are neglected, therefore
revealing a narrow consequentialist perspective on AWS’ future deployment. Instead, a broad consequentialist standpoint takes into
account the expected effects on peace stability, on incentives to start wars by the newly introduced conventional armament, on the likelihood of escalation from
conventional to nuclear warfare and on the disruption of extant nuclear deterrence factors. Sharkey

takes a broad consequentialist standpoint
when he points out that ‘having robots to reduce the “body-bag count” could mean fewer disincentives to start wars’,
thereby suggesting that a reduction of one’s own casualties in the short term cannot compensate for the higher numbers of casualties
and destruction caused by increased numbers of conflicts that AWS may facilitate in the long term .33 On more general grounds, Jürgen
Altmann suggests that the list of issues that are usually addressed be extended if one wants to provide a balanced aggregate assessment of the expected costs and
benefits flowing from future AWS deployment:

If new classes of conventional weapons are emerging, as is the case with armed uninhabited

vehicles, they should be assessed with respect to questions such as do they make war more likely and do they raise other dangers.
Envisioned short-term military advantages should be weighed against the probable long-term consequences for national, and, in particular, international, security.34

AWS are potentially more threatening to global security than many other conventional weapons. In particular, swarms of
aerial AWS that are capable of initiating coordinated attacks on great numbers of civilian infrastructures and military objectives raise serious
concerns in connection with a new arms race and its expected impact on global destabilization. This observation shows the
implausibility of the ceteris paribus assumption that the deployment of AWS on the battlefield will not have an ethically
significant impact on causal factors and strategic reasons underlying the decision to start or escalate armed conflicts.
However, this is exactly the implicit assumption on which the force of narrow consequentialist arguments for the future deployment of AWS entirely depends. The
threat of destabilization raised by swarms of AWS may be a sufficiently serious incentive for a conventional war. However, one should be careful to note that AWS,

more than many other conventional arms, have the potential to deliver destructive attacks on strategic nuclear
objectives. Swarms of AWS might be capable of delivering a powerful first strike against the opponent’s nuclear arsenals, to the extent that they may
thwart the opponent’s second-strike capability of responding with nuclear retaliation. In this scenario, traditional nuclear deterrence
based on mutually assured destruction would no longer be appealing and first strike strategies would be prized instead. Let us now
try and assess from a wide consequentialist standpoint the aggregate of expected benefits and costs flowing from AWS deployment. By permitting the future
deployment of AWS, one might expect reduced casualties among belligerents and non-belligerents in some battlefield scenarios. At the same time, however,
one would significantly raise the risk of a new arms race and global destabilization, by providing incentives for the
commencement of wars and by weakening traditional nuclear deterrence factors based on mutually assured
destruction. As far as the latter kind of risk is concerned, one can hardly think of a more critical danger to humankind than the danger of setting off a nuclear
conflict, and one can hardly think of a more desirable state for humankind than the state of nuclear peace preservation. Since the expected costs of an
arms race and destabilization outweigh the sum of the expected benefits flowing from AWS future deployment, opting for a
pre-emptive ban on AWS is tantamount to choosing the collective rule of behaviour that is expected to produce the most
preferable set of consequences in a global geopolitical context.
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Nations Are Aggressively Pursuing Autonomous Weapons - China and US Prove
Surabhi 19 [Ankita Surabhi, Master of Human Rights, Gender and Conflict Studies: Social Justice Perspectives and
specialist in Conflict and Peace Studies, December 2019, “FROM ‘KILLER ROBOTS’ to AUTONOMOUS WEAPONS SYSTEMS
(AWS)”, International Institute of Social Studies, Surabhi-Ankita_MA_2018_19_SJP.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Today nations are aggressively and diligently pursuing AWS development, such as US’s 2014 Offset Strategy “which seeks to out
manoeuvre advantages made by top adversaries through technology, to exploit all advances in AI and autonomy and insert them into DoD’s battle networks to

PAX
concluded that the trend of states implementing national policies for developing military application of AI already
resembles an arms race, including research programmes for simulating cooperation with tech companies and
universities, for investing in military applications of AI with the overarching rhetoric to not fall behind adversaries”
(34). Unambiguously supporting collaboration with the private industry, all states display a prerogative for RnD; like
achieve a step increase in performance that the department believes will strengthen conventional deterrence” (DoD 2016). In its 2019 Report, “State of AI”,

China’s “institutionalized military-civilian integration” (PAX, 2019a) and Russia’s Technopolis (Alaff, 2018) while Israel and South Korea already have AI departments
within their ministries. The

Chinese technopolitical age has expanded AI research, and offiially designated companies like
Baidu, Alibaba, Tencent, iFlytek, and SenseTime as the country’s ‘AI Champions’ successfully integrated into the
military (Allen, 2019; 21). This must be taken with a pinch of salt, because “Article 7 of China’s National Intelligence Law gives the
government legal authority to compel “private assistance” under “Military-Civil Integration; one of the cornerstones
of its national AI strategy”, which while forcing oversight exempted them from “competition from state-owned
enterprises” (ibid. 22). In the US, Google and Pentagon, entered into a contract, Project Maven for cloud computing, that fell through. PAX, followed up its
previous Report with a survey of tech companies (2019b), with actual or potential connections with the military as a “development partner and/or as a supplier of
specific products” demarcating those which show best practice to those which cause concern. Optimistically, it concluded that companies will not jeopardize their
public image by being associated with practices that harm humanity and are trying to devise set of ethics and rules, but AI/dual-use technology nevertheless will

companies like
Amazon and Microsoft have garnered, public ire and concern, vying for a 10 billion ‘war cloud’ contract as part of US
DoD’s Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI) plan (Cuthbertson, 2019)7, while other US companies emerged in the
report as “working on technologies relevant to increasingly autonomous weapons” (47). This happened despite protest by
attract investment/attention because it enables defenses (spam filtering, malware detection). Notwithstanding this optimistic stance,

Microsoft employees requesting withdrawal from the bid. 8
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An AWS Arms Race Is Happening – Billions Are Being Poured Into Military Robots
Swan 20 [Ryan Swan, graduate student in international relations at the University of Cambridge, 6/28/20, “The
Burgeoning Arms Race in Lethal Autonomous Weapons”, Transatlantic Puzzle,
https://transatlanticpuzzle.com/2020/06/28/the-burgeoning-arms-race-in-lethal-autonomous-weapons/]/Triumph
Debate
The many obstacles facing the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, alongside the recent demise of the IntermediateRange Nuclear Forces Treaty and the foreboding prospects surrounding New START, all contribute to a warranted
level of high international concern surrounding the future of nuclear arms control . These treaties have served as the basic firewall
preventing unbridled nuclear proliferation and their fragmentation is alarming. Behind this clamorous forefront, however, looms the
nascent phase of yet another dangerous arms race quietly circumventing mass popular scrutiny – killer robots! As
fantastical as such a notion may at first appear, the development of autonomous weapons systems (AWS) capable of selecting and
engaging targets independent of human operators is well underway with the major players – the U.S., China and
Russia – ramping up their spending in this novel military domain. Factions in Europe are voicing their concern, but Washington and its AWS
competitors show no signs to date of slowing their acceleration down this uncharted path. This article maps the current lay of the AWS terrain and traces an
emergent European initiative to curb an all-out AWS arms race. Current State of Affairs Advancement

of AWS technology is picking up pace as
combined global spending on military robotics is anticipated to reach $16.5 billion by 2025. Successive waves of innovation are
reducing the role of human operators in the control loop, with the fully autonomous robotic capacity for target planning and mission execution in sight. The U.S.,
for instance, the world leader in AWS development, launched the Sea Hunter in 2016 – an autonomous 132-foot
trimaran designed to cruise the oceans in search of adversary submarines and report their coordinates to command
centers. The next step underway is to program Sea Hunters with sophisticated algorithms enabling them to autonomously carry out attacks without specific
operator greenlighting. With assets like these, Pentagon officials foresee a future of naval operations in which reliance on large fleets of unmanned, AWS-equipped
seacraft reduces the number of crewed vessels deployed. Rising competitors are following behind in hot pursuit. In 2017, China

introduced its Next
Generation Artificial Intelligence Plan with an eye toward enhancing AWS capability and achieving global supremacy in
artificial intelligence (AI) by 2030. As part of this broader effort, it projects investment of $4.5 billion in autonomous drone technology by 2021 and is actively
developing mass synchronized drone swarming technology to overwhelm enemy conventional forces on the battlefield. Additionally, Russia has been
particularly ardent about its future AWS ambitions. It presently has multiple military robotics initiatives in place, with
an objective of ensuring thirty percent of its combat power be partially or fully autonomous by 2030. With an enormous
combined defense budget, second only to the U.S., and cutting-edge development infrastructure in industrial AI and robotics,
the EU has the potential to become a major competitor in the AWS realm as well. The mixed sentiments of its
member states have thus far held it back, but this could easily change as its drone spending increases.
The present AWS trajectory is leading toward ever intensifying competition among the leading powers who presently
monopolize the technology. The wider spread of AWS capability is also all but inevitable given declining production costs and proliferation of technical
know-how through three-dimensional printing and other means. Recognizing the legal and ethical problems of machines deciding when
and whom to kill, coupled with the eventuality of expanding availability of such machines, a collection of non-governmental organizations formed
the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots in 2012 to seek an international AWS convention. Discussions have been ongoing in the United Nations as the number of
countries endorsing arms control measures grows, but

the major AWS competitors remain committed to unencumbered development

of their lethal robotic arsenals.
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Major Companies Are Vying For LAWS Development Contract
Mint 19 [N.A. 08/22/2019, “Killer Robots are coming, thanks to big tech firms like Amazon, Microsoft”, Live Mint,
https://www.livemint.com/companies/news/killer-robots-are-coming-thanks-to-big-tech-firms-1566444179682.html]
/Triumph Debate
Amazon, Microsoft (MS) and Intel are among leading tech companies putting the world at risk through killer robot
development, according to a report that surveyed major players from the sector about their stance on lethal autonomous weapons. Dutch NGO Pax ranked 50
companies by three criteria: whether they were developing technology that could be relevant to deadly artificial intelligence (AI), whether they were working on
related military projects, and if they had committed to abstaining from contributing in the future. “Why are companies like Microsoft and Amazon not denying that
they’re currently developing these highly controversial weapons, which could decide to kill people without direct human involvement?" said Frank Slijper, lead author
of the report published this week. The use of artificial intelligence to allow weapon systems to autonomously select and attack targets has sparked ethical debates in
recent years, with critics warning they would jeopardize international security and herald a third revolution in warfare after gunpowder and the atomic bomb. A panel
of government experts debated policy options regarding lethal autonomous weapons at a meeting of the United Nations Convention on Certain Conventional
Weapons in Geneva on Wednesday. Google, which last year published guiding principles eschewing artificial intelligence for use in weapons systems, was among
seven companies found to be engaging in “best practice" in the analysis that spanned 12 countries, as was Japan’s SoftBank, best known for its humanoid Pepper

Twenty-two companies were of “medium concern," while 21 fell into a “high concern" category, notably Amazon
and Microsoft who are both bidding for a $10 billion Pentagon contract to provide the cloud infrastructure for the US
military. Others in the “high concern" group include Palantir, a company with roots in a CIA-backed venture capital
organization that was awarded an $800 million contract to develop an artificial intelligence system “that can help
soldiers analyse a combat zone in real time." “Autonomous weapons will inevitably become scalable weapons of mass destruction, because if the
robot.

human is not in the loop, then a single person can launch a million weapons or a hundred million weapons," Stuart Russell, a computer science professor at the
University of California, Berkeley told AFP on Wednesday.

“The fact is that autonomous weapons are going to be developed by

corporations, and in terms of a campaign to prevent autonomous weapons from becoming widespread, they can play a very big role," he added. The
development of artificial intelligence for military purposes has triggered debates and protest within the industry: last year Google declined to renew a
Pentagon contract called Project Maven, which used machine learning to distinguish people and objects in drone
videos. It also dropped out of the running for Joint Enterprise Defense Infrastructure (JEDI), the cloud contract that Amazon and
Microsoft are hoping to bag. The report noted that Microsoft employees had also voiced their opposition to a US Army contract for an augmented reality headset,
HoloLens, that aims at “increasing lethality" on the battlefield. Earlier this month, Bloomberg reported that the Pentagon’s inspector general was “expeditiously"
conducting an extensive review of the JEDI cloud-computing project, including potential conflicts of interest and misconduct in the competition that may generate as

The watchdog office’s inquiry began before US President Donald Trump endorsed criticism by
rivals that the pending contract award favours Amazon.com Inc. According to Russell, “anything that’s currently a weapon,
people are working on autonomous versions, whether it’s tanks, fighter aircraft, or submarines." Israel’s Harpy is an
much as $10 billion in revenue.

autonomous drone that already exists, “loitering" in a target area and selecting sites to hit. More worrying still are new categories of autonomous weapons that don’t
yet exist—these could include armed mini-drones like those featured in the 2017 short film Slaughterbots. “With that type of weapon, you could send a million of
them in a container or cargo aircraft—so they have destructive capacity of a nuclear bomb but leave all the buildings behind," said Russell. Using facial recognition
technology, the drones could “wipe out one ethnic group or one gender, or using social media information you could wipe out all people with a political view." The
European Union in April published guidelines for how companies and governments should develop artificial intelligence, including the need for human oversight,
working towards societal and environmental well being in a non-discriminatory way, and respecting privacy. Russell argued it was essential to take the next step in
the form of an international ban on lethal artificial intelligence, that could be summarized as “machines that can decide to kill humans shall not be developed,
deployed, or used."
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LAWs Development Causes US-Russia Crisis Instability
Laird 20 [Burgess Laird, Senior internal researcher for Rand Corporation, 6/3/20, “The Risks of Autonomous Weapons
Systems for Crisis Stability and Conflict Escalation in Future U.S.-Russia Confrontations,” Rand Corporation,
https://www.rand.org/blog/2020/06/the-risks-of-autonomous-weapons-systems-for-crisis.html/] /Triumph Debate
Implications for Crisis Stability and Conflict Escalation in U.S.-Russia Confrontations While

holding out the promise of significant operational
advantages, AWS simultaneously could increase the potential for undermining crisis stability and fueling conflict
escalation in contests between the United States and Russia. Defined as “the degree to which mutual deterrence
between dangerous adversaries can hold in a confrontation ,” as my RAND colleague Forrest Morgan explains, crisis stability and the
ways to achieve it are not about warfighting, but about “building and posturing forces in ways that allow a state, if
confronted, to avoid war without backing dow n” on important political or military interests. Thus, the military capabilities
developed by nuclear-armed states like the United States and Russia and how they posture them are key
determinants of whether crises between them will remain stable or devolve into conventional armed conflict , as well as
the extent to which such conflict might escalate in intensity and scope, including to the level of nuclear use. AWS could foster crisis instability and
conflict escalation in contests between the United States and Russia in a number of ways ; in this short essay I will highlight only
four. While holding out the promise of significant operational advantages, AWS simultaneously could increase the potential for undermining crisis stability and fueling
conflict escalation. First, a

state facing an adversary with AWS capable of making decisions at machine speeds is likely to
fear the threat of sudden and potent attack, a threat that would compress the amount of time for strategic
decisionmaking. The posturing of AWS during a crisis would likely create fears that one's forces could suffer significant,
if not decisive, strikes. These fears in turn could translate into pressures to strike first—to preempt—for fear of having
to strike second from a greatly weakened position . Similarly, within conflict, the fear of losing at machine speeds
would be likely to cause a state to escalate the intensity of the conflict possibly even to the level of nuclear use.
Second, as the speed of military action in a conflict involving the use of AWS as well as hypersonic weapons and other
advanced military capabilities begins to surpass the speed of political decisionmaking , leaders could lose the ability to
manage the crisis and with it the ability to control escalation. With tactical and operational action taking place at speeds driven by machines,
the time for exchanging signals and communications and for assessing diplomatic options and offramps will be significantly foreclosed. However, the advantages of
operating inside the OODA loop of a state adversary like Iraq or Serbia is one thing, while operating inside the OODA loop of a nuclear-armed adversary is another. As
the renowned scholar Alexander George emphasized (PDF), especially in contests between nuclear armed competitors, there is a fundamental tension between the
operational effectiveness sought by military commanders and the requirements for political leaders to retain control of events before major escalation takes place.

Third, and perhaps of greatest concern to policymakers should be the likelihood that, from the vantage point of Russia's
leaders, in U.S. hands the operational advantages of AWS are likely to be understood as an increased U.S. capability for
what Georgetown professor Caitlin Talmadge refers to as “conventional counterforce” operations. In brief, in crises and conflicts,
Moscow is likely to see the United States as confronting it with an array of advanced conventional capabilities backstopped
by an interconnected shield of theater and homeland missile defenses . Russia will perceive such capabilities as posing both a conventional
war-winning threat and a conventional counterforce threat poised to degrade the use of its strategic nuclear forces. The
likelihood that Russia will see them this way is reinforced by the fact that it currently sees U.S. conventional precision capabilities precisely in this manner. As a
qualitatively new capability that promises new operational advantages, the addition of AWS to U.S. conventional capabilities could further cement Moscow's view
and in doing so increase the potential for crisis instability and escalation in confrontations with U.S. forces.
In other words, the

fielding of U.S. AWS could augment what Moscow already sees as a formidable U.S. ability to threaten
a range of important targets including its command and control networks, air defenses, and early warning radars, all of
which are unquestionably critical components of Russian conventional forces. In many cases, however, they also serve as critical
components of Russia's nuclear force operations. As Talmadge argues, attacks on such targets, even if intended solely to weaken Russian
conventional capabilities, will likely raise Russian fears that the U.S. conventional campaign is in fact a counterforce
campaign aimed at neutering Russia's nuclear capabilities. Take for example, a hypothetical scenario set in the Baltics in the 2030 timeframe
which finds NATO forces employing swarming AWS to suppress Russian air defense networks and key command and control nodes in Kaliningrad as part of a larger
strategy of expelling a Russian invasion force. What to NATO is a logical part of a conventional campaign could well appear to Moscow as initial moves of a larger plan
designed to degrade the integrated air defense and command and control networks upon which Russia's strategic nuclear arsenal relies. In turn, such fears could feed
pressures for Moscow to escalate to nuclear use while it still has the ability to do so.
Finally, even

if the employment of AWS does not drive an increase in the speed and momentum of action that
forecloses the time for exchanging signals, a future conflict in which AWS are ubiquitous will likely prove to be a poor
venue both for signaling and interpreting signals. In such a conflict, instead of interpreting a downward modulation in
an adversary's operations as a possible signal of restraint or perhaps as signaling a willingness to pause in an effort to
open up space for diplomatic negotiations, AWS programmed to exploit every tactical opportunity might read the
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modulation as an opportunity to escalate offensive operations and thus gain tactical advantage. Such AWS could also
misunderstand adversary attempts to signal resolve solely as adversary preparations for imminent attack . Of
course, correctly interpreting signals sent in crisis and conflict is vexing enough when humans are making all the decisions, but in future confrontations in which
decisionmaking has willingly or unwillingly been ceded to machines, the problem is likely only to be magnified. Concluding Thoughts Much

attention has
been paid to the operational advantages to be gained from the development of AWS. By contrast, much less attention has been paid
to the risks AWS potentially raise. There are times in which the fundamental tensions between the search for military effectiveness and the requirements of ensuring
that crises between major nuclear weapons states remain stable and escalation does not ensue are pronounced and too consequential to ignore. The development of
AWS may well be increasing the likelihood that one day the United States and Russia could find themselves in just such a time. Now, while AWS are still in their early
development stages, it

is worth the time of policymakers to carefully consider whether the putative operational advantages
from AWS are worth the potential risks of instability and escalation they may raise.
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AWS Would Turn The Global South Into A Weapons Testbed
Garcia 19 [Eugenio Garcia, United Nations - Office of the President of the General Assembly, “The militarization of
artificial intelligence: a wake-up call for the Global South,”
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Eugenio_Garcia4/publication/335787908_The_militarization_of_artificial_intellig
ence_a_wake-up_call_for_the_Global_South/links/5d7afa0ba6fdcc2f0f602bda/The-militarization-of-artificialintelligence-a-wake-up-call-for-the-Global-South.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Even if we concede that the militarization of AI is here to stay, it is also true, but less obvious, that AI governance in general cannot be rejected altogether: technical
standards, performance metrics, norms, policies, institutions, and other governance tools will probably be adopted sooner or later.22 One should expect more calls
for domestic legislation on civilian and commercial applications in many countries, in view of the all-encompassing legal, ethical, and societal implications of these
technologies. In international affairs, voluntary, soft law, or binding regulations can vary from confidence-building measures, gentlemen’s agreements, and codes of
conduct, including no first-use policies, to multilateral political commitments, regimes, normative mechanisms, and formal international treaties Why is AI
governance needed? To many ,

a do-nothing policy is hardly an option. In a normative vacuum, the practice of states may push for a tacit
acceptance of what is considered ‘appropriate’ from an exclusively military point of view, regardless of considerations
based upon law and ethics. 23 Take, for that matter, a scenario in which nothing is done and AI gets weaponized anyway. Perceived
hostility increases distrust among great powers and even more investments are channeled to defense budgets.
Blaming each other will not help, since unfettered and armed AI is available in whatever form and shape to friend and foe
alike. The logic of confrontation turns into a self-fulfilling prophecy. If left unchecked, the holy grail of this arms race may end up becoming
a relentless quest for artificial general intelligence (AGI), a challenging prospect for the future of humanity, which is already raising fears in some quarters of an

Payne argued that changes in the psychological element underpinning deterrence are among
the most striking features of the AI revolution in strategic affairs: ‘Removing emotion from nuclear strategy was not
ultimately possible; artificial intelligence makes it possible, and therein lies its true radicalism and greatest risk’.25 In other
words, loosely unleashed, AI has the power to raise uncertainty to the highest degrees, thickening Clausewitz’s fog of
war rather than dissipating it. The situation would become untenable if a non-biological AGI were ever deployed for military
purposes, virtually unaffected by typically human cognitive heuristics, perceptions, and biases. Compounded with a free-for-all security
environment, in such a brave new world the Global South would be exposed to all sorts of vulnerabilities , lagging behind
(again) in economic, scientific, and technological development, as well as becoming an open ground for datapredation
and cyber-colonization, further exacerbating inequalities among nations, disempowerment, and marginalization, as
Pauwels suggested. Small, tech-taking developing countries may well turn into data-reservoirs and testbeds for dual-use
technologies, precisely because they lack technical expertise, scale, and scientific knowledge to take effective countermeasures
against tech-leading powers.26 Fortunately, all these troubling scenarios are not forcibly inescapable and should ideally be minimized through responsible
existential risk looming large.24

governance strategies. What does it mean? A broad definition of AI policymaking strategy has been proposed as ‘a research field that analyzes the policymaking
process and draws implications for policy design, advocacy, organizational strategy, and AI governance as a whole’.27 Specifically on security issues, Maas singled out
four distinct rationales for preventing, channeling, or containing the proliferation, production, development, or deployment of military technologies: ethics, legality,
stability, or safety. From his analysis of lessons learned from arms control of nuclear weapons, he concluded inter alia that ‘far from being inevitable, the proliferation
of powerful technologies such as military AI might be slowed or halted through the institutionalization of norms’.28
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LAW’s Undermine Nuclear First Strike Leading To Nuclear Instability
Johnson 20 [James Johnson. Johnson is a Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the James Martin Center for
Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) at the Middlebury Institute of International Studies, 04/16/2020, “Artificial Intelligence,
Drone Swarming and Escalation Risks in Future Warfare”, The RUSI Journal,
https://doi.org/10.1080/03071847.2020.1752026] /Triumph Debate
the most significant destabilising impact of AI on nuclear deterrence will likely be the synthesis of
autonomy with a range of machine-learning-augmented sensors, potentially undermining states’ confidence in the
survival of their second-strike capabilities, which could trigger a retaliatory first strike. Enhanced exponential growth in computing
In the near term, therefore,

performance, together with advances in the machine-learning techniques that can rapidly process data in real time, will empower drone swarms to perform
increasingly complex missions, such as hunting hitherto hidden nuclear deterrence forces. In short, the ability of future iterations of AI that are able to make
predictions based on the fusion of expanded and dispersed datasets, and then locate, track and target strategic missiles in underground silos (especially mobile
intercontinental ballistic missile launchers), onboard stealth aircraft, SSBNs and truck- or railmounted transporter erector launchers (TELs), is set to grow.46 Tactical

First,
drone swarms might be deployed to conduct nuclear-ISR operations to locate and track dispersed (nuclear and nonnuclear) mobile missile launchers and their attendant enabling C3I systems. Specifically, swarms incorporating AIinfused ISR, autonomous sensor platforms, automated targeting recognition systems and data-analysis systems may
enhance the effectiveness and speed of sensor drones to locate mobile missiles and evade enemy defences. Satellite
Possibilities of AI Augmented Swarming The following three scenarios illustrate the possible strategic operations AI-augmented drone swarms might execute.

imagery and signals intelligence from these swarms could then cue stealth fighters or armed drones to destroy these missiles. In the future, swarms of AI-augmented
UAVs might be used to locate and track dispersed targets such as mobile missile launchers and suppress enemy air defences, clearing the path for swarms of
hypersonic autonomous delivery systems armed with conventional or nuclear payloads. The development and deployment of offensive-dominant weapons such as
hypersonic boost-glide vehicles (HGVs), which use boost-glide technology to propel warheads with conventional, and potentially nuclear, payloads,52 may eventually
exacerbate the problem of target ambiguity, increase the risks of inadvertent escalation and, in turn, lower the nuclear threshold.53 Because of the inherent difficulty
in finding mobile missiles, even modest improvements towards enabling this capability (or even the perception of vulnerability) could be a strategic game-changer.54
According to a RAND Corporation analysis, ‘the hunt for conventionally armed missiles could result in the attrition of China’s nuclear-capable missile force’,
undermining crisis stability and causing use-themor-lose-them situations. In this way, autonomy in advanced AI-augmented drone swarms will likely exacerbate the
co-mingling problem-set, and, in turn, increase strategic instability. Second, drone swarming might enhance legacy – conventional and nuclear – weapon delivery
systems (for example, intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-launched ballistic missiles), possibly incorporating hypersonic variants (discussed in detail
below).56 AI applications will likely enhance the delivery system targeting and tracking, and improve the survivability of drone swarms against the current generation
of missile defences. For example, technological advances in hypersonic boost-glide weapons – especially deployed in conjunction with cruise missiles and missiledefence capabilities, and supported by drone swarms – could target an adversary’s high-value assets such as radars, antisatellite weapons, mobile missile launchers,
C3I systems and TELs used to undergird both nuclear and conventional missiles.57 However, the dependency of swarms on these systems (similar to cyber defences,
discussed below) could make them more vulnerable to attack, for example, from spoofing, manipulation, digital jamming and electromagnetic pulses.58 To reduce
these vulnerabilities, sensor drone swarm formations could apply AIaugmented ISR to bolster intelligence collection, intra-swarm communication and analysis,
widening the geographical range of its operations and monitoring for potential threats to the swarm, thereby leaving the remainder of the swarm unfettered to
perform its offensive activities.59 For example, the US DARPA recently tested how drone swarms might collaborate and coordinated tactical decisions in a high-threat
environment with minimal (or denied) communications. Third, drone swarming tactics might equally bolster a state’s ability to disable or suppress an adversary’s
defences (for example, air defences, missile defences and ASW defences), clearing the path for a disarming attack.61 Drone swarms might be armed with cyber or
electronic warfare (EW) capabilities (in addition to anti-ship, anti-radiation, or regular cruise and ballistic missiles) to interfere with or destroy an adversary’s early
warning detection and C3I systems, in advance of a broader offensive campaign.62 For instance, in classical defence, through denial tactics a state could attack an
enemy’s sensors and control systems with a drone swarm armed with EW or cyber weapons, degrading its integrated air-defence systems (for example, for spoofing
and electromagnetic pulse attacks),63 while simultaneously deploying a separate swarm to draw fire away from its weapon systems and protecting its sensors,64
thus clearing the path for launching a sortie of conventionally (and possibly nuclear) armed drones and long-range stealth bombers.65 Conversely, drone swarms
might enhance states’ missile defences as countervails to these offensive threats. For example, swarms could form a defensive wall to absorb incoming missile salvos,
intercepting them or acting as decoys to throw them off course with mounted laser technology. Unravelling the Underwater Leg of Cold-War Nuclear Deterrence? In
the maritime domain, UUVs, USVs and UAVs – supported by AI-enabled intra-swarm communication and ISR systems – could be deployed simultaneously in both
offensive and defensive ASW operations to saturate an enemy’s defences and locate, disable and destroy its nuclear-armed or non-nuclear attack submarines.67
Tracking a submarine from a ship (or even from another submarine) is a challenging operation even in relatively benign conditions68 because of the stealth
technology – especially minimal acoustic signatures – of modern diesel-electric submarines (SSKs) and SSBNs, along with the immense challenge of coordinating such
an operation.69 The speed of AI could put the defender at a distinct disadvantage, creating additional incentives to strike first While some experts do not expect a
technically reliable and effective capability of this kind to be operational for at least a decade, others are more optimistic.70 From a tactical perspective, drone
swarms would not need ocean-wide coverage (or full ocean transparency) to detect and track submarines effectively.71 According to British Rear Admiral John
Gower, a relatively even spread of sensors might be sufficient for ‘a viable search and detection plan [to] be conceived for the open ocean’, requiring ‘high tens of
thousands or low hundreds of thousands of UUVs’.72 Moreover, advances in mobile sensing platforms could enable drone swarms to locate submarines through
chokepoints (or gateways) as they emerge from ports, and then to trail them autonomously.73 In this way, new iterations of machine-learningaugmented UUVs and
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USVs might complement, and perhaps replace entirely, the traditional role of general-purpose SSBNs and manned surface vehicles in tracking and trailing submarines

If a state views
the credibility of its survivable nuclear weapons (especially nuclear-armed submarines) to be at risk, conventional capabilities
such as drone swarms will likely have a destabilising effect at a strategic level. Thus, even if swarm sorties were not
intended as (or indeed technically capable of) a disarming first strike, the perception alone of the feasibility of such an
operation would be destabilising. Moreover, the speed of AI could put the defender at a distinct disadvantage, creating
additional incentives to strike first (or pre-emptively) at technologically superior military rivals. Consequently, the less secure a
state considers its second-strike capabilities to be, the more likely it is to countenance the use of autonomous
systems within its nuclear weapons complex to bolster the survivability of its strategic forces. According to analyst Paul Scharre,
‘winning in swarm combat may depend on having the best algorithms to enable better coordination and faster reaction times, rather than simply the best platforms .
Combining speed, persistence, scope, coordination and battlefield mass, AWS will offer states attractive asymmetric
options to project military power within contested anti-access/area denial (A2/AD) zones. Enhanced by sophisticated machineof adversaries at chokepoints, while simultaneously mounting sparsely distributed and mobile-distributed network system sensors on UUVs.

learning neural networks, China’s manned and unmanned drone teaming operations could potentially impede future US freedom of navigation operations in the
South China Seas. Were China to infuse its cruise missiles and hypersonic glide capabilities with AI and autonomy, close-range encounters in the Taiwan Strait, and
the East and South China Seas would become more complex, accident-prone and destabilising – at both a conventional and nuclear level. China is reportedly
developing and deploying UUVs to bolster its underwater monitoring and antisubmarine capabilities, as part of a broader goal to establish an ‘underwater Great Wall’
to challenge US undersea military primacy.81 US AI-enhanced UUVs could, for example, potentially threaten both China’s nuclear ballistic and non-nuclear attack
submarines.82 Thus, even if US UUVs were programmed only to threaten China’s non-nuclear (or non-strategic) attack submarine fleets, Chinese commanders might
nonetheless fear that China’s nascent and relatively noisy and small (compared with US and Russian SSBNs) sea-based nuclear deterrent could be neutralised more
easily.
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Setting International Norms Is Important To Prevent Instability As A Result Of
LAWS
Garcia 19 [Eugenio Garcia, United Nations - Office of the President of the General Assembly, “The militarization of
artificial intelligence: a wake-up call for the Global South,”
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/335787908_The_militarization_of_artificial_intelligence_a_wakeup_call_for_the_Global_South] /Triumph Debate
Norms and other approaches to mitigate risks are one of the possible responses to the negative side of AI technology. A recent study identified several of these
unsettling aspects of AI: increased risk of war or a first strike; disruption in deterrence and strategic parity; flawed data and computer vision; data manipulation;
ineffective crisis management; unexpected results; failure in human-machine coordination; backlash in public perception; inaccuracy in decisionmaking; and public
sector-private sector tensions.29 The current deficit in explainability on how neural networks reach a given outcome is likewise raising uneasiness: AI’s black box

Old-established military doctrines may be discredited
by software innovations, hacking, malware, or cyber-attacks, in a manner that strategic superiority is never fully
achieved or sustained. This uncertainty could prove extremely difficult to cope with and give no guarantee of security
against adversarial or malicious attempts to interfere with defense algorithms. Searching for predictability by means
of norm-setting, therefore, is not just a question of inducing appropriate behavior among states or protecting the weak from the dominance of the powerful.
Rather, it is a matter of building commonly accepted rules for all and minimum standards to avert strategic uncertainty ,
undesirable escalations, and unforeseen crises spinning out of control. As illustrated by nuclear weapons, retaliation by the enemy usually has a
curbing effect against the actual use of certain arms in war. This self-restraint mechanism is all the more conspicuous when there is almost
certainty that reprisals will be devastating. It might happen that, in order to manage rivalries, defuse and ‘pre-de-escalate’ tensions,
some military powers may embrace limitations in the use of autonomous weapons to outlaw certain practices, protect civilians and
other sensitive targets from attacks, or simply to avoid future vulnerability in the event of a situation where two-way deterrence
renders void the strategic advantage supposed to accrue from a first strike. Certainly, there is no doomsday clock for autonomous
opacity could increase the sense of insecurity rather than provide strategic reassurance.

weapons at the moment, inasmuch as ‘mutual assured destruction’ does not apply to them (yet). This should not serve as a relief though. On the contrary, if AI-

for specific missions, the threshold to utilize them will be considerably lower,
thus posing a direct threat against those countries that lack powerful means to deter aggression. Facing the danger of
unsafe AI systems without proper oversight, demands will grow stronger to set in motion international cooperation to
avoid mutual harm. Danzig stressed this point when referring to pathogens, AI systems, computer viruses, and radiation released by accident: ‘Agreed
reporting systems, shared controls, common contingency plans, norms, and treaties must be pursued as means of moderating our
numerous mutual risks’.30 Smart machines running wild on a mass scale are a commander’s worst nightmare. Their farreaching destabilizing fallout could increase turbulence rather than provide more security to states. Human control is key. It can be argued that
under normal circumstances no country would willingly relinquish ultimate command and control of its nuclear arsenal to an AI
agent, unless forced to do.31 By the same token, you do not wish your AI weapons to be manipulated by your enemy to, say, engage
your own troops or destroy your own military facilities. Great powers might have little choice but begin discussions over ‘whether some applications of AI pose
unacceptable risks of escalation or loss of control’ and take measures to improve safety, as pointed out by Scharre.32 Particularly in the case of a dual-use
technology broadly available through open source and other means, preventing large-scale manufacturing of
autonomous weapons seems to be a credible alternative if states join forces to curb proliferation. Take the case of mini-drones loaded with
enhanced weapons may be seen as tactically effective

shaped charge and deployed in their thousands as swarms of deadly flying devices (a theoretically low-cost weapon requiring almost no infrastructure or bulky
logistics). The proliferation of such machines in the hands of non-state actors and terrorists may create a challenge to legitimate governments everywhere. Action
would be required to ensure that AI weapons can be traceable for the sake of accountability, i.e. any such weapon should be ‘mapped to the corresponding legally

Sometimes finding
partial solutions to specific problems (e.g. traceable AI weapons) may help pave the way to gradually lock in progress
in other areas. As discussed in a conference organized by the Foresight Institute to examine AGI and great-power coordination, ‘general skepticism
prevails about the chances of success for any effort to engage national actors in a conversation about decreased
application of AI in the military. Strong incentives for militarization of AI are inevitable in the face of perceptions about
potential AI militarization by other nations’. Against this background, the participants agreed, it would be wise to ‘encourage early
cooperation on concrete issues with lower stakes to create precedent and infrastructure for later cooperation’ .34 Would
accountable owner’.33 Enforcing traceability, however, will compel states to negotiate and implement governance measures collectively.

the United Nations be able to come to the rescue? In his address to the General Assembly in September 2018, UN Secretary-General António Guterres warned that
‘multilateralism is under fire precisely when we need it most’. But among the many pressing problems that call for a multilateral approach to be properly addressed,
he highlighted two ‘epochal challenges’ in particular: climate change, which is of course of great concern but not covered in this article, and risks associated with
advances in technology. Indeed, ‘rapidly developing fields such as artificial intelligence, blockchain and biotechnology have the potential to turbocharge progress
towards the Sustainable Development Goals’, Guterres said. On the other hand, new technologies also present serious perils along the way, from mass economic
unemployment to cybercrime and malicious use of digital tools.35
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Gendered Violence
Men Are Victims Of Gender-Based Violence In The Context Of Armed Conflict
Carpenter 06 [Carpenter RC. (Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, University of Pittsburgh, PA, USA).
Recognizing Gender-Based Violence Against Civilian Men and Boys in Conflict Situations. Security Dialogue.
2006;37(1):83-103. doi:10.1177/0967010606064139] /Triumph Debate
THE PROTECTION of war-affected civilians is front and center on the new human security agenda within international institutions (Golberg & Hubert, 2001). As part of
this agenda, organizations engaged in the protection of civilians have recently begun to address gender-based violence, both in times of war and in post-conflict
situations. In theory, gender-based

violence is ‘violence that is targeted at women or men because of their sex 1 and/or
their socially constructed gender roles’. It includes,but is not limited 2 to, various forms of sexual violence. Understood in this way, both men
and women can be victims and perpetrators , and the violence is gender-based owing to configurations of gender ideas that justify or naturalize it.
However, with rare exceptions, international efforts to address gender-based violence in conflict situations, and documents and reports
advocating for and evaluating such efforts, have so far tended to focus primarily on the kinds of gender-based violence to which women
are exposed. Although adult civilian men and older boys are sometimes acknowledged as victims of wartime sexual violence, as well as other forms of gender-based
abuse, these kinds of harms have not generally been analyzed or discussed at length in efforts to counteract gender-based violence in conflict situations. The main
goal of this article is to problematize this discursive and pro- grammatic gap in the human security literature by applying the concept of gender-based

violence explicitly to the experiences of civilian men and boys in armed conflict. The article uses an inclusive definition of ‘genderbased violence’ to discuss a range of harms not currently understood as 3 such within the human security community. While I draw on relevant scholarship within the
field of international relations, my main goal is to contribute not to academic debates but to a conceptual understanding among human security practitioners of how
gender-based violence mani

fests in conflict zones. I begin with an overview of approaches to gender-based violence within the network of organizations
specific forms of gender-based violence faced by men and
boys in conflict situations: sex-selective massacre, forced recruitment, and sexual violence. All these patterns of violence might
be objectively considered ‘gender-based’, and all constitute civilian protection issues, but none appear to date as salient issues on the human
concerned with the protection of war-affected civilians. I then highlight three

security agenda (Carpenter, 2006). Recognition of this conceptual gap illuminates a problem with grave implications for humanitarian programming and our
understanding of human security. While an explanation of this is beyond the scope of the present article, I conclude with some thoughts about the contra- dictory
relationship between the ‘securitization’ of gender-based violence and the protection of war-affected civilians.
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Robotic Warfare Reinforces Gender Hierarchies
de Carvalho 18, [Juliana Santos de Carvalho. "A Male Future: An Analysis on the Gendered Discourses regarding
Lethal Autonomous Weapons." Amsterdam LF 10 (2018): 41. http://130.37.92.72/article/viewFile/441/581] /Triumph
Debate
The current examination of the inter-relations between gendered discourses and robotic warfare is focused on their ability to mutually shape and influence each
other. To comprehend such relation between gendered discourses and robotic warfare, there is a need to first understand some key-theoretical concepts from which
feminist literature on war and militarism stems, namely the idea of hegemonic masculinity and its interplay with militarisation/militarism. 28 To understand
hegemonic masculinity, the concept of gender performativity is pivotal. Pursuant to the theoretical prepositions of philosopher and gender theorist Judith Butler, 29

gender does not follow from sex or “nature”. Rather, it is performatively and socially produced, as well as enforced by
„the regulatory practices of gender coherence‟. Masculine and feminine attributes are socially constructed within
frames of masculine domination, which in turn operate through regulated processes of repetition that consolidate
and perpetuate gender hierarchy. 33 Within this context, “hegemonic masculinity” is a constructed and idealised notion of certain attributes
socially linked to the male gender, which subordinates and marginalises all other practices that do not conform to such ideal. 34Scholar Frank J.
Barrett explains that the current hegemonic ideal of masculinity in Western societies is that of the independent, risk-taking, aggressive,
heterosexual and rational man. 35As a result, a hierarchy is created not only between women and men, but also between the men who are coherent
with hegemonic masculinity ideals and those who are not. 36 In this regard, current hegemonic masculinity language applied tothe military can actually demean and
criticise robotic warfare. As these novel military technologies require no physical strength, no courage to “be in the battlefield” and no risk for the individual soldier, it
alleviates the “dirty work of war”, and therefore can be considered as coward and feminine.37A very telling example of this is the case of the “Nintendo Medal”, as
explained by professor in women and gender studiesLorraine Bayard de Volo. 38 In this instance, Leon Panetta, U.S Secretary of Defence in 2013, had proposed the
Distinguished Warfare Medal to laud robotic pilots for “extraordinary achievements”. 39 However, the medal was met with a huge backlash from the overall military
community, as they argued that medals of honour should not be endowed to coward “button-pushers”. 40 This is particularly interesting when one analyses the role
of “sacrifice” to the “formation of the soldier-citizen as an archetype of heroic masculinity”.41 As explained by gender studies scholar Bianca Baggiarini, military

sacrifice publicises the death, injury and suffering of soldiers that put themselves in harm‟s way for the „greater good of the
national community and subsequently the life of the body politic‟42. Soldier‟s lives then become gendered, as their value is located in the
public sphere – often seen as the „male‟ realm, in contrast to the private, family and domestic domain associated with feminine roles.43This does not mean to
say that such sacrificial effort is expected only from male-bodied soldiers: this is an overarching gendering of the commitment of soldiers – male and female – to take
risks for the national good, which grounds itself in the masculinised domain of the public to validate such endeavour. 44 Drone war, for its turn, can distance the
military enterprise from “public sacrifice”, and potentially “emasculate” military heroism.45 However, one cannot disregard the utilitarian element that gendered
arguments can lend to militarism and war. Given the gender hierarchy socially imposed by hegemonic masculinity, masculinised

ideals can also be
imported to societal elements and institutions to give them legitimacy and survival. 46 It is within this scenario that feminist
literaturepropels forward the argument that militarism/militarisation and hegemonic masculinity are made closely intertwined. 47
Feminist literature explains this interplay with two main points. First, it is argued that gendered arguments help war and militarism to be perceived as
legitimate and acceptable social practices. 48 Secondly, transformations in the way in which warfare is conducted can produce new insights on gender, as
masculinity needs to respond to the requirements of the war machine to maintain male dominance. 49These new insights on gender
allow for the continued acceptability of new methods of warfare by incorporating them as novel outlooks on ideals of hegemonic masculinity. Within this context,
international relations scholar Kimberly Hutchings explains how idealised masculine military archetypes vary throughout time and space, 50 as
in the examples of the chivalrous just warrior in the Middle Ages to the technologically skilled nuclear intellectual analysed by Carol Cohn. 51 In order to understand
how these war transformations can both use gendered discourses as a tool of legitimacy and have transformative implications on masculinised ideals, it is necessary
to comprehend how these war transformations first come about. For the purposes of this study‟s focus on robotic warfare, the account brought by defence scholar
MikkelVedby Rasmussen on its development is particularly useful as the author explains at length how these new technologies serve the needs of the contemporary
risk society. 52 Specifically within the context of the U.S military, the author analyses how the revolution in military affairs (RMA) and the

development of
robotic technologies in warfare emerge as a response to the diminished number of conscripts after Vietnam, 53 as well as
the increasing concern in minimising risks at war. 54Robotic warfare then emerged as an effective, precise and apparent “risk-free”
alternative, and the added value of its pre-emptive character and future capacities meets the yearnings of U.S
security concerns after 9/11. 55Within this context where risk to the lives of citizens is to be avoided at all costs, feminist literature emphasises how
gendered assertions are being used and transformed to enhance the acceptability of robotic technologies in military operations. Scholars such as Mary Manjikian and
Lorraine B. de Volo, for instance, examine how gendered

speech reframes these technological activities as masculine, by associating
the idea of the “cyberwarrior” with that of an enhanced super-male: stronger, more efficient and able to operate in
offensives for a longer time.56 On the other hand, robotic warfare also “recalibrates” gender by inserting new qualities such
as „technical prowess and manual dexterity‟ into the idea of hegemonic masculinity, therefore helping validate
robotic usage. 57 This increased association of drones to a „techno-modernised‟ version of masculinity then reasserts and re-establishes masculine authenticity into robotic warfare, with the aim of validating it as a useful
response to the new risk-averse mentality in warfare. At this point, it is interesting to note how the traditional masculinised
“protector” role is shifted from the individual soldier to the nation. Rasmussen, for example, investigates how the robotic RMA is
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construed as a means for the U.S. military to get its soldiers out of danger, 58 and de Volo underscores how the logic of U.S. acting as a
patriarchal masculine protector to both its population and soldiers is strengthened by robotic usage. 59However, the discourse
of the „masculine protector‟ used by the country willing to deploy robotic technology in its warfare efforts also has other consequences. As explained by de Volo,
„one

person‟s masculine protector is another‟s masculine predator‟, and the nation willing to employ robotic usage can project itself as a
the countries it targets. 60 When a nation cannot protect their own territory against a drone attack, the attacker arises as
a global patriarch and its over-powering aggressiveness de-masculinises the country that hosts the offensive.61As a result, this creates a gendered divide
among nations – the „masculine‟ predator countries that can use robotic technology in their war efforts, and the
„feminised‟ ones that are “penetrated” by the such robotic military enterprises. 62 From the considerations above, it is possible to
observe that robotic warfare has been considered to reinforce rather than rewrite gender hierarchies.63It has been seen to perpetuate the
dominant predator weakening

mutually constitutive link between militarisation and masculinity through a continual renewing of notions of hegemonic masculinity. At the same time, ithas been
regarded to import gendered tropes to enhance the acceptability of a “risk-free” warfare project, by imprinting a protector/predator imagery to the nation willing to
use such type of technology.
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Use of LAWs Within A Masculine Framework Doom It As A Re-Entrenching Norm
Of Gender And Power
WILPF 20 [Women's International League for Peace and Freedom (The WILPF is an international body of women whose
goal is women’s full and equal participation in peacemaking decisions), 2020, "Critical issues," No Publication,
https://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/resources/fact-sheets/critical-issues/7972-fully-autonomous-weapons] /Triumph
Debate
Throughout history, we have seen that weapons symbolise power . The association of weapons with power comes from a very particular—and very
dominant—understanding of masculinity. This is a masculinity in which ideas

like strength, courage, and protection are equated with
violence. It is a masculinity in which the capacity and willingness to use weapons , engage in combat, and kill other human beings is
seen as essential to being “a real man”. Fully autonomous weapons are being developed in the context of the
aforementioned norms of gender and power. Scholars of gender and technology have long argued that gender relations are “materialised
in technology”. That is, the meaning and character (the norms) of masculinity and femininity are “embedded” in machines. These
scholars argue that technological products bear their creators mark. If technology is developed and utilised primarily by men operating
within a framework of violent masculinity, their creations will be instilled with that framework of thought,
knowledge, language, and interpretation. Fully autonomous weapons, as tools of violence and of war, will likely have specific characteristics that
may simultaneously reinforce and undermine hegemonic gender norms. The use of fully autonomous weapons can lead to gender-based
violence against men. In conflict, civilian men are often targeted—or counted in casualty recordings—as militants only because they are men
of a certain age.While men are not necessarily targeted solely because they are men, taking sex as a key signifier as identity and exacting harm on that basis
constitutes gender-based violence. That is to say, if someone uses sex as a basis for assessing whether or not a person is targeted, or if an attack is allowed (are only
men present?), or in determining the impact of an attack later (i.e. during casualty recording), then they are using the sex of that person not as the motivation for
the attack but as a proxy for identifying militants, or “acceptable targets”. This is gender-based
civilians should be afforded in conflict and violates many human rights, including the right to life and due process.
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Consequences Of AWS Are Targeting Civilian Men And Re-Entrenching Violent
Masculinity And Gender Oppression
WILPF 20 [Women's International League for Peace and Freedom (The WILPF is an international body of women whose
goal is women’s full and equal participation in peacemaking decisions), 2020, "Critical issues," No Publication,
https://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/resources/fact-sheets/critical-issues/7972-fully-autonomous-weapons] /Triumph
Debate
It also has broader implications in the reinforcement of gender norms, including violent masculinity. Assuming

all military-age men to be potential
or actual militants or combatants entrenches the idea that men are violent and thus targetable. This devalues male
life—it suggests men are relatively more expendable than women. It increases the vulnerability of men, exacerbating other risks adult civilian men face such as
forced recruitment, arbitrary detention, and summary execution. The gendered culture of violent masculinities that
surrounds the development of autonomous weapons, likely to be embedded within the technology and its use, will create new
challenges for preventing violence, protecting civilians, and breaking down gender essentialisms or discrimination. Understanding how
autonomous weapons are likely to be perceived in a gendered way by their developers, operators, and their victims is
crucial to developing policies that can help break the cycle of violence. This could include an understanding that the operation of weapons
without meaningful human control, weapons programmed to target and kill based on pre-programmed algorithms of
who is considered to pose a threat, used without consent in foreign lands or in the streets of local cities, will result in
civilian casualties, psychological harm, and destruction of civilian infrastructure. That this in turn will result in a violent
masculine response from affected communities, reinforcing gender inequalities and oppressions.
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Discussions Of Gendered Violence That Men Experience Will Reduce All Forms Of
Gender-Based Violence In Conflict Areas
Carpenter 06 [Carpenter RC. (Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, University of Pittsburgh, PA, USA).
Recognizing Gender-Based Violence Against Civilian Men and Boys in Conflict Situations. Security Dialogue.
2006;37(1):83-103. doi:10.1177/0967010606064139] /Triumph Debate
This article has argued that international efforts to address gender-based violence in the context of the civilian protection agenda have relied on the assumption that
women and girls are the major victims of such violence, ignoring the fact that, in conflict situations, adult men and adolescent boys also face major risks of abuse and
violence based upon culturally constructed notions about gender roles. In particular, I have argued that the human security

proponents have failed
to adequately recognize, condemn, or respond to adult men’s risk of summary execution, sexual violence or
mutilation, and conscription as a human rights abuse and a human security problem . How might the human security
community begin to address gender-based violence against men and boys in conflict zones? This would necessitate, first, a
change in the way that human rights data is collected and interpreted. There is a remarkable lack of gender-specific data on atrocities in complex emergencies. There
is a general understanding that women are more likely than men to be displaced or sexually assaulted, and that men are more likely than women to be massacred,
detained, or recruited. However, it is both difficult to confirm or study these general patterns or to gauge variation in the patterns by context without the collection
of data that takes seriously the experiences of both men and women in complex emergencies. For example, while it is plausible that women and girls comprise the
vast majority of rape victims, the truth is we have no means of assessing that without gender- disaggregated prevalence data. Understanding the proportion of adult
men, women, and children under arms in a particular context is also important in assessing the character of the civilian population and the particular gender-based
harms to which they may be exposed. It

is common to claim in the humanitarian community that the vast majority of civilians
are women and children, implying that men are a marginal category in terms of civilian protection policies. However,
these relevant numbers will vary greatly depending on the context. In Sri Lanka and Eritrea, the combatant population also includes large
percentages of women or children. Data may also be a useful advocacy tool. A response received by those humanitarian practitioners in the Balkans who tried to
argue with belligerents on behalf of civilian men’s freedom of movement was that such men were potential combatants and therefore not entitled to the protection
of the civilian immunity norm (Sudetic, 1998; Honig & Both, 1997). Possibly, available

statistics on the proportion of adult men under arms
in a particular context could provide bargaining leverage to humanitarian workers, whose efforts to advocate on
behalf of civilian men as civilians are only as good as the normative and fact-based arguments they are able to make. Data on male deaths in war, such
as those recently publicized by the Liu Institute, need to be disaggregated between male ‘battle deaths’ and massacre of civilian males in order to disrupt these
gendered assumptions. Finally, men’s

needs for culturally appropriate medical assistance, psycho- social support, and
perhaps better measures to prevent atrocity should be addressed in humanitarian programming, in the wider context
of a gender- mainstreaming agenda that takes into account the concerns of the entire civilian population. There is some
evidence that such programming not only assists men, but can promote the well-being of the civilian population generally in conflict zones and can assist in initiatives
aimed at countering gender-based violence. In Tanzania, for example, the International Rescue Committee found that ‘encourag[ing men] to discuss their own

experiences of violence and how it was directed toward them because of their gender . . . helped men to understand how
women experience violence because they are women’ (UNHCR, 2001: 9). When men’s experiences of gender-based violence are named and
validated, this arguably can provide a jumping-off point for including them as partners in efforts to reduce other forms of gen- der-based violence in conflict
situations. Yet, concerns are sometimes raised that naming gender-based violence against men as such will only draw attention away from women’s issues. As one
UNHCR gender-mainstreaming official told me, ‘I recognize our dis- course is a bit outdated. But it’s very difficult because as soon as you stop talking about women,
women are forgotten. Men want to see what will they gain out of this gender business, so you have to be strategic.’ As Chant & Gutmann (2001: 19) describe in a
recent analysis commissioned by Oxfam, one of the main reasons for the marginalization of men’s issues in gender- mainstreaming is the well-founded fear that this
will divert already limited funds away from women-focused initiatives. In my view, the

emphasis must remain on gender , rather than on men, but
security advocates and those
seeking to address gender-based violence must take seriously the gender- mainstreaming instruments that have been
developed to assess the needs and vulnerabilities of populations across lines of gender, ethnicity, class, age, and
other social distinctions, rather than reifying an essentialized notion of women as victims and men as perpetrators
that feeds into all forms of gender-based violence endemic in war-affected areas.
gender must be defined inclusively so as not to remain synonymous only with women. In short, I suggest that human
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Omitting Discussions Of Gender-Based Violence From Conversations About
Security And Conflict Furthers This Violence
Carpenter 06 [Carpenter RC. (Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, University of Pittsburgh, PA, USA).
Recognizing Gender-Based Violence Against Civilian Men and Boys in Conflict Situations. Security Dialogue.
2006;37(1):83-103. doi:10.1177/0967010606064139] /Triumph Debate
In recent years, gender-based

violence in armed conflict has increasingly been recognized as a human security issue
broadly, as manifest in UN Security Council Resolution 1325, which called ‘on all parties to armed con- flict to take special measures to
protect women and girls from gender-based violence’. Resolution 1325 refers to earlier activities within the international women’s movement that sought to redefine
violence against women as a human rights issue and link it to the emerging ‘human security’ discourse (Joachim, 2003). This resolution and subsequent Security
Council activities are only the most recent manifestations of a longer trend toward reconceptualizing gender violence both as a security threat in itself and as an 4 By
reconceptualizing gender violence not just as a humanitarian concern but as a ‘security’ problem, advocates

for women’s human rights and for
the protection of civilians have strategically connected the discourse of ‘high politics’ to the previously overlooked
social dynamics underpinning violent conflict. Ole Waever (1995) has dubbed the process of constructing a prob- lem as a security threat
‘securitization’. To treat something as a ‘security’ issue is to ‘imbue it with a sense of importance and urgency that legitimizes the use of special measures outside the
usual political process to deal with it’ (Smith, 2005: 34). However, expanding

the security agenda in this way has not necessarily involved
a radical reconstitution of the idea of security or, in this case, of the gender roles that underpin the very logic of gendered
violence. Instead, I argue that much of the ‘human security’ discourse in international institutions is based upon a highly
gendered understanding of who is to be secured, characterized by the exclusion of civilian males as extension of
broader security problems such as disarmament. subjects of ‘protection’ or as victims of ‘gender-based violence’. According to a recent report
from the Reproductive Health for Refugees Consortium (RHRC), ‘gender-based violence is an umbrella term for any harm that is perpetrated against a person’s will;
that has a negative impact on the physical or psychological health, development and identity of the person, and that is the result of gendered power inequities that
exploit dis- tinctions between males and females, among males, and among females (Ward, 2002: 8–9). Although an ‘official’ definition of gender-based violence does
not exist, and in fact the term is contested, most definitions in the human security literature are worded along the same lines: Gender-based violence refers to
violence targeted to a person because of their gender, or that affects them because of their special roles or responsibilities in the society (Benjamin & Khadija, 1998).
The description ‘gender-based violence’ clarifies that reference is made to violence rooted in prescribed behaviors, norms and attitudes based upon gender (Lang,
2002). Gender-based

violence is violence directed at an individual, male or female, based on his or her specific gender
role in society (Human Rights Watch, 2002a). In the context of definitions such as these, most of the gender-related harms men and boys
face in conflict situations qualify as gender-based violence and should be addressed as part of efforts by human security practitioners to
eradicate such violence. As the Liu Institute (2005) has recently recognized and as the Women’s Caucus acknowledges, most of the harms men and older boys face
during wartime – sexual mutilation, forced conscription, sex- selective massacre – may qualify conceptually as gender-based violence. Moreover, since part of the
gender-mainstreaming project in humanitarian assistance has claimed to involve a move away from ‘women’ and toward ‘gender’ as encompassing relationships
among all social sectors, one might imagine that addressing the victimization of men and boys on the basis of gender might have been an integral part of this process.
Given the intention behind and inclusiveness of these definitions, it is very interesting that the concept of gender-based violence has been linked almost exclusively to
the issue of violence against women in the human security sector, even where gender-mainstreaming documents give lip service to the relational character of gender
analysis and to war’s effects on men and boys. ‘The bottom line’, asserts the proceedings of UNHCR’s 2001 Inter-Agency Lessons Learned Conference, ‘is that genderbased violence is predomi- nantly men’s violence towards women and children’ (UNHCR, 2001: 6). The World Health Organization conflates gender-based violence
with violence 9 againstwomenonitswebsite. Indeed,various‘factsheets’ongender-based violence circulated by NGOs claim that the UN General Assembly’s 1993
definition of violence against women is the ‘UN’s Definition of Gender- Based Violence’,10 though the UN document defines violence against women which many
scholars and practitioners consider to be only a subset of gender-based violence. Even when gender terminology is used in its broader sense, international
organizations have seldom given due attention to male victims of gender- based violence. The Background Paper for the Inter-Agency Standing Committee’s
statement on gender mainstreaming in humanitarian assistance is illustrative. Although the paper begins by claiming it will summarize the ‘differential impact of
emergencies and crisis situations on women and girls, men and boys’, it provides detailed analysis only of the former. There is a section on ‘Violence Against Women’,
but not on gender-related abuse of males. The report contains three sentences on ‘masculinity’ as an ‘important factor when considering boys’ and men’s
involvement in armed militia and their acts of violence against women’ (IASC, 1999: 3).The gender-based vio- lence males themselves experience is not mentioned,
except as a means of highlighting women’s plight: In many cases, women and teenage girls in conflict zones are the sole providers and protectors for their families, as
wives, mothers and sisters, since their husbands, broth- ers, sons and fathers have either been exiled or killed or are away on combat duty (IASC, 1999: 2). Even the
RHRC report cited above, which acknowledges that men and boys can be victims of sexual violence and also briefly lists ‘forced conscription of boys’ as a form of
gender-based violence, largely excludes attention to civil- ian males: Although gender-based violence encompasses violence against boys and girls and men and
women, the findings of this report focus almost exclusively on women and girls. The reasons for this orientation are two-fold: first, gender-based violence

programming targeting men and boy survivors is virtually non-existent among conflict-affected populations; and second,
women and girls are the primary targets of gender-based violence world- wide (Ward, 2002: 4; italics added by author). The justification is extremely counterintuitive, since the overall objective of the report claimed to be ‘to provide a baseline narrative account of some of the major issues, programming efforts, and gaps in
programming related to the prevention of and response to gender-based violence among conflict- affected populations worldwide’ (Ward, 2002: 3). The author
acknowledges that attention to men and boys is the single biggest gap in programming, yet uses this as a reason for excluding them from analysis rather than for
calling attention to their vulnerabilities (Ward, 2002: 16). This is combined with a statement that women and girls are the primary targets of gender-based violence,
an assertion that is impossible to confirm without comparable data on the victimization of men and boys. I argue that these tendencies in the human security sector
require urgent reconsideration. The need to sensitize humanitarian workers to women’s issues is pressing, and UN efforts to do so represent crucial steps forward.
However, the

exclusion of the gender-specific victimization of civilian men and boys from both the discourse and the
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programmatic realities of this agenda is problematic, serving neither to protect the civilian population nor to promote
gender mainstreaming as a policy. In the following sections, I sketch some of the major forms of violence to which civilian men and boys are particularly
exposed during conflict situa- tions, drawing on secondary sources as well as interviews conducted with humanitarian practitioners between June 2001 and October

these forms of abuse are endemic and that they can correctly be
conceptualized as gender-based violence. I then turn in conclusion to some thoughts about what the failure to do so tells us about the human
2003. In present- ing the evidence, I aim to make the case both that
security community, in practical and theoretical terms.

87

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

The Language Of Debates About A LAW Ban Is Highly Gendered On Both Sides
de Carvalho 18, [Juliana Santos de Carvalho. "A Male Future: An Analysis on the Gendered Discourses regarding
Lethal Autonomous Weapons." Amsterdam LF 10 (2018): 41. http://130.37.92.72/article/viewFile/441/581] /Triumph
Debate
This study sketched an overview of the relevance of giving a gender analysis on the linguistic structures

that shape, influence and consolidate
current perceptions around robotic combat technologies and their increased usage in the military. It gave a literature review on how
gender is perceived to both influence and be affected by robotic warfare. However, as the current specialised literature gives greater attention to
drones because of their current employment in military operations, this study chose to focus on the debate concerning a possible pre-emptive ban on LAWs, as they
are frequently quoted as the next landmark RMA. Over the course of the analysis, this study highlighted how the arguments

in favour and against the
ban communicate differently with hegemonic masculinity values embedded in the further development and employment
of LAWs in warfare. Propositions for a ban usually anthropomorphise and import masculinised traits to LAWs to avow their unimpeded development, or
imprint a „protector‟ value to the nation willing to use them. On the other hand,discourses defending the ban have criticised such hyper-masculine approaches,
although in an indirect manner. Despite advocates for

the ban denouncing the dangers of considerably hyper-masculine traits
associated with LAWs - such as “lack of emotions” and potential “predatorism” aura - the analysis showed that they commonly do
so without directly exposing that such characteristics are inextricably linked to gendered hierarchies and masculine notions of power. This piece then indicated that, if
the arguments in favour of the pre-emptive prohibition on LAWs could unearth such masculinised layers of such technologies more directly, they could be able to
unpack deeper concerns with the use of such devices – such as the

perpetuation of gendered biases in LAWs‟ targeted killings or the
exacerbation of violent, masculinised power unbalances among states. However, given the limited timeframe available for this research,
suggestions for further improvement and expansion would most definitely include a broader and more systematic analysis of the entire documentation produced in
the CCW Meetings on LAWs. This would specifically include the expansion of the research to analyse with further scrutiny all the general exchange statements of the
participants in abovementioned conferences. Moreover, the possibility of expanding the analysis to other organizational platforms could also be explored, such as the
broader media or other international fora related to the topic of disarmament.
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Racism
LAWs Forward Discrimination - They Experience Training Issues And Reflect
Social Biases
Sharkey 18 [Noel Sharkey, Emeritus Professor of AI and Robotics University of Sheffield, 8/28/18, "The impact of
gender and race bias in AI”, Humanitarian Law and Policy, https://blogs.icrc.org/law-and-policy/2018/08/28/impactgender-race-bias-ai/]/Triumph Debate
Much of the recent discussions about autonomous weapons systems (AWS) have focused on careful military planning,
on maintaining wider loops for human control and on human oversight. While conventional military planning is important, we must consider the
stark reality of other ways that the technology may be used. Modern armed conflict is rarely about high densities of military personnel meeting on a battlefield with
the aim of killing as many of their opponents as they can. It is replete with un-uniformed combatants moving through and hiding among civilian populations. Some

believe that AWS will be able to pick out specific people or classes of people who may be legitimate targets of attack
(setting aside the plethora of international human rights issues). But is this a humanitarian disaster waiting in the wings?
Bias in decision algorithms The

acceleration in the commercialisation of AI has largely been the product of two main factors (i)
an increase in power, memory and speed of computers and (ii) the availability of large quantities of data about so many
aspects of our lives. These factors have enabled the use of machine learning tools in an unprecedented way for innovative commercial applications. These
include algorithms being delegated with decisions that impact on people’s lives in the belief that algorithms will make more objective and hence fairer and less biased
decisions than error prone and biased humans Unfortunately, it

is becoming alarmingly clear from a growing body of evidence that
decision algorithms are perpetuating injustice for many. Many cases are emerging that postcode, ethnicity, gender,
associations and poverty negatively bias the decisions being delegated to machines . Tech giants such as Google and
Microsoft openly admit that there are bias problems and they have been doing their best, unsuccessfully so far, to find solutions. Areas of injustice coming to light
include: Insurance risk, mortgage loan decisions, shortlisting, hiring and interviewing for jobs, job advertising, bail and recidivism risk, assessment, custodial
sentencing, airport security and predictive policing. One

of the common causes of decision biases arises from ethnicity or gender
biases, often unconscious, of the programmer or of those classifying the data samples. Another major cause is the
application of machine learning algorithms, such as deep learning, and the way in which they are trained . I will cover two of
the inherent causes below and then explain why lack of transparency makes them difficult to fix. How machine learning can ignore minorities One of the benefits of
using machine learning systems in an engineering context is that they reduce or remove the impact of outliers (examples outside of the norms in the data) in the
training data. For example, shaky arm movements of a robot can be turned into smooth movements by training with machine learning. However,

in the
context of a decision algorithm, the ‘outliers’ can be the minority groups in the data. These may be people from
different ethnic groups or a low represented gender. Google illustrates this problem by training a system with drawings of shoes. Most of the
sample are the plain shoes or trainers drawn by the majority of people. But some people drew high-heels. Because this was a minority, the post training tests
misclassified high heels as ‘not shoes’. This is a simple example where the misclassification can be clearly seen. In a targeting context there would be no way of
knowing which minorities could mistakenly fall into the category of legitimate targets. And in conflict it is rarely possible to get clear information about casualties and
whether or not they were legitimate targets or collateral damage. Bias problems in the data Our societal values and norms are constantly evolving with massive
changes over the last 50 years in what is acceptable to say in the media or in the workplace and also as to what are discriminatory practices. However, it appears that
most of the old values are locked into the internet where much of the training data for machine learning algorithms are derived. Studies

have
demonstrated that, for example, ‘man’ is associated with boss, president, leader and director, whereas ‘woman’ is
associated with helper, assistant, employee and aide. Google searches for black names like Leroy and Keisha yield ads
associated with crime, whereas white names like Brad and Katie yield sites with contact details. Searches for professional hair
yield images of white women whereas for unprofessional hair we get images of well-groomed black women. Then there are latent biases in data created by frequency
of occurrence—e.g., searching on Google images for pictures of great physicists yields mostly pictures of men. The

societal push towards greater
fairness and justice is being held back by historical values about poverty, gender and ethnicity that are ossified in big
data. There is no reason to believe that bias in targeting data would be any different or any easier to find. Lack of transparency and explanation In the Google shoe
classification example described above—amplification through filtering—the data may contain flat soles, small heels, high heels, laces, no laces, strips, shiny material
etc. When the algorithm has completed learning, it would be difficult or perhaps impossible to work out which features of the drawing had been selected to trigger
the shoe/non-shoe decision. This

lack of transparency is because the end result of learning is large matrices of numbers that
are used to generate the decisions. No one has, as yet, found a general means to probe the matrices to find out what features of the data it has
assigned to the decision. This means that no explanation can be given for why a particular decision has been made. Imagine the dangers that this poses for targeting
decisions where we cannot tell what features are responsible for classifying a person or object as a legitimate target. This is the dark recess where bias lives. The
consequences of bias in armed conflict All

of this injustice is happening in the civilian domain where there has been plenty of
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time to test, scrutinize and construct these systems . It emphasises the problems of accountability and responsibility in the automation of
weaponry that we have been discussing for years.
When it comes to armed conflict, data management will be considerably more difficult. If

there is bias in civil society, just imagine the kinds of
bias that will be built into algorithms being delegated with life and death decisions in conflict zones where we have
little or no proper understanding of the cultures involved. Given the enormous challenges we are already facing in trying to develop fair and
just AI systems, the chances of justice in civilian laden conflict zones is vanishingly small. There is even bias in automated face recognition Proponents of
autonomous weapons systems might still argue that automated face recognition could form an objective and
unbiased basis for automating kill decisions in urban warfare . They may even suggest that it is the ideal tool to track down and kill ‘high value
targets’. After all, it has been shown to be accurate in laboratories and it has been developed and sold by the major tech companies like Amazon, Google and
Microsoft. But there are problems. First, the NGO, Big Brother Watch used freedom of information requests to obtain accuracy data on the UK police force’s use of
NEC’s NeoFace Watch to find criminal faces among crowds. The results of their ensuing report were shocking. The average false face recognition was 95%. Yes, that
means that only 5% of those identified were that person. The worst results were the metropolitan police force’s use of the technology at the big Afro-Caribbean
Notting Hill Carnival with only 2% correct recognition accuracy over a weekend. Just imagine the humanitarian consequences if that had been an AWS selecting
targets
Second, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) conducted a range of tests with Amazon’s Rekognition system that is becoming popular among U.S. police
departments. One of their tests matched photographs of members of the U.S. Congress against a database of 25,000 publicly available ‘mug shots’ of criminals. The
system incorrectly matched 28 members of Congress with people who had been arrested. This has led U.S. lawmakers to raise questions about the police use of the
technology and both Amazon and Microsoft (who make their own facial recognition software) have called for new regulations. From

the perspective of
bias, it is important to note that the ACLU test showed that a disproportionate number of African-American and
Latino members of Congress were misidentified as criminals . The best results reported for face recognition are
for white males and that has been the conclusion of a number of academic studies. Gender, age and shade of skin really do matter to
automated face recognition. Joy Buolamwini from MIT, tells the story of how her research on using a computer avatar was hampered because the face recognition
software could not even find her face, never mind recognise it—the missing face problem. She had to wear a white mask to be seen. Buolamwini then conducted a
comprehensive research study on three major commercial face recognition systems for gender classification: IBM Watson Visual Recognition, Microsoft Face Detect
and Face++. The face pictures were of parliamentarians from three northern European countries and three African countries. A range of skin shades were
represented. The result was that all systems perform better on males versus females and the lighter the skin the more accurate the result. All performed worst on
darker female faces with error rates from 20.8% to 34.7%. In conclusion It should be clear from evidence presented above that both AI

decision algorithms
and face recognition algorithms can be alarmingly biased or inaccurate with darker shades of skin and with women.
These may well improve over time but there have been no magic bullet solutions despite massive efforts and several announcements. Many of the companies
developing software, particularly for policing, insist that they did well on their inhouse testing. It has remained for other organisations, such as NGOs, to collect the
data and demonstrate the biases, yet the systems keep on getting rolled out. It is the familiar old story that once there has been huge investment in a technology it
continues to be used despite its failings. Let us not make the same mistake with targeting technology. Discriminatory systems are bad enough in the civilian world
where new cases of injustice to women and people with darker shades of skin are turning up almost weekly. But while it can be difficult for those who suspect
discrimination to take legal action, there is at least the potential to reverse such unjust decisions. It is a different story when dealing with the technologies of violence.
Once someone has been misclassified and targeted with lethal force by an unfairly biased decision process, there is no overturning the decision. Technology,

and particularly AI, has always gotten ahead of itself with ambition outstripping achievement . In my long experience working on
the subject and reviewing many research proposals, ambition often wins the day. Indeed, ambition is often a positive step towards achievement. In many cases it can
still be worthwhile even if the achievement falls well short of the ambition. However, when it comes to technologies of violence, we need to be considerably more
cautious of ambitious claims about speculative technology that can lead us down the wrong path. Like a retired police horse, it is time to take off the blinkers and look
at the current state of technology and its problematic relationship to the technologies of violence. We cannot simply ignore the types of discriminatory algorithmic
biases appearing in the civilian world and pretend that we can just make them go away when it comes weapons development and use. These are just some of the
problems that have come to light, since the increased use of AI in society. We don’t know what further problems are around the corner or what further biases are
likely to occur in targeting technologies. The moral of this tale is simple.

We must take a precautionary approach to the use of AI in
weapons technology and AWS in particular. We must not rely on the possibility of future fixes but instead make decisions based on what the
technology is capable of today. It is time now for nation States to step up to the mark and begin negotiations for a new international legally binding instrument to
ensure the meaningful human control of weapons systems is preserved.
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AWS Perpetuate Racial Biases And Posits Whiteness As The Norm
Ramsey-Jones 19 [Hayley Ramsey-Jones, 10/17/19, “Racism and Fully Autonomous Weapons”, OHCHR,
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Racism/SR/Call/campaigntostopkillerrobots.pdf] / Triumph Debate
Fully autonomous weapons can select and attack targets without meaningful human control, they operate based on algorithms and
data analysis programming. In essence, this means that machines would have the power to make life-and-death decisions over human beings. The trend
towards more autonomy in weaponry without adequate human oversight is alarming especially when we know that
digital technologies are not racially neutral. Moreover, when it comes to artificial intelligence (AI) there is an increasing body of evidence that shows
that racism operates at every level of the design process and continues to emerge in the production, implementation, distribution and regulation. In this regard
AI not only embodies the values and beliefs of the society or individuals that produce them but acts to amplify these
biases and the power disparities. One example of racism manifesting in AI is the under-representation problem in
science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) fields, which in itself is a manifestation of structural racism
and patriarchy in western society. Technologies in the west are mostly developed by white males, and thus perform better for
this group. A 2010 study by researchers at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) and the University of Texas, found that algorithms designed and
tested in East Asia are better at recognizing East Asians, while those designed in Western countries are more accurate at detecting Caucasians. Similarly, sound
detecting devices perform better at detecting male, Anglo-American voices and accents, as opposed to female voices, and non-Anglo-American accents. Research

by Joy Buolamwini, reveals that race, skin tone and gender are significant when it comes to facial recognition.
Buolamwini demonstrates that facial recognition software recognizes male faces far more accurately than female faces,
especially when these faces are white. For darker-skinned people however the error rates were over 19%, and
unsurprisingly the systems performed especially badly when presented with the intersection between race and gender,
evidenced by a 34.4% error margin when recognizing dark-skinned women. Despite the concerning error rates in these systems,
commercially we already see adaptations of faulty facial recognition systems being rolled out in a variety of ways from soap dispensers to self-driving cars. The issue
here is what happens if law enforcement and national security become reliant on a system that can recognize white males with just 1% error rate yet fails to
recognize dark-skinned women more than one-third of the time? These

types of applications of new information technology fail people of
color intersectionally at a disturbing rate. The fact that these systems are commercially available reveals a blatant
disregard for people of color, it also positions "whiteness" as the norm, the standard for objectivity and reason. These
applications of new information technology including their weaponization favors whiteness at the expense of all
others, it is not merely a disempowerment but an empowerment. In real terms, racism bolsters white people's life
chances. vii As we all grew up in a white-dominated world it is not surprising that the vast majority of white people operate within, benefit from and reproduce a
system that they barely notice. This is a long-held reality and it is a fundamental problem that we now see infiltrate technology. Historical or latent bias in data is
another issue, this is created by frequency of occurrence, for example in 2016 an MBA student named Rosaliaviii discovered that googling "unprofessional hairstyles
for work" yielded images of mainly black women with afro-Caribbean hair, conversely when she searched "professional hair" images of mostly coiffed white women
emerged, similar google search results are still seen today. This is due to machine learning – algorithms; it collects the most frequently submitted entries and

more perilous
example of this is in data-driven, predictive policing that uses crime statistics to identify "high crime" areas and then
subjects these areas to higher and often more aggressive levels of policing . Crime happens everywhere, however when
an area is over-policed such as communities of color that results in more people of color being arrested and flagged as
"persons of interest" thus the cycle continues. In 2017, Amnesty International launched a report called "trapped in the Matrix",ix the report
therefore reflects statistically popular racists sentiments. These learnt biases are further strengthened, thus racism continues to be reinforced. A

highlighted racially discriminatory practices by the UK police force and their use of a database 3 called the "Gangs Matrix" which inputs data on "suspected" gang
members in London. As of October 2017, there were 3,806 people on the Matrix, 87% of those are from black, Asian and minority ethnic backgrounds and 78% are
black, a disproportionate number given that the police's own figures show that only 27% of those responsible for serious youth violence are black.
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Algorithms In AI Perpetuate Racism---That Affects LAWs
Tait 16 [Amelia Tait, 10/20/16, “The rise of the racist robots”, https://www.newstatesman.com/science-tech/futureproof/2016/10/rise-racist-robots] / Triumph Debate
As far as dystopian visions of the future go, you can’t get much worse than the words “Nazi robots”. But while films, TV and games
might conjure up visions of ten-foot titanium automatons with swastikas for eyes, the real racist robots – much like their human counterparts – are often much more subtle. Last night,
Stephen Hawking warned us all about artificial intelligence. Speaking at the opening of the Leverhulme Centre for the Future of Intelligence (LCFI) at Cambridge University, Hawking labelled
AI “either the best, or the worst thing, ever to happen to humanity.” It’s

an intelligent warning – many experts are already worried that AI will
destroy the world of work – but it homogenises humans. What is the “best thing” for some may be the “worst thing” for
others, and nowhere is this clearer than the issue of race. It started with the Nikon Coolpix S630. In 2009, Joz Wang, a Taiwanese-American, bought the
camera for her mother, and was shocked when a message on the screen asked “Did someone blink?” after she took a picture of herself. In July 2015, Google Photos came under fire after its
image recognition software tagged Jacky Alciné and his friend, both of whom are black, as “Gorillas”. In September of the same year, a video showing an automatic soap dispenser refusing
to respond to a black hand went viral. You might dismiss these examples as harmless bugs or honest mistakes, but they still tell us a lot about the way the technology industry tests its
products – and therefore, which customers it values. But

then it got worse. This year alone, the first beauty contest judged by AI had only
one dark-skinned winner out of 44, Princeton academics discovered that a popular language-processing algorithm found
“black” names unpleasant, and an American software used to predict future criminals rated black people as higher
risk. And who can forget Microsoft’s ill-fated chatbot Tay? The bot – which was taught to converse by mimicking other Twitter users’ speech – was taken offline after 16 hours because it
began spurting sexist and racist messages. We could sit here and debate whether an AI can truly be considered racist, but it wouldn’t change the outcome of events. Even though these
algorithms and machines aren’t explicitly programmed to be racist – and their designers usually aren’t prejudiced themselves – it doesn’t change the consequences of their use. The more
and more dominant AI becomes in our world, the more problematic this will become. Imagine the consequences of racial bias in AI job-screening tools, dating sites, mortgage advisers,
insurance companies, and so on. “Bias in AI systems is a vital issue,” says Calum Chace, the best-selling author of Surviving AI and a speaker on how the technology will affect our future. “We
humans are deplorably biased – even the best of us. AIs can do better, and we need them to, but we have to ensure their inputs are unbiased.” To do this, Chace explains, we need to figure
out the root of the “racism”. Pretty

much no one is deliberately designing their AI to be racist – Google’s chief social architect,
Yonatan Zunger, responded quickly to the “Gorillas” incident, Tweeting “This is 100% Not OK.” But the fact that only two
per cent of Google employees are black is perceived as part of the problem, as in many of these instances the technology was designed with white
people in mind. “The chief technology officer of the company that ran the beauty contest explained that its database had a lot more white people than Indian people and that it was
‘possible’ that because of that their algorithm was biased,” says Chace. There are also technical solutions. Chace explains that machine learning systems work best when they are fed huge
quantities of data. “It is likely that the system was trained on too few images – a mere 6,000, compared with the many millions of images used in more successful machine learning systems.
As a senior Googler said, machine learning becomes ‘unreasonably effective’ when trained on huge quantities of data. Six thousand images are probably just not enough.” Now

more
than ever, it is important to straighten out these issues before AI becomes even more powerful and prevalent in our
world. It is one thing for intelligent machines to drive our cars and provide our insurance quotes, and another thing for them to decide who lives and dies when it comes to war.
“Lethal autonomous weapons systems (LAWS) will increasingly be deployed in war, and in other forms of conflict,"
says Chase. "This will happen whether we like it or not, because machines can make decisions better and faster than
humans. A drone which has to continually “phone home” before engaging its opponent will quickly be destroyed by a
fully autonomous rival. If we get it right, these deadly machines will reduce the collateral damage imposed by conflict. But there is plenty of work to be done before we get to
that enviable position.” Whether or not this vision of the future comes to fruition in 10, 20, or 100 years, it is important to prepare for it – and other possibilities. Despite constant
advances in technology, there is still no such thing as a "concious" robot that thinks and feels as humans do. In itself an
AI cannot be racist. To solve this problem, then, it is humans that need fixing.
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Law Enforcement Algorithms For AWS Promote Racial Biases
Spagnolo 17 [Andrea Spagnolo, 10/31/17, Human rights implications of autonomous weapon systems in domestic law
enforcement: sci-fi reflections on a lo-fi reality, Questions of International Law, http://www.qil-qdi.org/human-rightsimplications-autonomous-weapon-systems-domestic-law-enforcement-sci-fi-reflections-lo-fi-reality/] / Triumph Debate
The employment of AWS can have a fueling impact on States’ recourse to new technologies for law enforcement purposes, contributing to the so-call ‘bulk collection of data’: a practice
consisting of the indiscriminate collection of data that was recently addressed by the Obama administration in the US.

The impact of the use of AWS on the right to

privacy might have a cascade effect on other rights. In fact, once AWS will be required to collect and – eventually – store data, they will probably be equipped
with software that will enable them to process such data. It cannot be excluded that such software will permit AWS to make predictions .
Perhaps, they could be used to help in determining when the use of lethal force is necessary or proportionate. This scenario is even admitted by the scholars who do not call for a complete
ban on AWS. Schmitt and Thurnher, in fact, refers to ‘pattern of life analysis’, which will enable machines to detect individuals who possess certain attributes.[52] Such a conduct would
probably constitute a ‘profiling’ activity that according to a Council of Europe recommendation can be defined as: ‘ an

automatic data processing technique that
consists of applying a “profile” to an individual, particularly in order to take decisions concerning her or him or for analysing or predicting her or his personal
preferences, behaviours and attitudes.’[53] Profiling of personal data would bear a risk of violating not only the right to life and the right
to privacy, but also the right not to be discriminated against,[54] which is affirmed in all human rights treaties.[55] By way of concrete example, in the US,
machines are currently used in criminal proceedings to determine the ‘level of risk’ of a defendant.[56] Only last year, in 2016, in Wisconsin a defendant appealed a judgment on the ground

Some commentators allege that an algorithmic-based decision
making process might be affected by a racist bias. [58] The investigative journal ProPublica showed, for example, that machines used in
that he was convicted using data, which he was not allowed to challenge.[57]

trials are biased against black persons.[59] Should similar software be introduced in AWS which are used for law
enforcement activities, the risk of discrimination would be high. Against the scenario depicted in section 2 and 3 it appears that the right to life plays a
central role in the debate. As Christopher Heyns put it, the impact of AWS on the protection of the right to life in domestic law enforcement must be assessed on autonomous grounds, as
IHL is not applicable outside the context of armed conflicts.[60] In domestic law enforcement, in fact, the use of lethal force by a Government is subjected to stricter rules than those
applicable in the context of an armed conflict
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Police Use Of Autonomous Weapons Limits Racial Accountability
Asaro 16 [Peter Asaro, 3/20/16, “Will #BlackLivesMatter to Robocop?”, Miami Law,
http://robots.law.miami.edu/2016/wpcontent/uploads/2015/07/Asaro_Will_BlackLivesMatter_to_Robocop_DRAFT.pdf] / Triumph Debate
In considering whether, or how, to automate decisions to use violent and lethal force according to the international
standards, there remain a number of significant ethical challenges. While engineers and designers may be eager to
operationalize abstract legal concepts and terms into forms that can be more clearly implemented, it is necessary to
consider whether such reinterpretations are legitimate. This kind of operationalization is a form of translation, in which an abstract concept is
translated into a set of observable concrete features. While this can be an effective means of practical problem solving, it can also result in obscuring or eliminating
essential aspects of a concept. This

is especially true of many humanistic and psychological concepts embedded in legal
standards. Translating “threat” into sets of observable behaviors or motions divorces it from the situational and contextual meaning it had. It is thus
important to continue to limit the use of violent and lethal force to humans who are properly trained, and who operate
in accordance with international standards, and who are accountable to superiors and the communities they serve. To
the extent that law enforcement robotics can develop the sophisticated HRI that would be required to recognize threats,
and the causal systems in which they operate, there is a duty for robotics engineers to devise new means for
neutralizing threats of grave harm and death without resorting to the use of violent or lethal force by robots. While this is an
added requirement and burden that human law enforcement officers are rarely held to, the moral engineer ought still to strive for it. The ideal for the engineer
should be the law enforcement system that can serve and protect everyone in the community, even while it de-escalates, diffuses, and thwarts threats of all kinds,
including those from malicious people. One

the most significant problems standing in the way of racially just policing is
accountability. Insofar as police officers are not accountable to their superiors or the public in terms of transparency
and accuracy for the reports of their interactions with members of the public, especially when violent and lethal force
is used or death results, there can be no broad based sense of legitimacy or justice in many cases, or trust from members of the public who are
discriminatred against with impunity. Accountability is a multi-layer requirement, which includes not only disclosure of incidents, but transparency in the review
process, and full criminal liability for officers who violate the law in their use of force. Like police dash-cams and body-cams, the data trails such systems will generate
provide an opportunity for transparency. But that will still be subject to interpretation, and require oversight. A robocop

which might also violate the
rights of citizens in its use offorce presents a more complicated accountability problem. On the one hand we might be
able to design low-level racist prejudices out of the system. However, that does not preclude the systeic forms of
racism that may result from how those systems get deployed. Still, they should provide the kind of data that would make accountability
possible, but only if there are oversight bodies that have access to that data and use it to diminish racial and other forms of discriminiation in the operation and
effects of deploying such technologies. It

is not reasonable to expect this to happen on its own, or without oversight with the
authority to elect what technologies will be deployed, how they will operate, and when and where they will be
deployed. As law enforcement technologies become more sophisticated, the ability of the public to scrutinize their
operation and hold it accountable is threatened. As systems become more complex, experts become more empowered to speak about their
operation, and non-expert publics are excluded from Page 29 of 30 discussions and decisions. 66 This problem of expertise poses a serious concern
for the future development of many types oflaw enforcement technologies, many of which will face legitimacy crises if
they are adopted with little or no community participation or understanding of their functioning. Technology can be
responsive to human needs and values, but only if they are designed to do so, and are continually evaluated and
improved in order to do so. Thus, black lives could matter to robocop, but only if we do the hard work of ensuring that it
is designed to do so, actively monitor and evaluate law enforcement technologies, and ensure the use and effects of those technologies actually do, in fact,
respect the lives of all people.
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Technological Advantages
LAWs Development Creates A Laundry List Of Operational Advantages --- Speed,
Stealth, As Well As Low Monetary And Human Cost
Laird 20 [Burgess Laird, Senior internal researcher for Rand Corporation, 6/3/20, “The Risks of Autonomous Weapons
Systems for Crisis Stability and Conflict Escalation in Future U.S.-Russia Confrontations,” Rand Corporation,
https://www.rand.org/blog/2020/06/the-risks-of-autonomous-weapons-systems-for-crisis.html/] /Triumph Debate
Motivations and General Aims Driving AWS Development Efforts The

Pentagon views AI and robotics, along with several other emerging technologies
key to offsetting the anti-access and area-denial capabilities and concepts developed
by China and Russia over the past two decades, thereby regaining and sustaining U.S. conventional deterrence
overmatch. Meanwhile, China's People's Liberation Army anticipates that AI could fundamentally change the character of
warfare even as it fears the emergence of a generational gap between its capabilities and that of the U.S. military . It
thus seeks to develop AI and other “strategic front-line” technologies in future military competition with the United States. Nominally at least, Russia's vision
regarding the aims of exploiting AI for military purposes are not dissimilar from those of the United States and China.
It supports research in a number of AI application areas; in just the past three years, the Kremlin has declared its intent to establish six new
including hypersonics and directed-energy, as

national initiatives dedicated to AI research and development, including the Advanced Research Foundation (ARF), Russia's analogue to the U.S. Defense
Department's Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA). As recently as April 21, ARF's deputy director boasted to RIA Novosti that as a result of the
foundation's research, “Living fighters will gradually begin to be replaced by their robotic 'brothers' who can act faster, more accurately and more selectively than
people.” Despite

what Putin's bold assertion might otherwise seem to suggest, Western experts generally agree that
Russian AI development significantly lags behind that of the United States and China. However, in stark contrast to U.S.
AWS development efforts, if only marginally less so than China's, Russia places great emphasis on the development of AI
for information warfare aimed, as a recent comprehensive report by my RAND colleagues documents, at causing
political and societal damage to the target state. As argued below, instead of seeking to gain military operational advantages by competing to
match U.S. AWS developments, Russia is much more likely to emphasize and invest in two other military capability areas. Operational Advantages of AWS U.S.
military planners believe AWS promise to provide a number of significant operational advantages on the future
battlefield. Less dependent on human control and decisionmaking , AWS are anticipated to be far faster and more
agile than today's manned weapons systems undertaking thousands of complex and highly coordinated decisions at
machine speeds. Today's remotely piloted drones rely on communications links to distant command and control and information analysis centers, which can
result in inevitable communications delays and leave them vulnerable to jamming or denial through electronic warfare techniques. AWS, on the other hand,
will be designed to operate on their own, if necessary, in such information contested environments, conferring
degrees of stealth, decisional agility, persistence and survivability not enjoyed since the earliest days of stealth
aircraft, if then.AWS are expected to operate in large swarms comprising hundreds, or even thousands of small,
relatively low-cost and expendable vehicles with networked sensors and on-board computing. Fighting in swarms , AWS
hold the promise, as Paul Scharre notes, of effectively returning mass to the battlefield as they will be capable of rapidly and
autonomously coordinating their own tactical movement in response to enemy actions. As a consequence, AWS are
expected to provide the capability of synchronized attack or defense that enables one to fight inside the enemy's
decision cycle or OODA loop, overwhelming and defeating the enemy's abilities through mass, intelligence, coordination and speed. In conflicts against
opponents lacking similar capabilities, U.S. military planners maintain that the combination of such characteristics will provide decisive operational advantage. Finally,
like today's drones, AWS will reduce the numbers of casualties and body bags in conflict. But, in contrast to current drones, AWS are expected to lead to cost savings
as the frequently overlooked need for large rotating teams of remotely located and highly trained pilots and operators would be eliminated. Such cost-savings could
be substantial if realized not only from the advent of AWS, but from the diffusion of AI and autonomy to other military functions such as logistics and transportation,
battlefield healthcare, cybersecurity and combat simulation and training—a benefit that would reduce the demand for personnel and could lead to smaller militaries.
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LAWs Are Cheaper, Stealthier, And More Resistant To Contaminated
Environments
Lele 18 [Ajey Lele, Senior Fellow at IDSA, 2018, “Debating Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems”, Journal of Defense
Studies, https://idsa.in/system/files/jds/jds-13-1-2019-debating-lethal-autonomous-weapon.pdf ] /Triumph Debate
As mentioned earlier, in the last few decades, the armed forces have been increasingly depending on various emerging technologies. Owing to numerous modern-day
challenges, they are making additional investments towards possessing weapon systems which can also handle non-conventional and/or asymmetric tasks. Rapid

technological developments are bringing in more autonomy to the weapon systems . Militaries are graduating from semiautonomous to fully autonomous systems.6 At present, ‘dumb’ systems which are capable of operating autonomously do exist, such as the Aegis Combat System that
automatically identifies, targets and engages incoming threats. Though most present-day AWS continue to relate with ‘human in the loop’ concept,7 the trend seems
to be moving towards ‘human on the loop’. In the former category, humans are actively involved in the decisionmaking process and in the latter, humans have the
flexibility to interfere and terminate the engagement if deemed necessary. The third category, that is, ‘human out of the loop’, is still a contested concept as it makes
humans mere observers of the loop. The entire chain of decision making to implementation is left at the discretion of a machine. These debates on full discretion to a
machine, or not, come with their own sets of pros and cons that need to be studied for a holistic understanding of LAWS. Advantages and Limitations of LAWS For

autonomous systems offer many advantages. They have the potential of being ‘faster, better, cheaper’
systems. Success of such systems would depend on the level of AI employed (that is, level of Debating Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems 57 development of
AI). The cost of such systems could be one-third the cost of manned platforms and may cost two-thirds as much to
operate. More importantly, the system design would not be constrained by the incorporation of life support systems.
Normally, it has been observed that all this frees up critical space and weight and allows development of smaller and
stealthier systems. In addition, this allows increase in range, endurance and persistence, as well as minimising the
logistics footprint. The process of launching an attack by using the weapon systems remains totally professional.
Machines can take split-second decisions based on various intelligence inputs and other required information. Other
big advantage is that since there is no human presence around the weapon system, certain problems associated with
the environment do not matter. Absence of humans allows the system to mount an attack under any high threat
situation or in nuclear, chemically or biologically contaminated environments (investments in specific suits for humans, etc., is not
militaries,

required). In the context of present level of technology development, there is nothing called total autonomy. Science fiction scenarios like robots running amok are
yet to become a reality. Present-day robots do not possess the ability to sense or smell, and cannot plan on their own in response to the prevailing ‘environm ent’ at
that point in time. Generally, there are no robotic agencies which would decide on their own to start work and deploy AWS which, again, will independently decide
the nature, type, target and place of attack. Actually, the weapon systems in service or production today can be said to have limited autonomy in that sense. Presentday systems are autonomous after launch. They are preprogrammed for a limited/specific task. After the system gets activated— based on the knowledge gained by
the system—and takes the decision to fire, there is no looking back. Very little possibility exists for the system to change the target/s or decide against firing, because
machine has no situational awareness from the point of view of taking a decision to kill or not to kill. Getting into the legality of the debates encircling LAWS also calls
for understanding the offence-defence nature of such systems. Nevertheless, all scenarios involving LAWS indicate that, though at a distant level, some form of
human involvement will always remain.

97

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

Autonomous Weapons Are Better Decision Makers --- They Disregard Human
Emotions And Cognitive Fallacies
Ahmad 20 [Usman Ahmad, civil servant for Federal Government of Pakistan, 3/10/20, “International Law And
Militarization Of Artificial Intelligence,” RSIL, https://rsilpak.org/2020/international-law-and-militarization-of-artificialintelligence/] /Triumph Debate
Advocates of the militarization of artificial intelligence are of the view that autonomous weapons or robots are able to
function better, more effectively, and with more compliance as compared to humans . They would not be driven by the
“idea of self-preservation” and also outperform humans in precision . In addition to this, these robots are devoid of human
emotions such as paranoia, hysteria, fear, aggression, bias and frustration that usually impact human judgment
deleteriously and can lead to undesired and unjustified acts. Humans are very vulnerable to “cognitive fallacies” in pressing situations especially
where there is no sufficient time to make a rational decision. An example of such a fallacy includes “cherry-picking” where only that information is believed which fits
with preexisting notions and beliefs paving the way to flawed decision-making and consequently huge collateral damage.[3] AI-based robots

are immune
to such premature cognitive closure. In addition, these machines will not act arbitrarily or on the basis of an individual
source of information since they would have “unprecedented integration” allowing them to collect data from multiple
sources, analyze the situation panoramically and then resort to lethal force, a process that is not possible for humans
particularly in the realm of speed. It is argued that considerable research can be done and consensus can be built on the single ethical framework to be
given to these machines to make them ethically sensitive in conduct during the missions.[4] However, that can be somewhat difficult keeping in mind the difference
in cultural approaches to ethics and the number of philosophies of morality and ethics.
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LAWS Can Easily Perform Actions That Are Difficult For Humans
Charters 20 [Drew Charters, 5/19/20, “Killing on Instinct: A Defense of Autonomous Weapon Systems for Offensive
Combat”, USC Viterbi, https://vce.usc.edu/volume-4-issue-1/killing-on-instinct-a-defense-of-autonomous-weaponsystems-for-offensive-combat/] Triumph Debate
In order for AWS to be ethical under rule utilitarianism, three criteria must be met. First, AWS must

make military action more effective than
existing options. Second, AWS must minimize unintended harms (namely civilian causalities) more so than existing military options. Finally, AWS must be able
to abide by international military laws when making decisions. If all these criteria are met, then AWS will have maximized benefits while also maintaining legality,
which makes the use of such weapon systems ethical under rule utilitarianism. For

the first criteria, AWS are far more capable than humans
at performing select tasks, making them crucial for the national security of a state. Robotic systems manned by
humans are already used by most militaries, but newer autonomous systems have a major advantage over existing
technologies. These systems will eventually perform actions that are difficult for humans to do, such as landing an
aircraft on an aircraft carrier in rough seas [6]. Although human pilots can do this , it takes months of training for a human to
properly perform this maneuver. An AWS such as an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) simply needs to download the
software (once it exists in the next few years) to do the same thing. AWS will even reduce the number of humans required to execute a
mission. Whereas traditional military technology might require several humans to operate one machine, multiple
autonomous machines in a single system can easily be operated by one human [7]. The human operator assigns targets
and objectives, and then the system of machines autonomously works to carry out the mission. One can imagine a
swarm of aerial drones replacing the several humans it takes to operate a single bomber aircraft. Eliminating the need
for several humans to fly aircrafts will free human operators to make higher level decisions that AWS cannot make,
leading to more effective military action. In addition, the cost of AWS is typically lower than the costs of older military technologies. One manned F35 fighter jet is the equivalent cost of 20 autonomous Predator drones, and these lower costs make militaries more effective given a limited budget [8].
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LAWs Are More Effective At Collecting Information From The Battlefield –
Humans Endanger The Process
Bode et. al 18 [Ingvild Bode, Lecturer, School of Politics and International Relations of the University of Kent, and
Hendrik Huelss, Postdoctoral Researcher, School of Politics and International Relations of the University of Kent, March
2018, “Autonomous weapons systems and changing norms in international relations”, British International Studies
Association, file:///Users/oliviavansickle/Downloads/Autonomous_weapons_systems_and_changing_norms_in_i.pdf]
/Triumph Debate
Research on AWS provides rich summaries of how their development relates to fundamental norms of legal-public appropriateness (see earlier section on this). Yet
norms of procedural-operational appropriateness are constituted by conflicting factors. Procedural norms may emerge around perceived operational advantages
associated with practices surrounding AWS. A

main perceived advantage of granting full autonomy to AWS lies in their ‘superior’
ability to process a large quantity of information in contrast to humans who run the risk of facing a ‘potential
cognitive overload’. Furthermore, AWS would have the operational advantage of having agency ‘on the battlefield’, while
remote-controlled weapons are steered from a remotely positioned ‘decision-making human’. AWS could therefore collect relevant information
much more comprehensively but face a double interaction problem if not used in a fully autonomous mode, that is,
with the human out of the immediate decision-making loop. If functioning with a human ‘on the loop’, involved in
decision-making in an immediate sense, information that is collected and processed is then transmitted to a human
actor. This actor must make a decision and communicate it back to the AWS that executes the command. Both
remotely-controlled weapons systems and AWS with a human ‘on the loop’ therefore normally operate at a much
lower speed than fighter jets for instance. This makes them vulnerable to countermeasures, while their
communication link is also susceptible to interference. Having a human involved therefore may be perceived to slow
down the process not only by separating the decision-making and executing actors, but also by technological
restrictions in terms of transmission speed. As Thomas K. Adams notes: Humans may retain symbolic authority, but automated systems move too
fast and the factors involved are too complex for real human comprehension. When computers are designed and programmed by other computers, the situation will
be even further from anything that humans can reasonably expect to understand, much less intervene in successfully.104 Not only do we have to question the quality
of meaningful human control of humans ‘on the loop’ in this context, but we should also note the pressure towards giving AWS more decisionmaking agency due to
reasons of efficiency and perceived military advantage. As Denise Garcia puts it: ‘The USA is pursuing killer robots because it can.’ 105 In other words, norms of
proceduralorganisational appropriateness set demands for not falling behind possible adversaries and allies alike, as highlighted by the UK’s Ministry of Defence: ‘Our
conceptual thinking lags behind the art of the currently possible, never mind what lies in the future.’ 106 This increases the pressure towards proceeding with
research and developing AWS ahead of any legal or political-legitimacy considerations.
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LAWs Speed Makes Them Uniquely Able To Counter Missile And Rocket Strikes
Anderson 16 [Kenneth Anderson, Professor of law at Washington College of Law, 2016, “Why the Hurry to Regulate
Autonomous Weapon Systems – but Not Cyber Weapons?”, American University Washington College of Law,
https://digitalcommons.wcl.american.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2158&context=facsch_lawrev] /Triumph Debate
. Those new to the AWS debates often mistakenly believe that the strategic military reason for developing AWS capabilities is as force multipliers, large numbers of
robotic troops controlled by a relatively small group of human soldiers. The reality is that destruction (or military operations indifferent to destruction or collateral
harms) can be achieved with far easier, cheaper, and long existing technologies .

One of the main reasons to develop AWS is speed. Speed
can be utilized either offensively to win an engagement, or defensively to respond to an adversary's attack faster and prevent potentially
disastrous harm. Another primary factor motivating the development of AWS is that it can be operated remotely , thus
protecting one's own forces by removing them from the actual battlefield.99 Lastly, the promise of increased precision motivates the development of AWS because it

Of these reasons for the making the extraordinary investments in
military robotics required to create and field AWS that can perform unique battlefield tasks or perform them in a
uniquely valuable way, the only one that has emerged so far is AWS to address the increasing speed and tempo of
certain kinds of battle - countering missiles and rockets."or Cyber-weapons are far more likely to have effects, whether by direct targeting
has the potential to significantly reduce unnecessary battlefield harms.

directly or collaterally, on civilians and civilian objects than AWS, and in many cases cyber-attacks are likely to have effects in many different places connected by
their cyber-links. 0 2 With physical machines such as AWS, it is hard to see how they have similar effects that might reach far beyond particular battlefields where
they are physically present. Moreover, cyber-technologies serve both civilian and military infrastructure in ways that are today deeply intertwined and likely to grow
only more so."" In that case, whether cyber-attacks take place in the course of a purely cyber-war; or whether they take place as acts of cyber-warfare embedded
within a larger conventional armed conflict; or whether they are aimed directly at civilian infrastructure or are simply collateral effects of attacks on other targets,
civilian infrastructure of many kinds is highly vulnerable in cyber-warfare in ways that is not likely to be true for AWS, if only because of the fact of physical machine
embodiment.'" The potential for serious harm as things stand today is, and is likely to remain into the future, higher by orders of magnitude for cyberwarfare by
comparison to the destructive capabilities likely to be true of even advanced and widespread AWS.
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Defensive Lethal Autonomous Weapons
Defensive Systems Are Inevitable And Calls For Bans Cede Development Of
Norms To Hawks
Toscano 15 [Christopher Toscano, United States Navy, ”“Friend of Humans”: An Argument for Developing
Autonomous Weapons Systems,” Journal of National Security Law and Policy, https://jnslp.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/05/Friend-of-Humans.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Over time, incremental employment of AWSs will involve humans being supported by fully autonomous systems in logistical settings. Military personnel will work
side-by-side with drones that will enhance lift capabilities no differently from manned machines. For example, DARPA has developed an “autonomous pack horse”
known as the Legged Squad Support System, or BigDog. 423 This autonomous quadruped can carry 400 pounds of military gear travelling at 7–8 miles per hour and is
capable of quieter modes and voice recognition.424 More advanced versions include a strong arm capable of throwing cinder blocks across great distances.425
Carrying wounded soldiers out of combat appears plausible.426 DARPA’s next generation robot, known as the WildCat, is being developed with the capability to run
at speeds up to 50 miles per hour on all types of terrain.427 Such capabilities could enable faster resupply operations to troops in combat. Other possible enhancing
options for similar platforms could involve smaller-scale versions capable of bomb or narcotics detection analogous to a military working dog. More aggressive
versions could involve a weaponized quadruped robot. Lastly, employing fully

autonomous weapons systems working without human
counterparts will be a gradual incremental step, once the technology and AI have fully matured. Technological advancement
and field testing alone support this conclusion. However, given criticisms and DoD’s own hesitancy to enable these lethal systems in fully
autonomous modes, initial platforms will be more defensive in nature, resembling measures such as more advanced ballistic missile
defense systems, perimeter security drones or anti-UAV robotics similar to a former DARPA program called Peregrine. 428 Once these
defensive capabilities establish reliability in preventing unnecessary loss of life or destruction, technological advancements will eventually graduate to fully
autonomous offensive measures over time. However, in

the near term, defensive and offensive AWSs will likely require that human
operators approve any decision to use lethal force to avoid the dilemmas posed by critics. 429 Moreover, employing AWSs to intercept missiles,
drones, or similar unmanned devices is a logical progression. Nevertheless, roboticists and critics will continue to resist change. Singer notes that “while many
roboticists are happy that their systems are being used to save lives, when it comes to talking about other military outcomes . . . most of the field demurs.”430 Thus,
many roboticists do not want to take part in weapons development for perceived ethical reasons. Academics

insist that governments ban the
development of these machines rather than promote a rational debate on the issue, taking into account the inevitability of AWS
development.431 Taking an unreasonable position that seeks a prohibitive ban will only alienate the governments they
wish to convince. Thus, they miss an opportunity to make the inevitable arrival of AWSs safer and more compliant
with IHL than humans to date. The U.S. government can steer this debate toward a compromise. First, in addition to cautious
policies, the United States can provide assurances that AWS development will not be geared toward autonomy as a threat to
mankind.432 Arguments for “friendly AI” begin by the United States rejecting the argument that advanced AI research
will incorporate the negative attributes of human tendencies. 433 This proposition will eliminate the misconceptions underpinning many
criticisms. Second, the United States can partner with roboticists, international entities, and allies to develop common
standards analogous to the Tallinn Manual effort for warfare in the cyber domain.434 While this argument is potentially limited by the feasibility associated with
constraints of classified information or export controls, the United States ought to develop creative ways to enable access to the development of these technologies.
435 Future demonstrations that allow for observation by international organizations like the ICRC and the International Committee for Robot Arms Control might
placate some of the criticism. Lastly, if the United States continually reinforces these common standards through practice in partnership with key allies, this will foster
international practice and perhaps crystallize these standards into customary international law or codify them in an international treaty. Assuming this worthy goal
can be accomplished, concerns over rogue states programming AWSs to kill civilians will be better satisfied beyond the current offerings of IHL. In summary, the
United States can shape the debate by ensuring that these technologies are being developed to promote the supposition that AWSs can comply with IHL standards
better than humans.
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Defensive LAWS Already Exist, Have Been Deployed, And Are Safer Than
Alternative Means
Toscano 15 [Christopher Toscano, United States Navy, ”“Friend of Humans”: An Argument for Developing
Autonomous Weapons Systems,” Journal of National Security Law and Policy, https://jnslp.com/wpcontent/uploads/2015/05/Friend-of-Humans.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Use of unmanned or robotic systems is not a novel concept in warfare.66 Since the 1970s, the U.S. Navy has employed a
variety of mounted defensive systems to safeguard against fixed wing aircraft and anti-ship missiles. For example, the Phalanx Close-in
Weapons System (CiWS) employs a mounted gun drive with detection sensors and can operate in automatic modes without
intervention by a human operator.67 The SeaRAM system is a successor to this weapons platform, replacing the CiWS gun mount with an 11-missile
launching system with enhanced sensor capabilities and semi-autonomous modes.68 The Republic of Korea has employed a defensive robotic
sentry known as the Samsung SGR-A1 along the demilitarized zone (DMZ).69 This machine employs K-4 machine guns and
contains sensors capable of selecting human targets entering the DMZ. 70 It also contains non-lethal capabilities such as rubber
bullets.71 The SGR-A1 currently operates at the direction of a human controller, but it can also operate in an automatic mode capable of engaging
targets independently. 72 A key limitation of this technology, however, is that the SGR-A1 cannot distinguish combatant and civilian. 73 Thus, when a human
bypasses the numerous warning signs into the DMZ, the system automatically considers that person an enemy.74 Still, the

system can detect differences
between shapes and certain behaviors.75 For example, the SGR-A1 can interpret a human’s arms held high, indicating
surrender, and will thus not fire at them. 76 Additionally, the system can issue verbal warnings at specified distances prior to firing, as
a means of promoting surrender.77 Despite the availability of these automatic features, however, humans currently still retain firing authority. 78 In essence, the
SGR-A1 serves as a sophisticated, “on-the-loop,” area-denial weapon with more safeguards than the ordinary landmines
employed in the DMZ.79 Another noteworthy machine is iRobot’s PackBot, developed in coordination with the Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency (DARPA) in 1998.80 Over time, subsequent work by outside entities expanded DARPA’s original research leading to variat ions in design. The IRobot
corporation’s 510 Series PackBot performs numerous functions such as bomb disposal and similarly dangerous missions for forces engaged in ground warfare.81 The
PackBot has eight separate payload bays and hookups to enable users to adapt the machine to be a variety of things, such as a mine detector and chemical and
biological weapons sensor. 82 The explosive ordinance disposal (EOD) version of the PackBot used in Iraq contained an extendable arm mounted with a high-powered
zoom camera and a claw-like gripper.83 Newer PackBots are equipped with semiautonomous capabilities such as “retro-traverse,” which allows the machine to
automatically retrace its previous path to restore communications with human operators in the event of disruption.84 Other PackBot variants include gun-sighting
optics and weapons systems further enabling warfighters. 85
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Defensive LAWS Have Been Used To Make Decisions Humans Are Incapable Of
Making And Are Important To Round-The-Clock Readiness
Beard 14 [Jack Beard, University of Nebraska, “Autonomous Weapons and Human Responsibilities,” Georgetown
Journal of International Law, https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1196&context=lawfacpub] /
Triumph Debate
Although they are sometimes excluded from discussions about autonomous weapons, the most primitive autonomous defense weapons (and still among the most
controversial) are anti-personnel landmines. Once these weapons are activated and put in place by humans, they have their own crude but effective sensors, identify
and select the targets within their sensor range, and then attack those targets on their own (although humans still play a key role in target selection by placing and
then activating the mines in a particular, stationary location). Other more sophisticated naval mine systems do not rely on direct contact, but instead are triggered by
the magnetic, seismic, or pressure influence of a ship or submarine, and are designed to both detect and classify vessels." Other autonomous systems

defend specific objectives such as ships or designated air space. For example, the U.S. "Phalanx Close-In Weapon System" is
deployed on ships as a "fast reaction" defense capability against numerous threats. 4 0 The Phalanx consists of a radar guided Gatling gun
mounted on a swiveling base and is "capable of autonomously performing its own search, detect, evaluation, track, engage and
kill assessment functions."4 ' A land-based variant of the Phalanx, called the "Centurion," is a "Counter-Rocket, Artillery and Mortar" system that
is equipped with so-called "sense, warn and response capabilities. "42 Although human operators of the Phalanx and Centurion
systems have the option to intervene and make the decision to engage targets, the high speed of multiple incoming missiles and
other threats will often make autonomous operation the preferred (if not unavoidable) option. This problem greatly
complicates meaningful human oversight of many sophisticated autonomous weapon systems. For example, in discussing the
operations of the Centurion, one author has noted: The human is certainly part of the decision making but mainly in the initial
programming of the robot. During the actual operation of the machine, the operator really only exercises veto power, and a decision
to override a robot's decision must be made in only half a second , with few willing to challenge what they view as the better
judgment of the machine.43 Military forces have many incentives to deploy autonomous systems to counter threats posed by
land-based intruders and attackers. Protecting large, important facilities or areas may require many human guards , which may be
ineffective if the guards lose their focus, falter under severe weather conditions, fail to follow orders, or become fatigued,
afraid, or otherwise indisposed. Such concerns were addressed by Samsung Techwin Company when it introduced another logical step in autonomous
military systems: a robotic sentry called the SGR-1, intended for use by the Republic of Korea in guarding its side of the Demilitarized Zone
(DMZ)." Similarly, the Israel Defense Forces have deployed numerous stationary "robot gun-and-sensor installations" along Israel's borders with the Gaza Strip,
which are now remotely controlled but are also capable of autonomous operation. In an attempt to move to a higher level of autonomous sentry capabilities,
Samsung Techwin Company continues to work with a Korean government institute on a mobile variant of the SGR-1 that can perform patrolling functions along the
DMZ. * In fact, prototypes of mobile robotic sentries are already patrolling ammunition depots in the United States, and airports and other facilities in Israel." Military
forces are evaluating the use of armed robots-initially only remote controlled variants-for a wide range of perimeter security and sentry missions."8 This trend is not
confined to the land, as robotic unmanned surface vessels (USVs) are being developed for many different missions by the U.S. Navy and its foreign counterparts. *
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Defensive LAWS Are Already Widely Accepted And Have Little Risk To Civilians
Beard 14 [Jack Beard, University of Nebraska, “Autonomous Weapons and Human Responsibilities,” Georgetown
Journal of International Law, https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1196&context=lawfacpub]
/Triumph Debate
Given that "dumb" or unguided bombs aimed by humans at targets can easily satisfy the discrimination requirement (even if significant unintended damage to civilian
objects occurs), weapons with advanced autonomous guidance systems seem unlikely to fail that requirement. The latter type of weapons may, however, attack
targets far "over the horizon," beyond any human operator's vision. Based on the widespread acceptance of these weapons by states, the element of human
judgment necessary to ensure discrimination and apply the proportionality balancing test appears to be sufficiently present in the key acts of target selection and
launching that are performed by human operators. Moving on to the mid-range of the continuum of autonomy, a variety of

autonomous defense
systems are already widely deployed by military forces, including close-in defense systems on ships, air defense
systems, and land based systems intended to counter rockets, mortars, and artillery. These weapons are undoubtedly capable of
causing civilian casualties by autonomously attacking civilian planes, ships, and other civilian objects. However, the many states that have
adopted variants of these weapon systems and the accompanying lack of any legal objections by other states now make it
difficult to argue that they are illegitimate, indiscriminate weapons under customary international law. The failure of
states to express concern regarding the legality of existing autonomous defense systems is problematic for those
groups now broadly advocating bans on all "killer robots." As discussed above, some existing autonomous systems have
already crossed a fundamental human-machine threshold: Once activated, they have the ability to identify and track targets
and autonomously "decide" to use force in a way that can cause death or injury to non-combatants. One possible
explanation for the lack of criticism of most existing autonomous defense systems is their specialized or immobile nature
and the way this means that their placement and their use arguably remain linked to human judgment.'"' Close-in weapon systems are just that: they generally pose
risks only to civilian aircraft and vessels that venture past outer defenses and deep into combat zones. These risks greatly increase, of course, in the case of naval
engagements that spread to busy shipping lanes, ports, or other areas with a significant civilian presence or, in the case of land-based military activities, when they
encroach on densely populated urban areas. In

many cases, the intended targets of specialized defense systems (missiles, military aircraft,

vehicles, etc.) can often be destroyed with little or no accompanying risk of civilian casualties. Unlike existing autonomous antimissile, anti-aircraft, and sea-based Phalanx systems, robotic guard or sentry systems designed to perform primarily anti-personnel missions on a fully autonomous
basis are not yet widely deployed, although many remote-controlled precursors are now being evaluated in the field. Stationary sentry systems that are able function
autonomously, such as the South Korean SGR-i, raise many of the same concerns that led to the conclusion of a convention banning anti-personnel landmines. For
this reason, some anti-mine activists are seeking a similar ban on autonomous weapon systems. 182 In fact, some NGOs suggest that landmines and filly autonomous
robots "share essential elements of DNA" and that they should thus both be logically included behind "a red line" banning "fully autonomous targeting." 1 "
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Missile Defense Systems Are Lethal Autonomous Weapons
Block 17 [Joel Block, University of the Witwatersrand, “A Laws of War Review of Contemporary Missile Defense System
‘Iron Dome,’” South African Journal of Military Studies, https://www.ajol.info/index.php/smsajms/article/view/164585]
/Triumph Debate
Wagner utilised a modern clustered classification in 2016 when he outlined three categories of autonomous weapon systems. He explains
that autonomous weapon systems are unmanned in nature and the three categories of autonomous weapon systems
span from a high degree of human control to a lack of human control in operation. The three categories are accordingly remote-controlled,
automated and autonomous.27 These categories cluster the previous categorisations of the US Department of Defence Directive
3000.09 of November 2012 – which is freely accessible online – as well as categorisations used by the ICRC in their 2014 expert meeting report on
autonomous weapon systems. Wagner’s categories differentiate between semi-autonomous (human targeting coupled with computerised engagement) and fully
autonomous (computerised targeting coupled with computerised engagement) as a first subcategorisation. This is followed by the weapon system being either
automated (the machine is unable to learn further or make dynamic discretionary decisions) or artificially intelligent (the machine is able to learn further and is able
to make dynamic discretionary decisions) as a second sub-categorisation. According

to Wagner’s clustered classification, a contemporary
land-based missile defence system is an automated weapon system. It is a fully autonomous weapon system utilising machine
targeting coupled with machine engagement, which is furthermore automated in nature as the weapon system is unable to learn or make dynamic
discretionary decisions. 28 The 2014 ICRC expert meeting report on autonomous weapon systems states that such automated
weapons exist on the battlefield and they tend to be very constrained in the tasks they perform as they are defensive target vehicles or
objects as opposed to humans and are deployed in simple, static and predictable environments. 29 This report also emphasises that military
capability advantage, necessity for autonomy, and reliability of communication links are the major factors for desiring
autonomy in weapon systems. However, the report thereafter lists criteria to determine whether a level of autonomy will be
acceptable in existing weapon systems. These criteria – many of which justify the level of autonomy of contemporary landbased missile defence systems – are: a defensive task or an offensive task; object targets or human targets; kinetic or non-kinetic force; a simple
environment or a cluttered environment; the ease of target discrimination in a particular context; the degree of human interaction and oversight; limited freedom to
move in space or large freedom to move in space; a small time frame of an attack or a long time frame of an attack; and the predictability, reliability and trust in the
weapon system.30 Proving a human-supervised nature Schmitt states that Iron

Dome is human-supervised in nature. 31 This is echoed by Kenneth
Anderson and Matthew Waxman who state that human supervisors can activate and override such a weapon system. 32 A human-supervised weapon
system is expressly defined in the US Department of Defence Directive 3000.09 of 2012. This is defined as an autonomous
weapon system, which is designed to provide human operators with the ability to intervene and terminate engagements, including the
event of a weapon system failure before unacceptable damages occur. 33 mPrest illustrates this setup as the command and control centre of a
contemporary land-based missile defence system which allows for a battle situation picture officer, two interception officers, a commander as well as a system
officer. 34 This is in line with section 4(a)(2)(b) of US Department of Defence Directive 3000.09, which calls for prudent human interaction with the weapon system as
well as section 4(a)(3)(a–c) of US Department of Defence Directive 3000.09, which calls for understandable feedback and instructions from the platform interface.
Proving weapon system by definition The definitions listed in the 2009 HPCR Manual on International Law Applicable to Air and Missile Warfare (HPCR Manual) can
prove that a contemporary land-based missile defence system is a weapon system. Richemond Barak and Feinberg state that there is an absence of definition in
terms of whether an automated missile defence system is indeed a weapon system. and this prevailing situation would leave the law governing the use and
deployment of the weapon system to be dependent on context and interpretation. 35 While the HPCR Manual does not constitute a binding source of law, its rules
are seen to be of strong academic weight. The 2009 HPCR Manual however is an expert academic compilation and restatement of law applicable to air and missile
warfare excluding issues of the jus ad bellum and recourse. 36 It has been cited as being authoritative by multiple authors including Bruno Demeyere and Yoram
Dinstein who not only co-ordinated and supervised the drafting of the HPCR Manual but also authored the Max Planck Institute’s encyclopaedia entries on missile

In an air and missile context, a weapon system in its totality does indeed constitute a means
of warfare per Rule 1(t) of the HPCR Manual, as ‘means of warfare’ is defined to mean weapons, weapon systems or platforms employed
for the purposes of attack. The 2010 HPCR Manual Commentary elaborates on this point as a weapon system consists of one or more
weapons with all related equipment, materials, services, means of delivery and means of deployment required for the
self-sufficiency of the weapon system. Furthermore ‘means of warfare’ is explained by the HPCR Manual to be a broader concept than weapon, for it
extends also to platforms and equipment that make an attack possible. 37
warfare and air warfare respectively.
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MDS Are Autonomous
Surber 18 [Regina Surber, Zurich Hub for Ethics and Technology, “Artificial Intelligence: Autonomous Technology (AT),
Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems (LAWS) and Peace Time Threats,” ICT for Peace Foundation,
https://ict4peace.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2018_RSurber_AI-AT-LAWS-Peace-Time-Threats_final.pdf]
/Triumph Debate
Some experts use a narrower understanding and limit the use of the attribute ‘autonomous’ to more complex technological processes. They argue that AT extends
beyond conventional automation and can solve application problems by using materially different algorithms and software system architectures.24 This perspective is
narrower and clearly locates the emergence of AT within the research of modern AI.
In this sense, the

key benefit of AT is the ability of an autonomous system to ‘… explore the possibilities for action and decide ‘what to
do next’ with little or no human involvement, and to do so in unstructured situations which may possess significant uncertainty. This
process is, in practice, indeterminate in that we cannot foresee all possible relevant information …. ‘What to do next’ may include … a
step in problem-solving, a change in attention, the creation or pursuit of a goal, and many other activities ….’ 25 In other words, a system is
‘autonomous’ if it can change its behavior during operation in response to events that are unanticipated, 26 e.g. a self-driving
car’s reaction to a traffic jam, a therapist chatbot’s27 answer to a person lamenting about her disastrous day, or a missile defense system that
intercepts an incoming hostile missile, like Israel’s Iron Dome.
The theoretical AI approach that is at the core of AT in its narrow understanding, and that enables technological systems to perform the above-mentioned actions
without a human operator, is deep learning. Deep learning software tries to imitate the activity of layers of neurons in the human brain. Through improvements in
mathematical formulas and the continuously increasing computing power of computers, it is possible to model a huge number of layers of virtual neurons. Through
an inflow of a vast amount of data, the software can recognize patterns in this data and ‘learn’ from it.28 This is key for ‘autonomous’ systems’ reaction to
unanticipated changes: due to new data inflow, the software can recognize new patterns and adapt to a changing ‘environment’. Thereby, an autonomous system
can modify its actions in order to follow its goal or agenda.
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Homeland MDS Are Key To Heg – Laundry List
Geller 20 [Patty-Jane Geller, Center for National Defense, “Developing a Clear Path for Homeland Missile Defense,”
Heritage Foundation, https://www.heritage.org/sites/default/files/2020-08/BG3515.pdf] /Triumph Debate
The United States maintains a homeland missile defense system capable of defending
against limited attacks from rogue states like North Korea and Iran, as well as unauthorized attacks from any nuclear state . A
capable homeland missile defense is critical to both directly safeguarding the American people from nuclear attack and to the United States’
overall nuclear deterrent strategy. Homeland missile defense provides the United States with a number of tangible
benefits. Raising the Threshold. First, homeland missile defense raises the threshold for adversary attack and complicates
adversary decision-making. U.S. adversaries like North Korea are likely to initiate a nuclear attack only if they have a high
probability of success. But if an adversary must overcome missile defenses to produce the desired effects, it might think twice
before threatening an escalatory attack. By creating uncertainty in the mind of the attacker, homeland missile defense complicates an adversary’s
decision-making, giving the United States more control over a potential escalatory situation. For example, North Korea might use its
Why We Need Homeland Missile Defense

nuclear weapons for a strategy of nuclear brinkmanship, attempting to blackmail the United States by threatening a limited attack.1 Because the presence of
homeland missile defense reduces U.S. vulnerability to a “cheap shot,” a North Korean blackmail threat carries less credibility. By minimizing vulnerability to attack,
missile defense has also given the Trump Administration the flexibility to choose denuclearization talks with North Korea—as opposed to preemptive strikes.
Credibility of Extended Deterrence. Second, homeland missile

defense strengthens the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence.
Convincing U.S. allies like South Korea, Taiwan, and NATO allies of the U.S. commitment to their security in a nuclear conflict is a
difficult task: The question is inevitably asked, “Would the United States place Los Angeles at risk to save Tokyo or New York for Warsaw?” Adversaries
might try to decouple the United States from defense of its allies by threatening to strike the U.S. homeland if the
United States intervenes in a regional conflict. But if the United States enjoys a credible homeland missile defense, it
has greater “freedom to employ whatever means it chooses to respond to aggression without risk of enemy escalation to
homeland strikes.”2 Similarly, homeland missile defense strengthens U.S. diplomacy. By arming U.S. diplomats with the option of striking
down adversary missiles, they can negotiate from a place of greater strength.3 Limited Strike Protection. Third, homeland
missile defense can protect against a limited strike. Even a North Korean “cheap shot” nuclear attack using a relatively lowyield nuclear weapon can kill hundreds of thousands, if not millions. North Korea’s early nuclear weapon tests yielded about 15–20 kilotons, about
the size of the U.S. bombs dropped on Japan, which killed a few hundred thousand people. North Korea’s most recent 2017 test produced an estimated yield of 250
kilotons, which would destroy Washington, DC.4 By deploying missile defense against countries like North Korea who have threatened nuclear destruction, the United
States acts in accordance with its moral obligation to safeguard the American people from attack. Therefore, the

argument for bolstering homeland
missile defense should be intuitive: Intercepting an incoming nuclear attack can save hundreds of thousands , if not
millions, of American lives. Yet since the 1960s, critics have been arguing that homeland missile defense creates instability by spurring a dangerous arms race,
provoking U.S. adversaries to build their offensive forces to overcome U.S. defense. For instance, Russian President Vladimir Putin has cited U.S. missile defense as his
impetus for developing exotic new delivery systems, such as the nuclear-powered cruise missile and underwater nuclear torpedo, which can reportedly evade any
missile defense.5 However, history

suggests U.S. adversaries will continue to build their offensive forces according to their
interests—regardless of U.S. missile defense. Russian leadership has known for years that the U.S. Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system,
limited in both size and capability, does not pose a threat to a Russian first or second strike. As recently as 2017, Russian Deputy Prime Minister Dmitriy Rogozin
stated, “We can rip their air defenses apart; at the moment [the U.S. defense shield] poses no serious military threat to us, except for provocations.”6
A more plausible explanation for Russia’s exotic systems, among others, is its desire to demonstrate its military prowess and
prove it still has great power status.7 Ultimately, so long as countries like North Korea threaten to destroy the United States with nuclear attack, the
U.S. government has a moral obligation to safeguard its population with missile defense, given that it has the technological means to do so.
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The Iron Dome Stabilizes Middle Eastern Relations
Preisler-Swery 15 [Dana Preisler-Swery, Bar-Ilan University, “The Last Missile War? The Influence of the “Iron Dome”
on the Operational Concepts of Hamas, Hezbollah and the IDF,” Dado Center for Interdisciplinary Military Studies,
https://www.idf.il/media/12236/4-english-pdf.pdf#page=49] /Triumph Debate
However, in the case of Israel-Hezbollah, it is necessary to examine to what extent an adversary like Hezbollah is likely to demonstrate sensitivity to the destruction of
infrastructure and human life, and responsibility for the local population. Furthermore, it is not clear how the dramatic changes currently transpiring in Syria will
affect the decision-making process of the organization when considering an all-out war against Israel, nor whether Iran would approve a further employment of
Hezbollah’s missile array against Israel.29 Further development

of Israel’s missile defensive capabilities would also augment Israel's
military freedom of action, which may serve as an incentive to Hezbollah to agree to the formulation of rules of the
game in the missile domain. Iran, too, which is accountable for the Hezbollah missile program (and Hamas to a certain extent), is a responsible
state, open to negotiations. It should also be remembered that the Iranian missile program is designed not only to fight Israel, but also,
perhaps primarily, for the United States, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and other powers in the region.30 Therefore, as with the great powers’ experience during the
Cold War, missile defense capabilities could serve as a catalyst for stabilizing processes, as well as a first step in
confidence and security-building measures, leading later to other understandings and even agreements. The hope that
Israel's enemies will abandon their missile programs is perhaps overly ambitious. Rather, there could be changes in its force employment
concept, and new measures are likely to be integrated. One way or another, a question arises whether such changes will occur without another all-out missile war,
or perhaps two or three more rounds of warfare against Hamas and Hezbollah - including a very costly contest between the adversary's precision missiles and the
combined Israeli

defensive systems (i.e., following the integration of the Magic Wand system) - which might expedite a significant
abandonment of missiles, or a formulation of rules of the game in the domain, bringing an end to the missile wars
between Israel and its rivals . During the Arab-Israeli conflict, a number of changes in the character of the warfare took place, where one side of the
conflict understood that there was no benefit from continuing to fight with the current weapons of the day, and turned to new measures. The chart below follows the
dynamics of changes in the character of warfare between Israel and its rivals, from 1948 to the present.
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Deterrence
Autonomous Weapons Make Deterrence More Credible
Etzioni & Etzioni 17 [Amatai Etzioni, Oren Etzioni, May-June 2017, “Pros and Cons of Autonomous Weapons”,
Military Review, https://www.armyupress.army.mil/Journals/Military-Review/English-Edition-Archives/May-June2017/Pros-and-Cons-of-Autonomous-Weapons-Systems/] / Triumph Debate
Why to begin. However,

one should note that human-out-of-the-loop arms are very effective in reinforcing a red line.
Declaration by representatives of one nation that if another nation engages in a certain kind of hostile behavior, swift
and severe retaliation will follow, are open to misinterpretation by the other side, even if backed up with deployment
of troops or other military assets.
Leaders, drawing on considerable historical experience, may bet that they be able to cross the red line and be spared
because of one reason or another. Hence, arms without a human in the loop make for much more credible red lines .
(This is a form of the “precommitment strategy” discussed by Thomas Schelling in Arms and Influence, in which one party limits its own options by
obligating itself to retaliate, thus making its deterrence more credible .)
We suggest that nations might be willing to forgo this advantage of fully autonomous arms in order to gain the
assurance that once hostilities ceased, they could avoid becoming entangled in new rounds of fighting because some bombers
were still running loose and attacking the other side, or because some bombers might malfunction and attack civilian centers. Finally, if a ban on fully autonomous
weapons were agreed upon and means of verification were developed, one could aspire to move toward limiting weapons with a high but not full measure of
autonomy.
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AWS Boost Deterrence --- 4 reasons
Wilner N.D. [Alex S. Wilner, N.D., “Artificial Intelligence and Deterrence: Science, Theory, and Practice”, NATO, S&L
Organization] /Triumph Debate
Taken together, how

might AI and deterrence intersect? A speculative accounting – a laundry list of thoughts – follows. First,
better defence equals better denial. AI, by improving the speed and accuracy of some defensive weapons, and by
subsequently improving the reliability of defending infrastructure, weapons platforms, and territory against certain kinetic attacks (e.g.
missile or rocket attack), might deter some types of behavior by altogether denying their utility . The same logic holds in defending cyber
platforms: by denying aggressors access to information more persistently, a defender’s AI might compel a challenger not to bother attacking in the first place.

Second, and on the flip side, under other conditions AI may augment the feasibility of certain types of attack,
favouring punishment strategies over denial strategies. As noted, autonomous swarming drones have garnered the
greatest attention. If and when these capabilities are developed and refined, swarming bots may provide challengers with a unique coercive tool not easily
deflected or defeated. Saturation tactics that rely on thousands of disposable and easily replaced robotic platforms may tip
the balance towards offensive measures and the promise of punishment strategies. Conversely but relatedly, swarms might likewise
be used by a defender to fend off an attack against it employing conventional weapons – think of a defensive robotic swarm launched to counter an incoming fighter
jet – providing it with a tactical-level threat of denial. But then again, and historically speaking, offensive developments usually spur defensive developments in kind:

Just as AI feeds offensive swarming tactics, so, too, might it eventually result in defensive swarming responses. The resulting
robotic dog fight might recalibrate coercion towards the middle . Third, and moving beyond kinetics alone, AI might improve a state’s
ability to plan and carryout both offensive and defensive coercive threats, by improving logistics, navigation,
communications, recruitment, training, deployment, and so on. The back-office AI that coordinates the machinery of warfare may make some
coercive threats more robust and persuasive as a result. Fourth, by rapidly providing unique and novel advice to decision-makers that
supersedes human innovation and capability, AI may provide situational awareness that dips into predictive analytics.
By melding an improved analysis of what adversaries have done in the past and are currently doing today – indeed this
very minute – AI will provide users with the ability to anticipate an adversary’s next action. Defenders can 44 Thomas Schelling, Arms and Influence (1966), 1-34.
Artificial Intelligence and Deterrence: Science, Theory and Practice 14 - 12 STO-MP-SAS-141 preemptively respond accordingly.45 If, over time, a challenger believes
that a defender can anticipate its next move, it may be deterred from trying, or might alternatively calculate that only brash, unexpected, and novel actions will help
it accomplish what it wants (at least, until the machine learns from these episodes, too).
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AI Weapons Level The Playing Field Between Weak And Strong States
Wilner N.D. [Alex S. Wilner, N.D., “Artificial Intelligence and Deterrence: Science, Theory, and Practice”,
NATO, S&L Organization] /Triumph Debate
Sixth, fighting at “machine speed” may change the calculus of taking action. If AI-based decision-making provides one side of a conflict an advantage in responding
quickly and decisively, then others will eventually mimic and come to rely on these processes, too. But as both sides of a contest come to rely on machines for
insights, the very rationale of these AI-generated insights may degrade more quickly over time, as one side’s AI responds and reacts to another’s. Put another way, in
this scenario an AI-generated insight may have a short shelf life, and windows of opportunity may prove fleeting. If so, the logic and value of striking first, and fast,
may prevail, upending long-standing coercive and escalatory calculations along the way. Seventh, AI

might provide traditionally weak actors with
novel means to coerce traditionally strong actors . The dual-use nature of AI along with private-sector developments in the technology, suggests
that many states – including relatively weak ones – and non-state actors, organizations, and individuals as well, may eventually be able to purchase the technology for
their own use. While

weak actors may face other limitations, like acquiring access to useful training data, AI might
nonetheless help level the playing field with more powerful actors. If so, diffusion of the technology may diminish how
the strong deter or compel the weak, and might otherwise allow the weak with new avenues for coercing the strong.
Eighth, ubiquitous real-time surveillance could deter criminal behavior. If a state where to establish AI-powered surveillance of urban centers, border crossings, and
other sensitive locations to generate biometric identification and behavioural analytics, and if it were to publicly announce its use of these tools, it might convince
criminals, terrorists, spies, and other nefarious actors that their plans are unlikely to succeed. China’s experiment in countering jaywalking at busy urban intersections
is informative.47 Facial recognition cameras monitor roads, snapping pictures of jaywalkers, and matching the offender to photo IDs stored in a database. The photos,
along with some of the individual’s personal information, can then be displayed on roadside screens, and fines can be issued automatically. In the city of Ji’Nan, police
report that this technology has reduced jaywalking by 90 percent. Used at scale, the technology could curtail other unwanted behavior and activity. And finally ,

ethical and legal limitations on how AI is used in battle may dictate how some countries behave and others respond.
While some states, notably the United States and several European allies, are openly against providing AI with the right
or the means to kill individuals without human intervention – French President Emanuel Macron explained, for instance, while promoting his
country’s new AI innovation strategy in 2018, that he was “dead against” the idea48 – other countries appear far less concerned. China, Russia, Israel, and others, for
example, may be more willing to delegate decisions – including those that result in human death – to Artificial Intelligence. Under certain conditions, doing

so
may provide these countries with a tactical, strategic, or coercive advantage over those inclined to keep humans in or on
the loop. It may likewise provide these countries with a means to counter-coerce, influence, or otherwise manipulate countries that are more constrained and
refrained in the way they use their AI in battle.
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LAWs Provide Credible Threat Of Retaliation Accelerating Nuclear Disarmament
Umbrello et. al 19 [Steven Umbrello, Phil Torres, and Angelo F. De Bellis. Umbrello works for the Institute for Ethics
and Emerging Technologies and the University of Turin. Torres is an employee at the Project for Future Human
Flpurishing. De Bellis is a Professor at the Universiy of Edinburgh. 01/24/2019, “The future of war: could lethal
autonomous weapons make conflict more ethical?”, Journal of AI & Society, doi:10.1007/s00146-019-00879-x] /Triumph
Debate
To begin, one of the most compelling reasons for opposing nuclear non-proliferation efforts is that the destructive potential of nuclear weapons increases the
threshold of use (Jürgen 2008; Wilson 2012). Thus, only in extreme circumstances would rational actors deem their use to be either morally or strategically

This strongly contrasts with the case of LAWs, whose cost would be small compared to the cost of paying
military personnel. Consequently, states could maintain stockpiles of LAWs that are far larger than any standing army.
The low cost of LAWs would also make them more expendable than human soldiers (Jacoby and Chang 2008; Singer 2009a, b; Jenks
2010), and they could strike the enemy with greater precision than human scolders can currently achieve (Thurnher 2012;
acceptable.

Ekelhof and Struyk 2014). These four properties—low cost, military effectiveness, expendability, and precision—could drive proliferation while lowering the threshold
for use and, therefore, undermine geopolitical security. Incidentally, similar claims could be made about anticipated future nanotech weaponry (see Whitman 2011).
The attractiveness of LAWs is apparent in the US’s use of “unmanned aerial vehicles” (UAVs, also known as “drones”) in Iraq and Syria. These semi-autonomous
systems offer a cheap, effective, and relatively precise means for conducting surveillance and targeting enemy combatants [despite unsatisfied infrastructural needs
to sustain the drone program] (McLean 2014). As a result, the US drone program has grown and the frequency of drone use against terrorist organizations like the
(now-defunct) Islamic State has steadily increased in the past decade (Higgins 2017). Yet the proliferation of LAWs discussed in this paper is different in important
respects from the proliferation of current UAV devices. LAWs are theoretically capable of becoming moral actors capable of making life and death decisions without
human intervention. The absence of a human operator suggests that LAWs will be even cheaper than current UAVs and, as such, more vulnerable to prolifer ation. But
this might not be undesirable given that, for example, ethical

LAWs will—almost by definition—not serve to glorify or extend war

efforts beyond the initial scope. Furthermore, UAVs still require human intervention and, as we will soon discuss, the emotional volatility of humans
could lead to overspending and high death tolls. More generally speaking , the growing use of UAVs in conflict situations is consistent with
a broader trend toward high-precision weaponry and away from larger, more destructive weapons like those in the
world’s nuclear arsenals (Wilson 2013). There are some reasons for welcoming this shift. For example, the use of high-precision weapons
like LAWs to achieve a state’s military objectives could reduce the probability and proportion of indiscriminate harm,
thus violating the LoW and “rules of engagement” (RoE) less than might otherwise have been possible. Even more, the
“ease-of-use” of LAWs that are fully autonomous could enhance the “balance of terror” that prevents conflict from
breaking out by providing a credible means for retaliation: “If you strike me first, I will unleash a swarm of LAWs that
devastate your infrastructure, poison your streams, set fire to your farms, destroy your armies, and assassinate your
leaders.” The precision and effectiveness of LAWs could also accelerate the process of nuclear disarmament, seeing as
the conception of LAWS regards them as agents capable of conventional weapons use rather non-conventional
weapons platforms. First, consider that research on the potential climatic consequences of a nuclear war resulted in the replacement of MAD (“mutuallyassured destruction”) with SAD (“self-assured destruction”). The reason is that an exchange of nuclear weapons—even a regional one
[citation]—could initiate a “nuclear winter” that causes global agricultural failures, widespread starvation, the spread of
infectious disease, and other catastrophic sequelae that cannot be contained within national borders (Mills et al. 2014;
Xia et al. 2015). Consequently, a nuclear war would all but guarantee the self-annihilation of states involved. As Seth Baum (2015) notes, though, LAWs
could provide a kind of “winter-safe deterrence” by providing states with a credible threat of retaliation without the
global catastrophic risks of nuclear conflict. Thus, LAWs could render the world’s nuclear arsenals irrelevant and, in
doing so, lower the overall risk of human annihilation. Distinguishing valid targets As mentioned above and discussed further below, the most
significant obstacle to the development and acceptance of LAWs is their current inability to reliably distinguish between valid and invalid targets. This is a crucial
shortcoming because, as previously alluded, the Geneva Conventions require that attacks must be exclusively directed at military rather than civilian entities (United
Nations 1979). As Article 51(3) of Sect. 1 of the Additional Protocol to the Geneva Convention states, “civilians shall enjoy the protection afforded by this Section,
unless and for such time as they take a direct part in hostilities” (United Nations 1979). Complicating the situation further is an ambiguity about what exactly counts
as a “civilian”—eg., some civilians engage in combative activities, some of which are not clearly overt, thus making it a matter of interpretation whether such
individuals should fall within the “combatant” or “noncombatant” categories.
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Nuclear Disarmament Reduces The Risk Of War
Baum 15 [Seth Baum, 7/27/15, “Breaking down the risk of nuclear deterrence failure”, Bulletin of the Nuclear
Scientists, https://thebulletin.org/2015/07/breaking-down-the-risk-of-nuclear-deterrence-failure/] /Triumph Debate
Which risk is larger? This is where the empirical details come in. Risk can be quantified as the probability of some harm times the severity of that harm if it were to
occur. That means we are comparing four quantities: the probability of war with nuclear weapons, the probability without them, the severity of war with them, and
the severity without them.
The probability of any war is a very difficult number to pin down. The causes of war are complex and contingent on many case-specific factors, and the historical
record is murky and limited. But at least one thing is clear: The

probability of nuclear war is not zero. Nuclear deterrence can fail. It is
a fallacy to presume that just because no nuclear war has occurred since the post-World War II advent of nuclear
deterrence, therefore it will never happen. The historical record contains several near-misses in which nuclear war was narrowly avoided due in no
small part to luck. When these points are raised in disarmament debates, there is no significant international divide. When pushed, everyone seems to
agree that nuclear deterrence can fail.
Like nuclear weapons, conventional weapons can also act as deterrents, discouraging states from going to war by
presenting a counter-threat. So how does the probability of deterrence failure with nuclear weapons compare to the probability without them? This is a
much harder question, and not one commonly considered in the debates. Several studies have attempted to answer it by looking at data on the history of war
between states that do and do not have nuclear weapons. A 2009 study by Robert Rauchhaus found a lower probability of war between states that both have nuclear
weapons but a higher probability when only one has them. However, a 2015 study by Mark Bell and Nicholas L. Miller finds no significant difference in the relative
probabilities. These studies are helpful but inconclusive. Such an important policy decision should ideally rest on more robust research. (I would welcome any reader
comments on these two studies or suggestions for additional ones.)

The relative severity of nuclear and non-nuclear war is also complex and uncertain, but easier to compare. In principle,
either war could result in few or many deaths depending on how it proceeded. In practice, there is reason to believe
that nuclear war would be vastly more severe. Non-nuclear war could result in many millions of deaths, as in the two World Wars, but the
unparalleled explosive force of nuclear weapons makes great harm much easier to cause and therefore more probable.

By far the biggest difference between nuclear and non-nuclear war would be that the former would likely result
in nuclear winter. Nuclear explosions send smoke up past the clouds, into the stratosphere, which causes global environmental problems for years. Crop
failures could ensue in every country, no matter where the war occurred. The survival of human civilization could be at stake . Nuclear winter could
astronomically dwarf the potential harm of a non-nuclear war, unless the latter involved some other weapon of global
destruction, such as contagious biological weapons. (Those are already banned by treaty and not in active deployment).
The relative severity of nuclear and non-nuclear war is likewise not a point of international disagreement. While awareness of nuclear winter remains low, all sides
concur that the impacts of the former would be catastrophic, and the impacts of the latter not as bad. Taking

nuclear winter into account, the
ambiguity about the probabilities of whether war will occur becomes less important. That is, even if nuclear weapons
significantly improve deterrence, nuclear disarmament still reduces the risk of war . Thus, while it is understandable that nucleararmed states would want to avoid disarmament in order to avoid war, the world will ultimately be safer without nuclear weapons. In other words, nuclear
disarmament should proceed rapidly.
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Deterrence Prevents War
Cohen 17 [Michael D. Cohen, 2017, “How nuclear proliferation causes conflict” the case for optimistic pessimism”, The
Nonproliferation Review, Volume 23, Issue 3-4] / Triumph Debate
But there is a systematic effect of experience with nuclear weapons on the conflict propensity of states. The

Soviet Union stopped challenging the
status quo in Berlin and Cuba after 1963. The number of fatalities from terrorist violence in Kashmir in 2012 was almost that of
1989.83 Mao never again challenged Soviet forces after the 1969 Zhenbao conflict. Recent quantitative studies have also concluded that
experience with nuclear weapons moderates the conflict propensity of new nuclear powers. Most quantitative
scholarship concludes that nuclear proliferation does not lead to conventional conflict because quantitative tests
showed no relationship between these variables.84 States that develop nuclear weapons are highly conflict prone, so a high propensity for conflict likely causes
nuclear-weapon development and further conflict.85 But statistical research has ignored the role of experience with nuclear weapons. Temporally disaggregating the
effect of nuclear proliferation on state conflict uncovers a robust correlation between nuclear-weapon proliferation, experience, and international dispute behavior.

University of Pennsylvania’s Michael Horowitz conducted a statistical analysis and found that the probability of new
nuclear states reciprocating disputes quickly increases and then decreases over time.
The probability that a nuclear state will reciprocate a dispute with a non-nuclear state drops from .53 one year after developing nuclear weapons to .23 in year 56.
Two new nuclear powers are 67 percent more likely to reciprocate a dispute than two average non-nuclear states. Two experienced nuclear powers

are 65

percent less likely to reciprocate than two average non-nuclear states. The probability of dispute reciprocation between an experienced
and new nuclear power is 26 percent greater than two non-nuclear states, and the probability of a very experienced state and a somewhat experienced state
reciprocating is 42 percent less than two non-nuclear states.86
University of California-San Diego’s Erik Gartzke conducted a similar statistical test when the dependent variable was dispute initiation rather than reciprocation and
found similarly robust results.87 Gartzke found that, while

the overall effect of nuclear proliferation on conflict propensity is neutral,
there is variation in the effect of proliferation over time. Nuclear proliferation influences the timing, rather than the
occurrence, of disputes. While new nuclear states are prone to initiate militarized disputes, over time they moderate
their policies and become as likely to initiate disputes as they were before nuclear proliferation.88 These effects wash out in
statistical tests that do not control for experience with nuclear weapons. In short, if Iran and North Korea develop nuclear weapons and challenge their regional
status quo, the historical record suggests that they will not do so for long. Thus James M. Lindsay and Ray Takeyh of the Council on Foreign Relations recently claimed
that a nuclear Iran would be most dangerous “at first, when it would likely be at its most reckless.” But, “like other nuclear aspirants before them, the guardians of
the theocracy might discover that nuclear bombs are simply not good for diplomatic leverage or strategic aggrandizement.” 89
Conclusion: proliferation pessimism, Iran, and North Korea
Three of the four mechanisms

long alleged to make nuclear proliferation cause interstate conflict find little to no empirical
support when the endogeneity, omitted-variable bias, and conceptual-confusion issues addressed above are
recognized and applied to the evidence. Preventive-war motivations, nonsurvivable arsenals, and organizational logics that lead to accidents do not
cause armed conflict. The only mechanism that has systematically led to conflict is conventional aggression by weak revisionists after nuclear proliferation, but a
few years of experience with nuclear weapons moderates the conflict propensity of new nuclear states. By failing to specify how frequently we should observe
preventive motivations, their effect on nonsurvivable arsenals, or how organizational logics lead to conflict, accidents, and nuclear war, proliferation

pessimist claims are unfalsifiable. Pessimist scholars need to specify how much longer we should observe them not
leading to conflict before concluding that their threat has been greatly exaggerated.
The undesirability of nuclear use has prevented scholars from coming to terms with what a more careful and systematic reading of the historical record suggests
about the relationship between these mechanisms and conflict. Sagan has argued that proliferation fatalism and deterrence optimism reduce incentives to combat
proliferation.90 But these same dynamics

have led scholars to vastly exaggerate the number of threats posed by the spread of
nuclear weapons. If the greatest danger posed by nuclear proliferation is conventional aggression in the short-term,
scholars need to rediscover how deterrence can moderate the high conflict propensity of new nuclear states.
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Civilian Lives
LAWs Create Riskless Warfare – Saving Lives
Henrikson 15 [Anders Henrikson, Associate Professor at the Faculty of Law at the University of Copenhagen,
September 16, 2015, “Drone Warfare and Morality in Riskless War”, The European Union and Armed Drones,
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/23340460.2015.1080042] /Triumph Debate
riskless warfare is a reminder that our perceptions of war are not governed by strategic
calculations and questions of legality alone . Ethical and moral considerations also play their part. But not everyone agrees with Kahn’s criticism and
Paul W. Kahn’s paradox of

his apprehension with risk- less warfare. To Bradley Jay Strawser, for example, riskless warfare is not a problem as long as the war itself is “just”. Strawser (2010,

policy-makers and military commanders have a moral obligation to create as much risk asymmetry as
possible when fighting such wars and that there is therefore also a moral obligation to use drones instead of manned
aircraft in order to not expose pilots to unnecessary risk (2013b, p. 17). It is simply “wrong to command someone to take
on unnecessary potentially lethal risks in an effort to carry out a just action for some good” 2013b, p. 18, emphasis in original).
To Strawser, then, in a “just” war, the commander’s obligation o protect his own forces trumps all other moral considerations. So instead of constituting a
moral problem, asymmetry in military power and distribution of risk may actually be something to be coveted and
strived for. If the cause is just, there is nothing wrong with total asymmetry in military capabilities and a lack of mutual risk. Strawser is not the only one who
2013b) argues that

holds this position. Professor Jeff McMahan of Oxford University also argues that there is nothing wrong with riskless warfare when pursuing a just cause. McMahan
is a self-declared “revisionist” and questions the traditional just war theory (see McMahan, 2004, 2009). To McMahan, the assumption that there should be a strict
separation of the principles governing the resort to war (jus ad bellum) and the principles governing the conduct of war (jus in bello) found in traditional just war

The moral status of combatants should not be independent of the cause for which they are fighting and
the status of the combatants on the battlefield should reflect that. According to McMahan, the notion that soldiers are moral
equals as long as they comply with the laws of war as expounded by Michael Walzer and Paul W. Kahn, is untenable. Only in unjust
wars does it become unacceptable to kill and maim defenceless combatants without personal risk. On that
assumption, there is nothing inherently wrong with robotic warfare or the use of remotely piloted weapon systems as
long as the war in which such systems are utilized can be considered a just one. As McMahan (2013) himself contends, in the
hands of just combatants (those fighting a just war), drones are “unambiguously good” (p. x).
theory is wrong.
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LAWs Protect Innocent Noncombatants Better And Are Most Ethical
Umbrello et. al 19 [Steven Umbrello, Phil Torres, and Angelo F. De Bellis. Umbrello works for the Institute for Ethics
and Emerging Technologies and the University of Turin. Torres is an employee at the Project for Future Human
Flpurishing. De Bellis is a Professor at the Universiy of Edinburgh. 01/24/2019, “The future of war: could lethal
autonomous weapons make conflict more ethical?”, Journal of AI & Society, doi:10.1007/s00146-019-00879-x] /Triumph
Debate
Yet, we would argue, such positions are predicated on an unfounded fear that taking control away from humans will enable robotic weaponry to demolish current,
humaninvolved warfare practices. Extrapolating techno-development trends into the future, it is reasonable to expect future robotic weapons to acquire the capacity
to reliably and accurately differentiate between combatants and noncombatants (Sharkey 2012; Egeland 2016); this could even occur in the near future (see Guizzo
2016). Indeed, Ronald Arkin (2008) anticipates such technologies—in

particular, recognition software—to not only be developed but
surpass human performance capabilities (see also O’Meara 2011; Egeland 2016). As he writes, “we must protect the innocent
noncombatants in the battlespace far better than we currently do. Technology can, must, and should be used toward
that end.” Like Nadeau, Arkin believes that moral LAWs would act in an ethically superior way to humans in war , saying that: The
commonplace occurrence of slaughtering civilians in conflict over millennia gives rise to my pessimism in reforming
human behaviour yet provides optimism for robots being able to exceed human moral performance in similar
circumstances (Arkin 2015). One must also take into account the consequences of humans personally engaging in warfare. Historical records,
including those of concurrent military engagements, recount numerous acts of barbarism as a result of the harsh
conditions that combatants are exposed to (Arkin 2015). In fact, Lin et al. (2008) discuss how one of the most attractive prospects of
LAWs is their inability to be affected by emotions on the battlefield (Lin et al. 2008). It is the emotional distress that often
causes combatants to mistreat the enemy and commit war crimes. Hence, the introduction of LAWs that are unaffected by such emotional
stress serves as an incentive for continued development (Klincewicz 2015).3 Second, the emotional and physical pressures that human
combatants must endure during wartime have performance costs. The fatigue of a long and drawn-out battle affects
the ability of individual soldiers to perform optimally, and thus affects the accuracy of their shots (Burke et al. 2007; Nibbeling
et al. 2014). LAWs are naturally unaffected by similar physical pitfalls and can always—as long as the physical infrastructure is designed optimally from the start—
permit the LAWs to continually perform accurately and as expected. The

ability for LAWs to engage in unwavering, precise combat also
resolves some ethical issues that arise from human-waged war. In light of the fact that LAWs do not possess emotions to guide their
behaviors or personal stakes that affect their combat approaches, LAWs will always perform duties accurately under even the most physically—or to a human,
emotionally—stressful conditions, thus enabling them to, at least more often than not, kill in a more humane manner. LAWs

can be programmed to only
engage targets in manners deemed most ethical based on the dynamics of war at the time of combat: the changing
environment, the weapons being used by both the aggressor and the defender, and the characteristics of the target (human, robot, or physical structure). Already,
computerized weapons platforms can engage targets far more accurately than any human counterpart can (Geibel 1997; Shachtman 2007; Katz and Lappin 2012;
United States Navy 2017). Strong arguments can be levied that LAWs outfitted with such weapons platforms could engage in otherwise normal wartime duties but in
a means that is far more accurate and thus ethical4 as a consequence of LAWs’ technological superiority.
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LWS Save Lives – Robots Can Be Sacrificed Instead Of People
Zając 18 [Maciej Zając. PhD Candidate, University of Warsaw, 9/24/2018, “The Robotic Revolution in Military and
Poland’s National Security Strategy”, Warsaw Institute, https://warsawinstitute.org/robotic-revolution-military-polandsnational-security-strategy/] /Triumph Debate
Autonomous weapons share some features – perceived by their critics as unique– with traditional types of weaponry. Nowadays, the vulnerability to hacker attacks
applies to all technological artifacts from a Toyota Yaris to most refrigerators. The same can be said on the issue of criminal liability and actions for compensation.
They do not substantially differ from any other issues linked to the responsibility for any operations carried out by self-steering missiles or military dogs, completely
autonomous entities that have accompanied man in combat throughout history. Naturally, it is essential to establish specific legal and procedural solutions to define

The deployment of combat robots does not seek to distance man from war’s reality; quite the
opposite, thanks to military advancements, we are now able to bring humanity – replaced by artillery and cruise missiles – back
into modern warfare. The old age notion that „you do not put a lawyer in every trench” ceases to be valid since teams composed of lawyers and ethicists are
these matters in a clear way.

now able to monitor the real-time behavior of individual machines thanks to cameras that closely observe the behaviors of servicemen. Such innovations constitute

Fighting battles with the use of
remote-controlled machines – or robots programmed in comfortable air-conditioned offices prior to the launch of a
conflict – deprive military officers of their traditional attitude, which states that “in the event of war, you had to
choose between your life and other peoples’ lives”. The robot can be sacrificed to ensure greater security for civilians.
This is of particular importance in some cases that tend to occur frequently in modern times, where the battle is
equivalent to a huge-scale hostage situation, as exemplified by the liberation of the Iraqi city of Mosul from the
Islamic State where fighters effectively used two million civilians as human shields. Robots are able to come closer,
risk more and attack their targets with superhuman precision, thus avoiding civilian and military casualties. They are
able to target an opponent’s weaponry or cause injuries that will eliminate the enemy from the fight but will not kill
him or permanently damage his body. In the long term, there might not even be any human casualties. When taking
into consideration the helplessness of a human soldier, confronted with fully developed autonomous weapons, it may
be concluded that wars would ultimately become a kind of technological match-up between armies of robots. Such a
the instance of strict controls that could not be imagined by thinkers and human rights activists even a generation ago.

vision might correspond to the anachronistic dreams in which decision makers settle their military disputes by playing a game of chess. Are all these fears expressed
by the critics ungrounded? Quite the opposite; even though they

are perfect tools for waging wars in the most just and humane way

possible, combat robots will act accordingly to all methods, goals, and values of their human masters. Nevertheless, machines that seek to respect both moral
issues and provisions of international law will be used by the state to maintain peace or to conduct effective humanitarian interventions so as to defend basic human
rights while other entities may deploy the very same instruments in a radically different manner. This aspect was recalled in the famous open letter written by
scientists and technologists (including Hawking, Musk, Wozniak, and Chomsky) who advocated for the introduction of a global ban, stating that, „in the hands of
terrorists, dictators wishing to better control their populace, warlords wishing to perpetrate ethnic cleansing, etc. autonomous weapons are ideal for tasks such as
assassinations, destabilizing nations, subduing populations and selectively killing a particular ethnic group”[18]. The popularization of such weaponry in the armed
forces of rogue states and terrorist groups would potentially lead to a major catastrophe. In our joint article on arms proliferation, Dr. Wojciech Bober and I aim to
show that the strategy of non-intervention in the world’s distribution of and access to this unprecedented technology is equally bad and wrong, while efforts to draw
up a treaty that would prohibit its further development is simply politically naïve[19]. So what are the correct actions that can be taken and how do they fit into the
overall strategy of implementing both the rights and interests of Poland and allied countries of a similar geopolitical position?
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LAWs Reduce Civilian Casualties --- Increased Awareness And Increased
Technological Capabilities
Evans 18 [Hayley Evans, ASIL Fellow at Rights and Security International, 4/13/18, "Too Early for a Ban: The U.S. and
U.K. Positions on Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems”, Lawfare, https://www.lawfareblog.com/too-early-ban-us-anduk-positions-lethal-autonomous-weapons-systems/] /Triumph Debate
Statement at First GGE on the Way Forward In its last statement delivered by State Department lawyer Joshua Dorosin, the U.S. reiterated its support of a continued
discussion of LAWS within the CCW. It further cautioned that it is premature to negotiate a political document or code of conduct when states lack a shared
understanding of the fundamental LAWS-related issues. As emphasized in its working paper, the U.S. urged states to establish a working understanding of the
common characteristics of LAWS. Finally, the U.S. stated its support for further discussions on human control, supervision or judgment over decisions to use force, as
well as state practice on weapons reviews. Working Paper: “Humanitarian benefits of emerging technologies in the area of lethal autonomous weapon systems”
In Humanitarian benefits of emerging technologies in the area of lethal autonomous weapon systems,

the U.S. examines how autonomy-related

technologies might enhance civilian protection during armed conflict. The U.S. explores the ways in which emerging technologies in LAWS
could enhance civilian protection. It contends that state practice shows five ways that civilian casualties might be reduced
through use of LAWS: through incorporating autonomous self-destruct, self-deactivation, or self-neutralization
mechanisms; increasing awareness of civilians and civilian objects on the battlefield; improving assessments of the
likely effects of military operations; automating target identification, tracking, selection, and engagement; and
reducing the need for immediate fires in self-defense. After discussing each way that emerging technologies in the area of LAWS have the
potential to reduce civilian casualties and damage to civilian objects , the U.S. concludes that states should “encourage such innovation
that furthers the objectives and purposes of the Convention,” instead of banning it. The U.S. first discusses examples of weapons with
electronic self-destruction mechanisms and electronic self-deactivating features that can help avoid indiscriminate
area effects and unintended harm to civilians or civilian objects . The U.S. also points to weapons systems, such as anti-aircraft guns, that use
self-destructing ammunition; this ammunition destroys the projectile after a certain period of time, diminishing the risk of inadvertently striking
civilians and civilian objects. Though the mechanisms are not new, more sophisticated mechanisms such as these often
accompany advances in weaponry. Just as Defense Department policy dictates that measures be taken to ensure autonomous or semi-autonomous
weapon systems “complete engagements in a timeframe consistent with commander and operator intentions and, if unable to do so … terminate engagements or
seek additional human operator input before continuing the engagement,” so too could future LAWS be required to incorporate self-destruct, self-deactivation, or
self-neutralization measures. Second, the U.S. underscores the way that artificial

intelligence (AI) could help commanders increase their
awareness of the presence of civilians, civilian objects and objects under special protection on the battlefield, clearing
the “fog of war” that sometimes causes commanders to misidentify civilians as combatants or be unaware of the presence of civilians in or near a military
objective. AI could enable commanders to sift through the overwhelming amount of information to which they might have access during military operations—like
hours of intelligence video—more effectively and efficiently than humans could do on their own. In fact, Pentagon is currently using AI to identify objects of interest
from imagery autonomously, allowing analysts to focus instead on more sophisticated tasks that do require human judgment. The

increased military
awareness of civilians and civilian objects could not only help commanders better assess the totality of expected
incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, and damage to civilian objects from an attack, but could also help
commanders identify and take additional precautions. Third, the U.S. discusses how AI could improve the process of
assessing the likely effects of weapon systems , with a view toward minimizing collateral damage. With the U.S. already using software tools to
assist in these assessments, more sophisticated computer modelling could allow military planners to assess the presence of civilians or effects of a weapon strike
more quickly and more often. These improved assessments could, in turn, help commanders identify and take additional precautions, while offering the same or a
superior military advantage in neutralizing or destroying a military objective. Fourth, the U.S. points out how automated target identification, tracking, selection and
engagement functions can reduce the risk weapons pose to civilians, and allow weapons to strike military objectives more accurately. The U.S. lists a number of
weapons—including the AIM-120 Advanced Medium-Range, Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM); the GBU-53/B Small Diameter Bomb Increment II (SDB II); and the
Common Remotely Operated Weapon Station (CROWS)—that

utilize autonomy-related technology to strike military objectives more
accurately and with less risk of harm to civilians and civilian objects. The U.S. contends that those examples illustrate
the potential of emerging technologies in LAWS to reduce the risk to civilians in applying force . Finally, the U.S. engages with
ways that emerging technologies could reduce the risk to civilians when military forces are in contact with the enemy and applying immediate use of force in selfdefense. The

U.S. contends that the use of autonomous systems can reduce human exposure to hostile fire, thereby
reducing the need for immediate fires in self-defense. It points to the way that remotely piloted aircraft or ground robots can scout ahead of
forces, enable greater standoff distance from enemy formations, and thus allow forces to exercise tactical patience, reducing the risk of civilian casualties. The U.S.
also notes how technologies—like the Lightweight Counter Mortar Radar—can

automatically detect and track shells and backtrack to the
position of the weapon that fired the shell; this and similar technologies can be used to reduce the risk of
misidentifying the location or source of enemy fire. The U.S. lastly asserts that defensive autonomous weapons—like the Counter-Rocket,
Artillery, Mortar (C-RAM) Intercept Land-Based Phalanx Weapon System—can counter incoming rockets, mortars, and artillery, allowing additional time to respond to
an enemy threat.
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AWS Make Civilian Casualties Less Probable
Charters 20 [Drew Charters, 5/19/20, “Killing on Instinct: A Defense of Autonomous Weapon Systems for Offensive
Combat”, USC Viterbi, https://vce.usc.edu/volume-4-issue-1/killing-on-instinct-a-defense-of-autonomous-weaponsystems-for-offensive-combat/] Triumph Debate
Though their ability to perform difficult tasks is impressive, the

most important moral ramification of AWS is their ability to reduce the
external harms of war. Civilian causalities are often a result of imprecise targeting during a bomb strike. However,
artificial intelligence decreases the likelihood that the targeting is incorrect because AI algorithms have access to
massive sets of data [8]. Although humans still surpass machines at general problem solving, AI algorithms can perform specific
tasks far better than any human. Computer programs can interpret thousands of pieces of data at one time and can
process blurry images (such as the ones provided by drone cameras) with greater efficiency than the human eye. This
precision reduces the likelihood that a target will be misidentified, which reduces the overall risk for collateral damage. In fact, AWS even have the potential to stop
human-induced collateral damage before it occurs. An autonomous

vehicle might sense the heat signature of civilians in a certain
area and be able to ignore a call from a human operator to strike a particular location [9]. Currently, humans act as
the barrier between AWS and lethal force, but the aforementioned scenario is much more probable since computer
systems can process data at a faster rate. Inevitably, autonomous vehicles will lead to civilian casualties; no military technology is 100% accurate.
However, AWS will lead to a net reduction in casualties, which is preferable under a rule utilitarian calculus to any
human-controlled alternatives currently utilized by militaries around the globe. Although robotic technology is not near the point
where AWS could be viewed as moral agents, autonomous vehicles are still superior to humans at following moral rules and international laws in the context of war.
International military laws are complex, and even if human military personnel understand these laws perfectly, there is no guarantee that they will freely follow these
laws all the time. Consider the case of US Army Staff Sergeant Robert Bales, who deliberately murdered 16 Afghan civilians while on duty [10]. To be clear, this
behavior is certainly the exception to, not the norm for, the behavior of most military personnel, especially those from the United States. However, all human beings,
despite intent, are biologically limited by psychology. Emotions such as fear and aggression can influence the decisions of human soldiers [11]. These emotions are
certainly useful for saving one’s life, but they also can prevent a soldier from objectively examining a situation. While humans have the potential to excel at moral
reasoning, they are not consistent in executing such judgment when under duress.
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Force Multiplication
LAWS Increase Force Multiplication Capabilities
ICRC 14 [International Committee of the Red Cross, November 14, “Autonomous Weapons Systems, Technical,
Military, Legal, and Humanitarian Aspects”, https://www.icrc.org/en/document/report-icrc-meeting-autonomousweapon-systems-26-28-march-2014] / Triumph Debate
Armed robotic systems, particularly unmanned systems, offer a number of advantages to the users including: force
multiplication; reduced risk to military personnel; increased capability over a wider area and deeper in the adversaries’ territory; increased persistence in the
battlefield; and all this at potentially lower cost.64 Increasing autonomy of these systems in general could enhance these advantages. But there are some
specific drivers for increasing autonomy in order to reduce the requirement for human control. 65 These include: decreasing the
personnel requirement for operating unmanned systems; reducing their reliance on communications links; and increasing their performance and speed of decisionmaking.66 These are drivers for increasing autonomy in the weapon system as a whole but they may also be relevant to increasing autonomy in the critical features
of targeting and firing. 5.1 Decreased

personnel requirements One driver for increased autonomy in unmanned air systems is
as a means to decrease the number of personnel needed to operate them.67 Autonomous functions might reduce the
personnel requirements in a number of ways, such as enabling one person to control multiple unmanned systems and
automating the processing and analysis of the data they collect.68 With increased autonomy, unmanned ground
systems might also be used to substitute or expand ground forces (i.e. force multiplication). 69 Overall reductions in personnel requirements
may also have the added attraction of reducing costs. If increasing autonomy in various functions decreases the overall workload for
the operator then some argue this will increase the time available for the operator to focus on supervision and critical
decisions such as firing of weapons. However, if a single person is operating multiple armed unmanned systems then this reduced workload benefit
could be lost or weakened since their time and attention would necessarily be shared among multiple weapon systems.
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LAWs Boost Force Multiplication – Decreasing Needed Manpower
Bills 14 [Gwendolyn Bills, December 2014, “LAWS unto Themselves: Controlling the Development and Use of Lethal
Autonomous Weapons”, George Washington Law Review, https://www.gwlr.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/83-GeoWash-L-Rev-176.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Second, LAWS will have access to a larger amount of information in decisionmaking than any one human, which will ensure that uses of lethal force are based on the
most comprehensive view of a situation.65 Currently, commanders are bombarded by an amount of information that is impossible for one person to adequately
digest.66 This information overload is only increasing with the growing prevalence of intelligence based on electronic surveillance because militaries are using more
signals in more places to gather more information.67 LAWS are able to receive, process, and store all this information more effectively than a human could.68 The
mass information storage and integration capability of machines like LAWS will ensure the information is processed better than it would be by a human
decisionmaker, who has only limited attention and memory retention abilities.69 In turn this will increase the accuracy of target identification.70 To achieve even
greater accuracy, LAWS will integrate new information without inserting human biases—e.g., confirmation bias, which makes people assume new information fits
into a preformed conclusion71—that can lead to misidentifying civilians as enemy targets.72 LAWS will thus limit the number of unanticipated civilian casualties by
ensuring as much is known as possible about a target before using lethal force. Third, LAWS

are more efficient in their use of both fiscal and
manpower resources than traditional troops and even man in the loop robots. Scholars have created two terms for
these logistical benefits: “force projection” and “force multiplication.” Force projection seeks to minimize the user
country’s human casualties by sending more technology and fewer human troops into wars, conflicts, and other
operations. LAWS further the goal of force projection by sending robots to the front lines rather than soldiers . LAWS
achieve force projection in a less obvious way as well. The human operator of a man in the loop, remote-controlled UCAV must remain
in close proximity to the robot. This proximity to man in the loop machines actually puts the operators in danger. By having a fully autonomous robot, no
humans are put in danger.79 Force multiplication, on the other hand, refers to the goal of doing more with fewer troops. This force
multiplication will be achieved with autonomous technology because groups of individual LAWS can essentially act
with one mind. For example, the United States Air Force (“USAF”) is investing in the development of swarm
technology. The premise of a swarm is that any amount of robots can be linked to one main decisionmaker— either
human or LAWS—allowing the robots to work together in the fulfillment of a single task . Initially, USAF intends to utilize this
technology by allowing one human operator to control robots that will autonomously fly to an “area of interest” and gather important intelligence about a possible
target.83 This

will decrease the manpower needed to gather this information.84 LAWS are valuable for this ability to
save human lives through force projection and force multiplication, while also achieving the same or greater military
targeting results. Fourth, autonomy shortens the response time from the identification of a potential target to the implementation of a planned reaction. This
compressed response window is also an argument for advancing technology from man on the loop to man off the loop. The USAF has predicted that autonomous
technology will be able to “observe, orient, decide, and act”85 in a matter of “micro or nano-seconds.”86 This shortened response time has both macro and micro
applications. At the macro level, LAWS will be able to plan and effectuate an attack in far less time than it would take the human command chain.87 This is important
because the amount of time the military has to plan and initiate these attacks is diminishing rapidly.88 For example, an airstrike by the United States took about three
days to plan in the Gulf War, one hour to plan during the beginning of Operation Iraqi Freedom, and five minutes in the later stages of the Iraq conflict.89 This shows
that the military is engaged in actively shortening the planning time.90 On the micro level, it takes human pilots about one second to take evasive action when
receiving incoming fire, but one goal in developing these robots could be greatly decreasing that response time.91 The ability of LAWS to act immediately is an
important objective for militaries.92
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Autonomous Weapons Boost Force Multiplication Against A2/AD
Konaev et. Al 20 [Margarita Konaev, Husanjot Chaha,l Ryan Fedasiuk, Tina Huang, Ilya Rahkovsky, October 2020,
“U.S. Military Investments in Autonomy and AI” Center for Security and Emerging Technology Policy Brief,
https://cset.georgetown.edu/wp-content/uploads/U.S.-Military-Investments-in-Autonomy-and-AI_StrategicAssessment.pdf] /Triumph Debate
Advances in autonomy and AI that increase the reach, persistence, speed, and endurance of unmanned maritime
vehicles could be particularly consequential. Nuclear deterrence hinges on the survivability of strategic assets in the face of an enemy’s first strike,
and currently, nuclear-powered ballistic-missile submarines (SSBNs) are considered the most survivable of nuclear platforms.26 Some observers, however,
argue that rapid improvements in autonomous weapon systems—particularly in unmanned and autonomous undersea
vehicles that can locate and shadow adversary submarines for weeks or months—make these nuclear delivery systems
vulnerable. Such technological advances and capability enhancements then have significant implications for deterrence and strategic stability. The current
state of some of these technologies suggests such claims are likely overstated. According to a 2019 RAND survey of
unmanned maritime vehicles (178 UUV platforms and 89 USV platforms), the majority were small- to medium-sized with relatively slow maximum speed
and endurance. These platforms are used for surveillance, mapping, and monitoring or inspecting; mine countermeasures
are their most common military-specific mission. Most of the antisubmarine warfare and security platforms surveyed were capable only of
detecting and identifying targets, making them more akin to platforms performing generic survey or monitoring missions. 27 The state of the current
technology, the complexity of antisubmarine warfare, and the sheer scale and physics-based challenges of undersea
sensing and communications all suggest these systems have a long way to go.28 That said, the U.S. military is working to
address these challenges. The Navy’s “Force Protection Advanced Technology” applied research project, for example, provides “ the undersea
energy and communications infrastructure necessary to assure undersea dominance; extend the reach of undersea
assets; enhance situational awareness (SA) and standoff advantage without reducing forward presence and; provide
endurance for unmanned systems necessary for force multiplication in an anti-access/area denial (A2/AD)
environment.”29 Center for Security and Emerging Technology |22 Challenges and Risks The implications for deterrence and strategic stability of autonomy and
AI advances enabling speed, lethality, reach, and persistence remain a matter of debate. Potential effects are highly contingent on nuclear postures, state perceptions
of their own vulnerability, and technological capabilities of relevant platforms and systems. Yet the use and misuse of these systems could be detrimental to U.S.
interests in several areas.
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LAWs Advancement And Coordination Leads To A Force Multiplication Effect
Pant 18 [Atul Pant, Research Fellow at the Military Affairs Centre in the Manohar Parrikar Institute for Defense Studies
and Analyses, August 2018, “FUTURE WARFARE AND ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE”, Institute for Defense Studies and
Analysis, https://idsa.in/system/files/opaper/op-49-future-warfare-and-artificial-intelligence.pdf] /Triumph Debate
AI would be particularly valuable in achieving the seamless integration of various sensors and platforms to build clear scenarios for various levels of war control. It
would be of assistance right from building grand pictures for the highest levels of controls to exclusively fine-tuned situation presentation for field commanders; from
analyzing the situation and generating courses of action and other options, to exercising effective command and control. It would assist in decision making by creating
reliability indices for various AI generated courses of action, and could also predict future events for various courses to certain degrees. It could use prediction and
pattern recognition to fill in the gaps resulting from fog of war. As covered earlier, AI refining itself over time with usage and feedback would make it more and more
trustworthy. At places, a degree of autonomy to the AI in war or battle control, that is, AI taking the decisions, would also find a place in the scheme of things. A
major advantage of such AI enabled environment would be shortening of the decision making cycle by reducing the time taken for the activities. Such AI software are
likely to be custom made and likely to be in use with the advanced militaries already. However, the use would mostly be classified. One such AI-based system is Roke
Manor Research’s (Roke) “STARTLE” machine situational awareness software, which would make informed decisions as well as aid in decision making. 25 US Third
Offset Strategy also banks heavily on the development of AI, and is effectuating an autonomy driven military-technical revolution. A study, carried out by the US
Department of Defense (DoD) in collaboration with a big data and analytics firm, Govini, mentions, “AI has great potential for creating asymmetric advantages in
warfare. Its speed and accuracy in reacting, adapting and predicting scenarios makes it the cornerstone of DoD’s Third Offset Strategy.”26 Force-Multiplier Effect In-

Building AI would enable seamless integration of combat field elements like soldiers, vehicles, weapon
systems, aircraft, ships, submarines, drones, unmanned vehicles and vessels etc ., through one single information base system. It would
optimize the data being sent to each and every individual entity on the warfront, attuned to his/its role and
requirement. Such integration and effort coordination would have an immense force-multiplier effect, which would
not only just be a luxury in complex future war arenas, but an inescapable necessity for success of operations. The
Scenario

definitive advantages of the AI technology would bring a cutting edge, and significant dividends to the side espousing it. In fact, a US Army research paper puts it that

without AI infusion, a force may find itself outdated, out-gunned, outranged, out-of-position and out-balanced
against its adversaries. 27 During the Gulf War-1, information flow was humongous. Information overload was often complained about.As a result,
information distribution suffered, even though a tactical information distribution system (the Joint Tactical Information Distribution System) was available. The wars
of the future are expected to be even more information and data intensive, and would invariably need AI superimposed systems. Not only would AI bring in the
advantages of well-coordinated military action, resource allocation, movement and administration, it would also enhance flexibility in case of scenario
transformation, unforeseen contingencies or resource degradation. This happens when a new front opens up, a new force is brought in, a force movement is held
up/slowed down or there is unexpectedly large attrition. With AI playing its role in integration, the challenge probably would be keeping all entities, data and
communication connected during war. Key Enabler for Multi-Domain Environment Future conflict environments are hardly likely to precipitate in a conventional war,
especially between the major powers. What is envisaged is that the warfare shall be more of undeclared, multi-domain, subversive, and terrorist activity riddled
hostilities involving hybrid strategies and grey zone situations, where even most of the military action would take place in complex and densely populated
environments. 28 Footprints of this are already visible. Use of unconventional methods like targeting people of specific ethnic masses, leaders and vital installations,
using unconventional means and weapons like drones, and cyber warfare is predicted to be the stratagem of future warfare. Invariably, most of such hostilities would
fall in the domain of the militaries to counter. This expansion of domain of the military forces from expertise in just the conventional war, to fighting a multifaceted
hybrid war, is already taking place, as, elements other than regular forces are seen increasingly playing larger roles during conflicts in the current era. The militaries
too are already witnessing increasing demands to expand their scope of operations into other domains of hybrid war. AI systems would be the functional enablers for
the forces to operate in the future multi-domain hybrid environments. They would do this by dynamically analysing the situation, figuring out the degree of threat by
rationally evaluating different elements in different domains, and assisting in taking decisions in the prevailing nebulosity of hybridity. Modern militaries, like the US,
have already started taking the first steps towards readying their field forces for the AI shaped conflict environment of the future, which now does not look beyond
the horizon. A blog of the US Army Training and Doctrine Command mentions General Mark Milley, Chief of Staff of the Army, ordering creation of an experimental
combat unit known as the Multi-Domain Task Force of the US Army in 2016, equipped with futuristic technology weapons and equipment, including robotics, to study
its effectiveness and survivability in future battle environments. 30 Increasing Impregnation “Narrow AI” (or AI with limited span of monitoring and action) is already
permeating almost all the modern combat battlefield elements such as fighter aircraft, UAV, naval battle systems, marine crafts, battle tanks, missile systems,
transportation systems, etc. It is being used to some extent for on board system integration, optimization, sensor fusion and even human triggered weapon launch. It
is already bringing a degree of autonomy to many of the tasks the man-machine system is required to perform. Militaries are increasingly employing unmanned
vehicles in dull, dirty and dangerous missions like surveillance, reconnaissance, border patrolling, vigil keeping and security, ELINT, communication, terrorist targeting,
etc., thus avoiding undue exposure and risk to their personnel. AI can be considered to be in the nascent form in these current military platforms and combat systems
vis-à-vis its potential. In time, however, as the AI improves, it would vastly improve and add to the combat capability and survivability of the military systems, and
would have to be ignored only at one’s own peril. Reports of many military combat and non-combat AI systems under testing keep appearing almost on a daily basis.

AI infused autonomous weapon systems would become field level force
multipliers in the future wars. AI would have a major role in the functioning of every major offensive or defensive weapon system of the military. In
case of the weapon system this would also include either decision making, or aiding decision making for weapon
launch. Autonomous weapons have been described as the third revolution in warfare, after gunpowder and nuclear arms. 31 It is a point of intense debate
Besides the war and battle management systems,

whether or not the future lethal autonomous weapon systems (LAWS) should have the weapon launch decision making delegated to the AI. Research on unmanned
autonomous combat systems, including advanced battlespace robotic systems, is on a fast track, with developed nations investing considerably in this field, either to
retain or gain the combat edge over others. This is likely to lead to the robotic systems becoming increasingly common in their militaries, in the not too distant future.
Cases in point are the declared US Third Offset Strategy, and China’s AI development plan, which clearly bring out their intention to invest and pursue AI development

autonomous robotic systems are likely to become very
potent platforms for a plethora of missions, in offensive and defensive roles, without risking or putting one’s own
briskly. Their efforts are discussed later in the paper. As AI has improved over time,
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forces in harm’s way. The robotic combat vehicles, that is, various unmanned air, surface, underwater or ground vehicles are envisaged to be game changers
in this. AI would enable their combat performance to be made as good as any of the manned combat platforms or may
be even better, because of the absence of human limitations like fatigue, G-limitations, etc. Presently, the unmanned combat
vehicles are effective mostly in uncontested or well dominated battlespaces because of technology and capability limitations. However, in the future, as AI software
improves and technologies like stealth and electronic warfare become more common on unmanned platforms, these would find an increasing role in the contested
spaces and active warfronts as well. AI software would be able to effectively engage the enemy’s forces using weapons. Robotic systems would be able to skillfully
use the terrain, maneuver, coordinate, team up with humans, or even operate independently on the warfronts. They could be employed more gainfully for high risk
roles, right from Anti-Access/Area Denial (A2/AD) to mine counter-measures; from air-space sanitization and electronic warfare, to combat search and rescue
operations.
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LAWs Remove Soldiers From The Ground, Leading To Force Multiplication
David et. al 19 [Walter David, Ronin Institute, Montclair NJ, Col. Paolo Pappalepore, Italian Defense General Staff,
Judge Brindusa Andreea Sarbu, 1st District Court Bucharest, 2019, “THE RISE OF THE ROBOTIC WEAPON SYSTEMS IN
ARMED CONFLICTS”, CMDR COE Proceedings, https://www.cmdrcoe.org/fls/pubs/2019_Proceedings-v2_21-1019.pdf#page=175] /Triumph Debate
AI-powered Lethal Autonomous Weapon Systems (LAWS) in Warfare Transformation Technology produces advances in warfare, combat is moving toward the robotic.
Unmanned aerial systems (UAS) are leading great technological innovations in warfare (Rabkin & Yoo, 2017). The first warfare revolution was the invention of gun

Lethal Autonomous
Weapons Systems (LAWS) promise significant military advantages (Chertoff, 2018). Future advances will bring armed sentry robots,
autonomous armored vehicles, missiles and artillery, unmanned surface and underwater vessels. Precision targeting will allow
powder, the second was the invention of nuclear weapons, autonomous systems lead the Third Warfare Revolution (Walsh, 2018).

to strike any target in the 257 world. Armed conflicts could be at lower cost and shorter. Nations will be able to coerce each other with fewer casualties and less

Autonomous systems have the ability to integrate
more information from more sources for better intelligence and situational awareness . Armed conflict often results from
destruction as technology can disrupt the opponent’s networks (finance, transportation, etc.).

miscalculation when aggressors doubt the resolve of the other side to resist. Reducing uncertainty will help nations to negotiate and reach settlements with less need
for armed fighting by giving options to resolve disputes, or even more information to prevent conflicts (Rabkin & Yoo, 2017). In a crisis situation, autonomous systems
are more predictable than humans, human judgment in crises often lack the flexibility to adapt and control the escalation; the robot could be a perfect soldier, never
violating its orders. Robots allow expanding the battle space over larger areas and extend the warfighter’s reach deeper by seeing and selectively striking targets like

Force multiplication. With robotics, cyber and space weapons soldiers can be removed from many dangerous
missions thus reducing the size of ground forces. Surgical strikes and cyberattacks can concentrate the lethal force on selected targets with more
terrorists.

precision, reducing civilians and even combatants casualties (Rabkin & Yoo, 2017) and the destruction of critical infrastructures, buildings and properties. As often
military tools evolve into non-military devices, robotics can support innovation CMDR COE Proceedings 2019 in humanitarian action, in natural disasters or complex
emergencies. Ethical and legal issues, risks for security Soon, autonomous weapons systems might be able to act free of direct human control (Rabkin & Yoo, 2017)
but trust in autonomy is a big issue. It is possible to develop systems with high levels of autonomy (LOA) but we lack suitable verification and validation (V&V) of the
almost infinite outcomes from high levels of adaptability and autonomy. Current V&V methods are not suitable for certification of the higher LOA for operational use,
requiring new methods to be developed.
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LAWs Strengthen Border Security – Key In The Absence Of A Weaker Standing
Military
Ray 18 [Trisha Ray, December 2018, “Beyond the ‘Lethal’ in Lethal Autonomous Weapons: Applications of LAWS in
Theatres of Conflict for Middle Powers”, Observer Research Foundation, https://www.orfonline.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/12/ORF_Occasional_Paper_180_LAWS.pdf]/ Triumph Debate
LAWS
can augment the response times and effectiveness of border forces. Several middle powers, particularly in Asia, share
contested borders and volatile security environments. Of the total number of militarised territorial disputes globally,
34 percent are in Asia. For such states, LAWS present an opportunity to effectively police borders and respond to skirmishes . For
countries that have a heavily militarised border, and are undergoing a demographic crunch , AI-enabled systems are a pathway to maintaining
border security in the absence of a sufficiently large standing military or border police force. For instance, South
Korea’s birth rate hit a record low this year, and its population is projected to fall by 13 million or 25 percent by 2060. At
the same time, its border with North Korea is one of the most heavily militarised in the world and is littered with an
estimated 1.1 million mines planted by both sides, making it dangerous for soldiers to patrol. Meanwhile, for
countries with no shortage of manpower, autonomous systems can supplement human capabilities, and improve
work conditions for soldiers on the ground, thereby improving the force’s overall effectiveness. These features would
be particularly useful for border patrol forces like India’s Border Security Force (BSF), the largest force of its kind in the world with
Middle powers operating in complex, multiple theatres of conflict within their own borders see the following utilities in developing and deploying LAWS.

over 2.5 lakh active personnel. BSF personnel endure inhospitable conditions for extended periods under considerable duress and risk to their lives: the Home
Ministry reported that there were 529 suicides and 491 killed in action between 10 2012-2018. These

forces can benefit, for example, from static
and mobile autonomous surveillance units that should provide high marginal 11 utility for policed borders like the LOC
or DMZ. Such surveillance units have been deployed by the US Customs and Border Protection at the southern border and by Israel in area bordering the Gaza
Strip. They can feed into networked systems which would “sift through visual data and other intelligence, and direct it
to humans to take the appropriate 12 actions.” AI technology firms agree, and say that at the most basic level, “you
could make use of autonomous robotic vehicles capable of difficult 13 terrain to patrol, flag anomalies, and report
those anomalies.” Surveillance and detection are therefore the low-hanging fruits of autonomous capabilities for
border security for middle powers. In this vein is the BSF’s pilot electronic surveillance programme—called the
Comprehensive Integrated Border Management System (CIBMS)— which seeks to integrate thermal, radar and
aerostat capabilities into a 14 unified system. The system has immense potential in improving the ability of the BSF to
detect and monitor threats at the border by broadening the range of actionable information available to
decisionmakers. However, CIBMS is far from being fully realised, held up as it is by delays, insufficient border infrastructure, and lack of technically skilled
manpower.
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Military Force Capabilities Are Key To Rising Challenges
Iyengar 17 [Radna Iyengar, 7/27/17, “Military Power is All About People: A Return to Personnel Policy” War on the
Rocks, https://warontherocks.com/2017/07/military-power-is-all-about-people-a-return-to-personnel-policy/] /Triumph
Debate
The U.S. military is often described as the “best fighting force in the world,” and we agree. It’s superior to its possible adversaries in nearly
every way. No other military has the globe-spanning responsibilities, the all-domain combat experience, or the technological edge. Yet, as the United States
remains militarily engaged around a world that demands unyielding attention and unwavering commitment, its military
faces a dynamic threat environment that includes new and resurgent challenges in emerging battle domains such as
cyber. With tensions on the Korean peninsula, a continuing series of crises in the Middle East, a rising China, and a
resurgent Russia, it would be wise to keep front and center the key source of strength in the armed forces — our
people.Policy debates have raged about Syria, Yemen, NATO, North Korea, and beyond. At the same time, defense acquisition experts publicly
debated options related to new technologies and acquisition reform . But the new and growing challenges facing the
country are all the more reason to also think about what additional approaches are needed to acquire the key
personnel skills and capabilities needed to meet America’s growing and changing military requirements.
The new administration has called for “a larger, more capable, and more lethal joint force, driven by a new National Defense Strategy that recognizes the need for
American superiority not only on land, at sea, in the air, and in space, but also in cyberspace.” To do this, the

Department of Defense has become
increasingly focused on three key objectives: sustaining and improving the deterrent and warfighting prowess;
establishing a force with the capabilities needed to meet the challenges in the coming years; and resetting and
rebalancing after decades of conflicts.
There are a number of different lines of effort that would likely go into addressing each of these three objectives. One question worth raising is whether there’s a
need to examine how the Department of Defense recruits, trains, and retains talented military and civilian personnel who make up the foundation of U.S. strategic
superiority.
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Swarming
Lethal Autonomous Weapons Can Utilize Swarming Techniques
Sauter et. al 05 [John A. Sauter, Robert Matthews, H. Van Dyke Parunak, Sven A. Brueckner. All four authors are
researchers for the Altarum Institute in Michigan, July 2005, “Performance of digital pheromones for swarming vehicle
control”, AAMAS, https://dl.acm.org/doi/abs/10.1145/1082473.1082610?download=true] /Triumph Debate
Swarming technology will change the type of LAWS that are developed. The concept of swarming originates in nature and has been used
as a military tactic for millennia. What is relatively new is that advances in autonomy are facilitating machines applying behavior models from nature. This section
briefly describes swarming and then discusses how such massed, collaborative weapons systems may impact LAWS development. In the context of biological systems,
the term swarming describes "decentralized self-organizing behavior in populations of (usually simple) animals. Examples include path formation, nest sorting, food

In the military context, it has
been stated that swarming describe[s] a battlefield tactic that involves decentralized, pulsed attacks. The link between these
source selection, thermoregulation, task allocation, flocking, nest construction, and hunting behaviors in many species." 3

two uses of the word is not coincidental. Insect selforganization is robust, adaptive, and persistent, as anyone can attest who has tried to keep ants out of the kitchen,
and military commanders understand the advantage of being able to inflict the confusion, frustration, discomfort, and demoralization that a swarm of bees can visit
on their victims. 54 Additionally, it has been shown that examples of swarming as a military tactic can be found throughout history, from the Scythian horse archers

Swarming [has been] employed at the tactical and operational levels, on land, sea, and
air, both defensively and offensively, by conventional and unconventional forces, and by men and manned machines.
Furthermore, the idea of "swarm intelligence" exists, and may be defined as "the collective behavior of decentralized,
self-organized systems, natural or artificial."56 One of the first glimpses, and sounds, of swarming as applied to artificial or manmade systems came
who fought Alexander in ancient times ....

from the General Robotics, Automation, Sensing & Perception Laboratory (GRASP) lab at the University of Pennsylvania. In 2011, the lab released videos of a
relatively small number of unmanned aerial system (UAS) quadcopters "navigating obstacle courses, formation flying, building structures, and literally flying through
hoops."57 No one from the GRASP lab was piloting or controlling the quadcopters, rather the systems plotted their own course through designation of time way
points. Next, in 2014, Harvard's Wyss Institute demonstrated the autonomous swarming of over 1000 small devices that arrange themselves in different shapes. 8
While the anticipated future civilian applications for autonomous swarms range from agriculture to search and rescue to mining, militaries are already incorporating
the technology. In the summer of 2014, the U.S. Navy demonstrated the use of swarming autonomous patrol boats on the James River in Virginia. 9 The patrol boats
simulated an escort mission, protecting a manned vessel.6 " There were no sailors on the boats, nor were the boats remote controlled. Instead, the boats were
controlled by a system originally used by NASA in its Mars rover program.6 The system, Control Architecture for Robotic Agent Command and Sensing (CARACaS),
steers the boats and also coordinates each boat's actions with other vessels.62 As Jeremy Hsu explains: "Each robot boat transmits its radar views to the others so the
group shares the same situational awareness. They're also continually computing their own paths to navigate around obstacles and act in a cooperatively manner."63
The impetus behind the swarming patrol boats was the suicide boat attack against the USS Cole while it was refueling in a harbor in Yemen in 2000.64 And while a
U.S. Navy spokesperson (and Rear Admiral) told the media at the 2014 demonstration that the swarming patrol boats "would have prevented" the Cole bombing,65
how exactly the swarming patrol boats would protect a manned vessel is less clear. Perhaps they could block an approaching boat's path, and ram that boat, but also
employ lethal force. As noted commentator Peter Singer contends, "Future versions of these systems will be armed with non-lethal weapons that could shut down
the engines of the targeted boat, and even lethal weapons that could be remotely operated by humans from afar."66 In this initial demonstration a human had to
designate the vessel the patrol boats were to swarm around. But in 2016, the Navy conducted another iteration only now the swarming patrol boats, through
enhancements to CARACaS, had the ability to classify vessels as friendly or hostile.67 This improved capability was the result of "automated target recognition" and
CARACaS ability to "evaluate potential threats based on their behaviors; for example, taking note of how close a suspect vessel is getting to a port, ship, or other
asset. This capability, which was not demonstrated in the [2014] tests, allows new images and behaviors to be entered into the boats' threat library." 68 At the same
time the U.S. Navy began demonstrating swarming patrol boats, the U.S. Air Force began testing the Perdix system. Perdix systems are defined as "autonomous
micro-drones capable of low altitude [i]ntelligence, [s]urveillance, and [r]econnaissance (ISR) and other missions. They can be air, sea-, or ground-launched and
operate in both small and large swarms to perform their missions." 69 According to DoD, Perdix are not preprogrammed, synchronized individuals. They share a
distributed brain for decision-making and adapt to each other, and the environment, much like swarms in nature. Because every Perdix communicates and
collaborates with every other Perdix, the swarm has no leader and can gracefully adapt to changes in drone numbers. This allows this team of small inexpensive
drones to perform missions once done by large expensive ones. 70 Following tests in 2014 and 2015 involving swarms of up to twenty systems, DoD deployed over
100 Perdix systems over China Lake, California in October 2016.71 DoD's Strategic Capabilities Office noted that the demonstration [s]howed off Perdix's collective
decision-making, adaptive formation flying, and self-healing abilities. The drones collectively decide that a mission has been accomplished, fly on to the next mission,
and carry out that one. The benefit of the swarm is that if one drone drops out-and a few appear[ed] to crash-the group can rearrange itself to maintain coverage. 72
The Perdix systems are 6 inches long, with a wingspan of approximately a foot.73 Perdix is powered by a propeller, and can fly at least seventy miles per hour and for
at least twenty minutes.74 It is equipped with foldable wings and is packed in a canister that is launched by an aircraft; once launched, a small parachute deploys. 75
As the head of the DoD's Strategic Capabilities Office explains, at that point, Perdix has to wake up and boot as they fall, and then they have to find each other and
then they go fly whatever mission that we've programmed them for .... [let's say if we're telling these guys to go out and survey a field, then as a group they know
that mission and what they will do is then allocate and optimize the best way to do it.76 The Perdix swarm acts in concert and thus whoever is overseeing their
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employment communicates with the group, not each individual Perdix system. 77 Significantly, Perdix was built using 3D printed parts and is not currently designed
to be recoverable. 78 While the Perdix systems are relatively small, swarming technology is being created in matter as small as dust. Microelectrical mechanical
Systems (MEMS) are comprised of components that are micrometers in size and can contain sensors.79 Referred to as "smart dust," MEMS might be used to track

Current swarming military systems may be defensive in
nature, but as noted above, the systems are capable of employing force . As Dan Gettinger states: "The importance of the swarm is not
movement, provide biometric information, and take microscopic pictures. 80 B. Impact

the individual components; rather, by synchronizing the behavior of the collective, [a] complex mission that would be impossible for a single [system] or human
become[s] achievable."81 Will there come a point where the capabilities of swarming defensive systems are such that the only effective counter is swarming
offensive systems? Perhaps this proposition reflects little more than the manner by which weapons systems and countering systems have always been developed.
Where there is advancement in the armor of a tank, what tends to follow is a comparable advancement in antitank missiles. 82 As discussed earlier in this article, the
developmental path of LAWS seems inversely related to the potential for civilian harm .

Swarming technology may just accelerate LAWS
development. Swarming LAWS would mostly likely be antimaterial, targeting incoming missiles and rockets, but they
could also target boats, aircraft, and vehicles, so systems that may have human occupants. And while LAWS have already killed
humans, perhaps there have been so few of those instances that societally we are able to maintain a comforting fiction. This is the fiction of the relative effectiveness
of human action compared to that of and by machine.
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LAM Swarming Technology Can Be More Efficient And Effective
Johnson 20 [James Johnson. Johnson is a Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the James Martin Center for
Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) at the Middlebury Institute of International Studies, 04/16/2020, “Artificial Intelligence,
Drone Swarming and Escalation Risks in Future Warfare”, The RUSI Journal,
https://doi.org/10.1080/03071847.2020.1752026] /Triumph Debate
From what is known today about emerging technology, new iterations of AI-augmented advanced conventional
capabilities (such as cyber weapons, precision munitions and hypersonic weapons) will compound the risk of military
escalation, especially inadvertent and accidental escalation. Co-mingling and entangling nuclear and non-nuclear
capabilities and the increasing speed of warfare may undermine strategic stability. While the potential escalation risks
posed by emerging technology have been widely discussed in the academic literature, the potential of military AI to
compound these risks and spark inadvertent escalation has thus far only been lightly researched. This article addresses
how and why AI-enhanced drone swarming might affect strategic stability between nuclear-armed great powers. AI
Force-Multiplied Drone Swarms Conceptually speaking, autonomous systems will incorporate AI technologies such as
visual perception, speech, facial recognition and decision-making tools to execute a range of core air interdiction,
amphibious ground assaults, long-range strike and maritime operations independent of human intervention and
supervision. Currently, only a few weapon systems select and engage their targets without human intervention.
Loitering attack munitions (LAMs) – also known as ‘loitering munitions’ or ‘suicide drones’ – pursue targets (such as
enemy radar, ships or tanks) based on preprogrammed targeting criteria, and launch an attack when its sensors
detect an enemy’s air-defence radar. Compared to cruise missiles (designed to fulfil a similar function), LAMs use AI technology to shoot
down incoming projectiles faster than a human operator could, and can remain in flight (or loiter) for far longer
periods than human-operated munitions. In contrast to existing human-operated automated systems (for example,
manned systems and remote-controlled drones), AWS such as LAMs could complicate the ability of states to anticipate
and attribute autonomous attacks reliably. A low-cost, lone-wolf UAV would be unlikely, for example, to pose a
significant threat to a US F-35 stealth fighter, but hundreds of AI machine learning autonomous drones in a swarming
sortie may potentially evade and overwhelm an adversary’s sophisticated defence capabilities even in heavily
defended regions such as China’s eastern and coastal regions. Moreover, stealth variants of these systems, along with
miniaturised electromagnetic jammers and cyber-weapons, may be used to interfere with or subvert an adversary’s
targeting sensors and communications systems, undermining its multilayered air defences in preparation for drone
swarms and long-range stealth-bomber offensive attacks. In 2011, for example, at Creech US Air Force Base, aircraft
cockpit systems – operating MQ-1 and MQ-9 unmanned drones in the Middle East – were infected with malicious
malware, exposing the vulnerability of US systems to cyber-attack. This threat might, however, be countered by the integration of future
iterations of AI technology into stealth fighters such as the F-35.20 Manned F-35 fighters developed by the US will soon be able to leverage AI to control small drone
swarms in close proximity to the aircraft performing sensing, reconnaissance and targeting functions, including countermeasures against swarm attacks.21 In the
future, the extended endurance of UAVs and unmanned support platforms could potentially increase the ability of drone swarms to survive these kinds of
countermeasures.
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Nations Are Proliferating Swarming Drones --- They’re Cheaper And Critical
Infrastructure
Brown 19 [James Brown, 9/20/19, “Swarming drone: the future of warfare”, Financial Review,
https://www.afr.com/policy/foreign-affairs/swarming-drones-the-future-of-warfare-20190919-p52t3e] /Triumph
Debate
The aerial strikes on oil facilities in Saudi Arabia last weekend offer a glimpse of the future of warfare.
The largest disruption of global oil supplies on record wasn’t caused by a bomber strike or fast jet raid. Instead, the devastating attack, which cut oil production and rocked energy markets, was brought about by the
precise deployment of an unmanned swarm of low-cost drones and cruise missiles.
The attack most likely came from territory controlled by Iran or its proxies, which have been investing in low-cost drone technology for the past decade. But the use of cheap and lethal unmanned (and often
unattributable) weaponry is spreading beyond nation states and prompting significant changes in the way advanced militaries undertake their own defence procurement. It could have far-reaching consequences for the
way Australia invests its defence budget.
Recent conflicts in the Middle East have provided a battle lab for the testing and development of cheap, improvised drone technology. By reverse-engineering captured US and Israeli drones, Iran has built its own fleets
and deployed them across the region – through its own forces in Syria and via its proxies in Yemen, Lebanon and Iraq.
Early last year, Israel destroyed more than 10 aircraft at a large drone base near Palmyra in Syria controlled by Iran’s Revolutionary Guards. Last October, Iran was accused of using a mix of drones and cruise missiles to
attack targets in eastern Syria. In March, an Iranian military drill in the Strait of Hormuz claimed to deploy up to 50 drones; and in July, Iranian drones were shot down while confronting US Navy ships transiting the strait.
Advertisement

One reason for the rapid development of these drones is that they are cheap and, unlike so much other military
hardware, easily available. Some of the components Iran likely relies on for its drones can be bought on Alibaba and eBay.
Increasing usage This low-cost, high-impact weaponry is now being used in hotspots around the world. Last January, a Syrian
rebel group used a swarm of commercial drones modified to carry munitions in an attack against a Russian airbase; in
August last year, there was an attempt to assassinate Venezuela's President Nicolas Maduro involving two drones
packed with explosives; and last January, a Houthi militia drone attack on a Yemeni military parade killed five and wounded 20 military personnel, including the Yemeni army deputy chief of staff and the
head of Yemeni intelligence. The DJI M600 drones used in the attack on Maduro sell for $8,000 in Australia and can be home-delivered within days. The proliferation of GPS devices as well as commercially available

precision targeting for "suicide" drone attacks is easier than ever, even without the support of
governments or intelligence services. Little wonder the counter-drone industry is booming. Global sales topped $735
million last year. The Saudi attacks are prompting deeper consideration of just how vulnerable military forces and
critical infrastructure are to swarming drone attacks . Counter-drone technology is now regularly deployed at big events in Australia but is rare at critical infrastructure sites.
satellite imagery mean that reconnaissance and

Meanwhile, analysts at the Australian Strategic Policy Institute concluded in an article this week that "the Australian Defence Force has nothing that can protect land forces from a missile attack (unless they are

Beyond the new threats of the sort posed by the Saudi drone attack, there are
deeper questions about the way advanced militaries like Australia’s are adapting to lightning shifts in technology. The
Pentagon has spent the past decade debating the need to evolve defence procurement away from expensive multidecade programs to more timely and nimble practices that leverage the latest commercial technology . Its major weapons platforms
conveniently close to an air warfare destroyer)". Lightning shifts

have an average 16-year development cycle, compared with Chinese programs that average seven years. The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program began in 2001 and is planned to deliver a fully operational fleet of 72 jets to
Australia by 2023. The aircraft it replaces, the F-18 Hornet, will have been in service for 38 years by that time.
The F-35 Joint Strike Fighters cost an estimated $132 million each, featuring 8.6 million lines of code and 300,000 parts from 1400 different suppliers. The F-35 currently costs Australia $42,000 an hour to fly (double the

With a different operating
concept, and an acceptance of lower technological sophistication and optionality, a larger and cheaper jet fleet – or
indeed drones – might be suitable. One US military officer termed the latter the Star Wars Rebel Alliance approach to
defence procurement: less Death Stars, more droids – a reference to the large mobile space stations and robots in the
Star Wars movies. This week there are signs the droid advocates might be winning the debate. On Tuesday the US Air Force’s assistant secretary for acquisition, technology and logistics, Will Roper, signalled
cost of the aircraft it replaces). Compare that with the US-developed Textron AirLand Scorpion, which costs $30 million and entails an operational cost of $4,420 per hour.

a major shift in the way the Pentagon will buy aircraft. In a speech to the US Air Force Association he outlined a strategy to manage rapid battlefield technology shifts: build small batches of new, less exquisite, planes every
five years. “How do you deal with a threat if you don’t know what the future technology is? Be the threat – always have a new airplane coming out," he said.
It’s a revolutionary idea, borrowed from the way the USAF built aircraft in the 1950s, and it remains to be seen whether the US Congress and Defence Secretary will be convinced it’s the right way to maintain America's
military edge over competitors like China and Russia. Ben FitzGerald sees the exquisite-versus-cheap debate differently. He recently led reforms in the Pentagon’s Office of Acquisition, Technology and Logistics and is now
a partner in James Murdoch’s investment firm Lupa Systems, where he invests in dual-use technology. Exquisite v efficient “The conversation on defence procurement needs to be about where exquisite military-specific

Submarines, aircraft carriers, and most systems involving
munitions, he says, "should stay the preserve of traditional large defence contractors. But imagery and other intelligence
analysis, and unmanned systems are increasingly better served by commercial technologies and companies." This week
Lupa announced an investment in percipient.ai, a company that uses artificial intelligence to analyse imagery for the
national security community. In a report FitzGerald wrote for the Centre for a New American Security, he outlined four new categories for defence procurement: military-unique systems for which
hardware and software is vital, versus where commercial options will suffice,” he tells AFR Weekend.

there is limited competition; military-unique systems for which there are viable competitors (e.g. aircraft and armoured vehicles); off-the-shelf commercial technology like drones; and military-adapted commercial
technology. The last category, he suggests, is the hardest fit with conventional defence procurement practices. Sometimes companies don’t want to share their technology with the military.
Australia’s $730 million Next Generation Technologies Fund was established to do just that. It is overseen by Chief Defence Scientist Tanya Monro, who told Australian Defence Magazine this month that “over 30 per cent
of the submissions [to the fund] are from people that have not worked with Defence before”. Monro says her role is putting Australia's broader research ecosystem and Defence together so both can benefit, but notes “it’s
an evolution rather than a revolution”. For some defence analysts, though, Australia is not evolving fast enough. There are some examples of the ADF experimenting with newer unmanned technologies. In February,
Australia announced a $40 million investment in Boeing's Loyal Wingman project to develop stealthy unmanned planes to support manned RAAF aircraft. However, ASPI’s Michael Shoebridge has argued "the Defence

that small
numbers of exquisitely complex, capable, manned platforms to which we have committed will be vulnerable unless
complemented by large volumes of cheap, disposable, replaceable semi-autonomous and autonomous systems:
unmanned systems in the air, on land, in the sea and under the sea.”
integrated investment plan treats these new technologies as speculative hobbies that may prove disruptive sometime later on". That is despite it becoming "glaringly obvious", in Shoebridge's view, “

Analysts are concerned that the Royal Australian Navy’s submarine program, due to deliver its first boat in 12 years, needs more integration of swarming, autonomous, underwater droids

132

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

The Navy Protects Its Harbors With Swarming Drones --- Gives Warfighters A
Decisive Edge
Moore 17 [Kirk Moore, 1/7/15, “Autonomous ‘swarming bots’ could protect Navy Ships”, WorkBoat,
https://www.workboat.com/news/government/swarming-boats-protect-navy-ships/] /Triumph Debate
Autonomous, unmanned “swarming boats” that can patrol and defend harbors are being developed for the U.S. Navy —
a high-tech defense against adversaries’ manned low-tech, small attack boats that can threaten Navy ships. The Office of
Naval Research with industry and scientific partners staged a demonstration on Chesapeake Bay in September and October, orchestrating a swarm of four drone rigid
hull inflatables and small patrol craft to simulate harbor approach defense. The technology is called Control Architecture for Robotic Agent Command and Sensing, or
CARACAS, using some commercial off-the-shelf equipment to develop systems far less expensive than the cost of operating crewed vessels for routine patrol work. In

contrast to remotely controlled boats using human pilots, ONR officials say the software enables the autonomous boats
to have perception — the ability to detect a potential intruder vessel, and make a decision to follow it. The exercise had the
unmanned boats patrolling a large area of open water, as an unknown vessel entered. With their mix of radar, sensors, software, and watched by human supervisors,
the boats dispatched one of their number to approach, while others continued to track it and patrol the area, Navy officials said. “This

technology allows
unmanned Navy ships to overwhelm an adversary,” said Cmdr. Luis Molina, military deputy for ONR’s Sea Warfare and
Weapons Department. “Its sensors and software enable swarming capability, giving naval warfighters a decisive edge.”
The “Swarm2” event built on improvements to the system since an early demonstration on the James River in Virginia in August 2014. Autonomous watercraft are
well along in development for other U.S. military users, such as a 35’x8’ special operations craft prototype developed at Swiftships in Morgan City, La. On the civilian
side, first-generation

autonomous technology is already routinely used in small vessels and probes for scientific
research and survey missions. Design firms like Robert Allan Ltd., Vancouver, British Columbia, and Boston-based Sea
Machines are working toward utilizing next-generation technology in workboats, such as autonomous ship assist tugs
that could someday work cooperatively with manned vessels.
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Swarming Technology Development Augments Firepower And Humanitarian
Benefits
Day 18 [Eli Day, 4/6/18, “The Pentagon is Imagining an Army of Autonomous Robot Swarms”, Mother Jones,
https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2018/04/darpa-drone-swarm-robots/] /Triumph Debate
Last week, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), the Defense Department’s R&D arm, announced

the next phase of its OFFSET
(OFFensive Swarm-Enabled Tactics program, which seeks to “improve force protection, firepower, precision effects, and
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities.” In a techspeak-laden video, program manager Timothy Chung cheerfully
encourages robot developers to pitch their ideas for “disruptive new capabilities” that “scale to provide exponential advantage.” In other words: Develop
groups of small and increasingly autonomous aerial or ground robots that could one day be deployed on the
battlefield. This isn’t just Black Mirror-style fantasy: The military has already tested self-governing robotic fleets with colorful names like LOCUST (Low-Cost UAV
Swarming Technology). And now it’s looking to expand their capabilities, “allowing the warfighter to outmaneuver our adversaries in…complex urban
environments”—that is, the places where actual people live in the countries where US forces operates. Participants in DARPA’s newly announced “swarm sprint” are
supposed to envision “utilizing a diverse swarm of 50 air and ground robots to isolate an urban objective within an area of two city blocks over a mission duration of
15 to 30 minutes.” Advertise with Mother Jones Advertise with Mother Jones What does that actually mean? Building on DARPA’s script, Fox News commentator and
defense specialist Allison Barrie envisions this scenario: “Say

you have a bomb maker responsible for killing a busload of children, our
military will release 50 robots—a mix of ground robots and flying drones…Their objective? They must isolate the target
within a 2 square city blocks within 15 to 30 minutes max.” Swarms, she writes, will “significantly augment the
firepower a team can bring to a fight.” DARPA has not said that swarms will be weaponized or capable of attacking human targets. Yet recent history
suggests that this is not beyond the realm of possibility. Robot swarms are descended in part from unmanned aerial vehicles, the most infamous of which is the
Predator drone. What started as a surveillance gadget rapidly evolved into a lethal remote-controlled weapon under President
George W. Bush before becoming President Barack Obama’s weapon of choice. At last count, according to the Bureau of Investigative Journalism, American drone
strikes have killed up to 1,500 civilians, nearly 350 of them children. Asked recently about military robots making life-or-death decisions, DARPA Director Steven
Walker told the Hill that there is “a pretty clear DOD policy that says we’re not going to put a machine in charge of making that decision.” Yet in advance of meetings
on lethal autonomous weapons being held next week at the United Nations in Geneva, the

United States has drafted a working paper about
the technology’s “humanitarian benefits.” It argues against “trying to stigmatize or ban such emerging technologies in
the area of lethal autonomous weapon systems” in favor of “innovation that furthers the objectives and purposes of
the Convention [on Certain Conventional Weapons].” That convention, also known as the Inhumane Weapons Convention, blocks the use of weapons found to
“cause unnecessary or unjustifiable suffering to combatants or to affect civilians indiscriminately.” Robotics and tech experts have sounded the alarm that artificially
intelligent, killer robots are becoming uncomfortably close to reality. “When it comes to warfare, this is something that needs to be addressed before it’s too late,”
says Mary Wareham, the global coordinator of the Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, which is seeking to preemptively ban fully autonomous weapons. “It’s a scary
future.”
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Swarms Are Advantageous For Attack Functions And Cost
Lachow 17 [Irving Lachow, 2017 “The Upside and Downside of swarming drones” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist,
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/00963402.2017.1290879] /Triumph Debate
Swarming drones can be used in three ways by military forces: to attack, defend, and provide support functions such as
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (Scharre 2014). Swarming is advantageous for offensive missions because it can
overwhelm enemy defenses with a large number of potential targets. In a swarming attack the drones are dispersed, which makes it
difficult and expensive for the adversary to defend itself. If 10 drones attack a target simultaneously and 7 are shot down, 3 will still be able to complete their mission.

Because individual drones in a swarm do not need to survive at a high rate, they may be dramatically cheaper than
standalone weapon systems, which are often extremely sophisticated and expensive. It is possible that even a large
swarm of several dozen unmanned aircraft may be both more effective and less expensive than a single manned or
unmanned aircraft. Though overwhelming attention is paid to drones’ potential offensive uses, they may be just as useful for defense, especially if one’s
adversary is using swarming tactics. The US Navy has run simulations to determine the ability of ships to protect themselves from swarming drone attacks, and the
results are sobering: If eight drones attack a ship, then on average, three penetrate its defenses – including such advanced automated antidrone weapons as the
Phalanx (Hambling 2016a). The outcomes become much worse when the number of attacking drones increases. Not surprisingly, the Navy is currently doing research
on using defensive swarms to halt attackers (Hambling 2016a). In fact, a swarm of drones may be an effective way to protect oneself from a swarm of drones: drone
against drone, if you will.

Swarms of drones can also be used for defensive purposes by creating large numbers of decoys that
sow confusion or actively disrupt an attacking force . Scharre describes how miniature air-launched decoys can be used to fool enemy radars. He
also notes that large numbers of drones could swarm over an enemy’s airfield to prevent aircraft from taking off. A similar tactic could be used to protect a piece of
territory from overflights by enemy helicopters or airplanes, though the difficulty of such a mission would increase with the size of the area that needed protecting.
Command and control One

of the fears associated with lethal autonomous weapon systems is that they might select and
attack targets without meaningful human control (Human Rights Watch 2016). Swarms can further exacerbate such concerns because they may
be able to attack in ways that are “intelligent,” even though the elements of the swarm are following simple rules. What if a swarm “learns” in ways that were not
anticipated, or develops an unforeseen level of sophistication? When a system is reacting in real time to a dynamically changing environment, and basing its decisions
on simple sets of rules, it is possible that unanticipated behaviors will naturally arise. One must also remember that adversaries may actively try to undermine a
swarm’s effectiveness by fooling the drones, hacking their sensors or jamming their communications links (Russon 2015). While these risks are real, though, the
likelihood of man-made swarms running amok is not as high as many fear, for several reasons. First,

when swarms are used in a military context,
they are programmed to accomplish a specific mission or task as part of a broader plan – their range of possible
behaviors can be bounded. The US military makes every effort to maintain command and control over swarms of drones, just as it does for other weapon
systems (Scharre 2014, 35). The precise level of control, and of swarm autonomy, will vary by mission; however, military doctrine requires a human controller to
ensure that a swarm follows proper rules of engagement and principles of humanitarian law (Department of Defense 2012). According to Michael Schmitt, a noted
scholar on international humanitarian law and a professor at the US Naval War College, “As presently envisaged, autonomous weapon systems will only attack targets
meeting predetermined criteria and will function within an area of operations set by human operators” (Schmitt 2013, 6). To address the risks of unauthorized actions
due to jamming or hacking that may affect command and control, drones can be programmed with default rules of behavior if they lose contact with each other or
their human overseer
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Swarms Are Resistant, Powerful, And Fast---Provides Advantage Over
Adversaries
Cameron 16 [Alan Cameron, 11/9/16, “US military plans autonomous cargo=hauling and combat vehicles, drone
swarms,” GPS World, https://www.gpsworld.com/military-plans-autonomous-cargo-hauling-and-combat-vehiclesdrone-swarms/] /Triumph Debate
Swarms Hordes

of flying, thinking armed robots that autonomously coordinate amongst themselves, altering attack
strategies in mid-mission and pushing through to strike targets kamikaze-style, are also seen as critical to future
combat. The Air Force Research Laboratory calls the tactical weapons “distributed collaborative systems.”
The Air Force seeks to put “that next level of decision making and capability on the platform. Not only can it maintain
itself, but it can work other parts of the team, whether those be airmen, or whether those be other machines to perform
a mission task.” Swarming micro-drones can be “really fast, really resistant. They can fly through heavy winds and be kicked out the back of a
fighter jet moving at Mach 0.9, like they did during an operational exercise in Alaska last year, or they can be thrown into the air by a soldier in the middle of the Iraqi
desert.”c“Swarming

is a way to gain the effect of greater intelligence without each individual unit needing to be
intelligent,” added one strategist. Last year Gen. Ellen Pawlikowski, commander of the Air Force Material Command,
called swarming drones “very much a game-changing reality for our Air Force in the future. One consultant added that a
human operator may not be able to compete with a fully autonomous system that identifies, analyzes and geolocates
a target, especially in such a scenario where the swarm is moving rapidly. “The power and the sheer speed of
execution would give them a huge advantage over their adversaries.” Kristen Kearns, autonomy portfolio lead at AFRL, said that a major challenge
with any autonomous system is verifying and validating that the decisions it is making are correct. Trust, or “verification and validation,” becomes paramount with artificial intelligence,
Kearns added. “How do we assure safe and effective operations when we put decision making in the platforms?” Steve Walker, deputy director of DARPA, said his agency has been working
on developing battle management systems with a blend of manned and unmanned vehicles. “You have humans and unmanned systems and you need data fused together quickly and things
are happening fast and you don’t want to overload the human with all that information. … You want to give him or her exactly what he needs to make a decision and have all these
distributed effects work together,” he said. One official noted the presence of many YouTube videos demonstrating robots flying, sailing or moving in formation. “It’s a good illustration of
how so much of the advancement in this space is happening outside the defense world.”

136

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

Hostage Rescue Scenarios
AWS Are More Precise And Quick; Making Them Ideal For Saving Hostages
Heyns 16 [Christof Heyns, Professor of Human Rights Law, University of Pretoria, 2016, “Human Rights and the use of
Autonomous Weapons Systems (AWS) During Domestic Law Enforcement”, Human Rights Quarterly,
https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/53259/Heyns_Human_2016.pdf?sequence=1] /Triumph Debate
The main attraction behind the introduction of unmanned weapons systems (remote controlled or autonomous) in the context of armed conflict and potentially in

Increased autonomy for its part offers the additional advantage that
computers can process vast amounts of information at a higher speed than is the case with remote control. Compared
to computers, humans are slow at processing and responding to information. Greater speed in processing information
could provide a competitive advantage over an opponent in armed conflict, but speed could also be of the essence in
law enforcement. Hostage situations or suicide bombers present popular hypotheticals in which, with the aid of
autonomy, better targeting may take place in the law enforcement context. For example, an AWS could conceivably be
programmed, based on facial recognition, to release deadly force against a hostage-taker who is exposed for a split
second, a situation in which a human sniper could be too slow to react, or in a complex situation where the human
mind cannot process all of the information in good time. One of the additional attractions of unmanned weapons systems, armed drones and
law enforcement is that it keeps one’s own forces out of harm’s way.

robots alike, is that they relieve humans, to some extent, from having to do dull, dirty, and dangerous work, and as such can enhance the quality of life of humans and
increase their autonomy to achieve other goals.33 However, these benefits have to be weighed against the possible infringements of rights that their use may entail.

LAWs Can Create Precision In Hostage Rescue Missions
Heyns 16. [Christof Heyns, Professor of Human Rights Law, University of Pretoria, 2016, “Human Rights and the use of
Autonomous Weapons Systems (AWS) During Domestic Law Enforcement”, Human Rights Quarterly,
https://repository.up.ac.za/bitstream/handle/2263/53259/Heyns_Human_2016.pdf?sequence=1] /Triumph Debate
What is meant by meaningful human control? This subject is frequently discussed in the context of IHL and the discussion should provide a reference point for
interpreting this notion in the context of law enforcement. 107 Some provisional comments can be made. Exercising meaningful control is not the same as exercising
“final control.” The mere fact that a computer and not a human eventually releases the force, even where deadly force is at stake, does not necessarily mean that
humans do not exercise meaning- ful control. The question is whether humans have the real control over the release of force, wherever they are located in the chain

consider the following hostage-taking scenario: a large group of hostages have been
taken and their lives are at immediate risk. After all other avenues have proven fruitless, a group of snipers are
deployed to target the hostage takers. Because multiple, moving targets are concerned, it is difficult to get the snipers
to fire at the same time, and it is dangerous if they don’t. A central computer is brought into the decision making loop
to control the simultaneous release of force at a time when all of them have a clear shot. Once the computer
establishes that all the snipers have a clear shot, it releases force. I would argue that there is a sufficiently high level of
human control over the targeting decision in the above scenario to describe this as an instance of the exercise of
meaningful human control. The decision of who will be targeted, and the actual decision that force will be released in the specific case is taken by
of decision making. To illustrate this point,

humans—it is simply the release of the force that is delayed until it is safe to do so. This is an example of a case in which the involvement of the computer enhances,
rather than diminishes, the autonomy of the humans involved.
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LAWs Efficiency Can Assist In Hostage Scenarios
Hill & Thompson 16 [Andrew Hill and Gregg Thompson. Hill is an Associate Professor at the U.S. Army War College,
and Director of the Carlisle Scholars Program. Col. Gregg Thompson is an instructor in the Department of Command,
Leadership, and Management at the Army War College., 12/28/2016, “Five Giant Leaps For Robotkind: Expanding The
Possible In Autonomous Weapons”, War On The Rocks, https://warontherocks.com/2016/12/five-giant-leaps-forrobotkind-expanding-the-possible-in-autonomous-weapons/] /Triumph Debate
This test involves challenging robotic platforms to exceed optimal human performance in speed and discrimination in
a series of hostage rescue scenarios. With its combination of high tactical speed, confined and confusing spaces, and
sensory limitations, a hostage rescue scenario poses a significant challenge to military units. It is an equally stiff challenge to
artificial intelligence, and features two major thresholds for the development autonomous systems. First, it requires precise discrimination
between friend and foe. Second, the dynamics of the environment and presence of “friendly” hostages means lethal
decisions occur too quickly to accommodate human oversight. The robots must be empowered to decide whether to
kill without receiving permission in that moment . The standard is not perfection; even the best-trained human teams make mistakes. An
effective “leap” threshold is for a robotic team to complete the task faster while making fewer mistakes than the best
human teams. Doing so represents two major advances in robotics development: fine target discrimination in a
degraded sensory environment and lethal action without human oversight or intervention.
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LAWs Are More Accurate And Quick, Making Them Critical For Hostage Scenarios
Toscano 15 [Christopher P. Toscano. Active-duty Navy Judge Advocate and Graduate of the George Washington
University Law School, 2015, ““Friend of Humans”: An Argument for Developing Autonomous Weapons Systems”,
https://jnslp.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Friend-of-Humans.pdf] /Triumph Debate
AWSs can be more accurate than humans. In Iraq and Afghanistan, enemy snipers plagued military units by firing
from civilian-populated buildings. Through targeting analyses that include proportionality, on-scene commanders
could opt for destroying the relevant section of the building or, in extreme cases, the entire building if circumstances
warranted. While current technology, such as the Robotic Enhanced Detection Outpost with Lasers (REDOWL) systems, 345 can visually and acoustically detect
First,

enemy snipers in a post-shot scenario, such detection systems are largely ineffective if targeted troops are killed by sniper fire. 346 One proposed technology is an
AWS outfitted with PRE-Shot Photonic Automatic Linking System – Sniper Detection (PALS-SD), capable of proactively detecting enemy snipers or IED trigger teams
prior to their impending actions.347 Similar capabilities could identify snipers through locations and weapons optics that read heat signatures. The AWS can

In terms of precision,
using the same example, an AWS would not have the biological impediments of human snipers aiming at the target. As
Singer writes, The robot’s zoom lens not only extends the shooter’s sight, but matches it exactly to the weapon’s. Rather than trying to align their eyes
in exact symmetry with the gun in their hand, it is as if the soldier’s eagle eye was the gun. The weapon also isn’t
cradled in the soldier’s arms, moving slightly with each breath or heartbeat. Instead, it is locked into a stable
platform. As army staff sergeant Santiago Tordillos says, “It eliminates the majority of shooting errors you would
have.” 348 More recently, Texas gun manufacturer TrackingPoint created a $25,000 smart rifle with a “networked tracking scope,” that uses a color heads-up
subsequently target the sniper, assuming either the system AI or a human counterpart on the loop positively identified the target.

display, which monitors factors such as wind speed, direction, target distance, gravity, the rotation of the earth, and calculations of how and when to accurately

With this
technology, an AWS can objectively consider environmental factors that would otherwise affect the shot. Coupled
with the pre-shot indicators, the AWS would have better accuracy and a smaller margin of error than a human sniper
consistently could achieve. AWSs can also transmit live video signals to human counterparts who can then intervene if
circumstances warrant. In hostage scenarios, these accuracy-enabling technologies would be critical. In sea-borne scenarios,
fire.349 TrackingPoint’s smart rifles also employ Wi-Fi capability, allowing them to transmit live video of their shots to other digital devices.350

AWSs have demonstrated great utility. If an AWS is programmed to engage only military targets, a fully autonomous weapons system could be effectively employed
in the maritime environment, given the lower likelihood of collateral damage in the ocean. To illustrate utility, the so-called Spartan Scout performed surveillance,
patrolled harbors, and inspected suspicious vessels, armed with .50-caliber machine gun.352 This platform was utilized in Iraqi waters in 2003.353 DARPA is already
developing a new unmanned underwater vehicle (UUV) program known as “Hydra.”354 DARPA envisions that the Hydra platform would use “develop modular
payloads that would provide key capabilities, including Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) and Mine Counter-Measure.” 355 DARPA initiated this
program to help address the challenges the U.S. Navy faces over vast regions coupled with ongoing force reductions and fiscal constraints.356 This cost-effective
platform would serve critical functions “to develop distributed network of unmanned payloads and platforms to complement manned vessels.”357 Similarly, DARPA
is pursuing a UUV program (Distributed Agile Submarine Hunting or DASH) capable of tracking undersea threats.
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Invasive Species
LARS Save Ocean Biodiversity --- They Kill Invasive Species
McSweeney 16 [Kelly McSweeney, 10/31/16, “Underwater Robots Kill Invasive Fish to Save the Oceans”, ZDNet,
https://www.zdnet.com/article/underwater-robots-kill-invasive-fish-to-save-the-oceans/] /Triumph Debate
Killer Robots are helping to restore biodiversity in fragile oceans across the globe.
Robots can help undo some of the damage that has been done to our environment. Unmanned aerial vehicles are
already being used to track endangered wildlife and assist land conservation efforts by mapping ecosystems and monitoring protected
areas. Meanwhile at sea, autonomous sailing drones are monitoring ocean water to detect any pollution and track changes in temperature and pH. Now, underwater
robots are also working to restore biodiversity by hunting invasive species. Divers around the world have been trying to control invasive marine animals by hand, but
robots could be more precise, effective, and constant.
Lionfish in the Atlantic Ocean and Caribbean Sea One of the trickiest ocean pests is the lionfish. This fish originated in a balanced ecosystem in the Indian and Pacific
Oceans, where the population was controlled by natural predators. It is gorgeous -- striped, spiky, and colorful -- which is quite impressive in aquariums .

Unfortunately, this is likely why lionfish ended up in the Atlantic Ocean, where they were first spotted off the Florida
coast in the mid-eighties. They have since thrived in this unfamiliar habitat, where they have no natural predators and
plenty of food. Lionfish have now multiplied and spread up the eastern US coastline and down into the Caribbean Sea.
They feast on native fish populations, including species that help control algae on reefs. If those fish disappear, algae will likely grow out of control, which can
smother the reefs and eventually kill them.

Lionfish are particularly hard to kill, because they ignore baited hooks and often swim too deep for divers to reach them
with spears. A consortium of scientists that includes iRobot, the creators of Roomba, is developing an underwater robot to kill lionfish.
The group, called Robots In Service of the Environment (RISE), has built a remotely operated vehicle that delivers a lethal electric shock
to the fish and then collects its body in a net or cage. The lionfish are so used to life without predators that they don't
even attempt to swim away from the robot's deadly arms. Invasive starfish at the Great Barrier Reef On the other side of the globe, a
population explosion of crown-of-thorns starfish (COTS) is eating away at the Great Barrier Reef. According to scientists at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), the reef is already dying because of several environmental factors, including rising ocean temperatures.

At the same time, COTS, which naturally eat coral polyps, are proliferating. Scientists haven't identified the cause of the
COTS outbreak, but they have speculated that it could be due to overfishing of predators or an unlucky mix of a natural
surge in nutrient levels coinciding with the starfish's spawning season. What we do know is that COTS are a leading cause of coral cover
loss.
That's why Drs. Matthew Dunbabin and Feras Dayoub at the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) in

Australia have developed autonomous
underwater robots that can identify and kill starfish. The robot swims and identifies COTS autonomously using
stereoscopic cameras for depth perception, five thrusters to maintain stability, GPS and pitch-and-roll sensors. Then it
uses a pneumatic injection arm to injects a fatal dose of bile salts into the fish. In October, the researchers successfully completed
field trials and won $750,000 in funding through the Google Impact Challenge Australia. Dayoub tells ZDNet: Machine learning (ML) and computer vision (CV) based
technologies have reached the point of maturity, which opens the door for their use in every aspect of our daily lives. This is why big companies such as Google and
Apple are in hurry to buy new emerging CV and ML companies. COTSbot used both computer vision and machine learning and demonstrated what a lot of the techsavvy business professionals already know about how powerful these technologies are. Now, the team is working with the Great Barrier Reef foundation to transform
the original COTSbot into a multi-purpose robotic reef protector. Dayoub says, " We

see it as a Swiss Army Knife for a wide range of marine

monitoring and management activities." The Google grant will be used to "build a smaller, more versatile robot with a range of attachments to
perform tasks such as: monitoring water quality, pollution, siltation, marine populations or bleaching events; mapping reefs and ocean floor at scales not previously
possible; and

managing other invasive pests." Not surprisingly, the QUT team has already fielded several requests for tackling lionfish.
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Autonomous Systems Are Used To Conserve Wildlife And The Environment
Peter 17 [Adele Peter, 03/01/17, “Our Future Wilderness Will Be Protected And Managed By Autonomous Robots”,
Fast Company, https://www.fastcompany.com/3068427/our-future-wilderness-will-be-protected-and-managed-byautonomous-robots] /Triumph Debate
From starfish-killing bots that protect coral reefs to tree-planting drones that create new forests, we’re already using
robots to create and maintain natural spaces. In 2016, a bright yellow robot began moving up and down the Great Barrier Reef, hunting down a
particular type of starfish and moving in for the kill: After the robot injects the animal with poison, it dies within a day. The starfish feeds on coral, and even though
the animal is native to the reef, an out-of-control population has made it a threat to the reef’s survival. In theory, the robot, which is still in development but has been
successful in pilot tests, can help solve the problem. It’s one example a growing number of bots designed to reshape ecology. An

upcoming journal article
asks how automation might ultimately go further: A “wildness creator” might create and maintain “wild” places
without any human intervention. “We focused on this idea of wildness because it seems like it’s an interesting way of, in a way, poking back at what we
think nature is,” Bradley Cantrell, an associate professor of landscape architectural technology at Harvard Graduate School of Design and TED fellow, who worked on
the research with ecologist Erle Ellis and environmental historian Laura Martin, tells Co.Exist. “Could there be wildness that’s highly managed through technology ?”

Because of the scale of human impacts on ecology–from building cities and razing forests for agriculture to pollution and
climate change–ecological restoration and conservation is also becoming increasingly difficult to manage. Automation might
help. The paper looks at several examples of semi-autonomous ecological projects that are already happening or in development. One startup is using drones to
replant trees at rates faster than humans could. A “virtual fence” along Australian roads automatically warns wildlife when a car is coming. MIT is developing
swarming robots that could clean up oil spills. Other projects are using technology to monitor wilderness and human impacts; drones can detect early-stage wildfires,
track wildlife populations or pollution, or catch poachers.

Satellites can track illegal fishing boats and illegal deforestation. The paper
considers how several technologies might work in a fully autonomous system, using machine learning to choose and
implement the best interventions. In a coastal wetland, a system might identify human influences such as pollution,
noise, or waste, and then automatically act to respond to those influences to help local plants or animals, learning as it
goes which strategies help most. In time, driven by automation, the “wild” area might look unrecognizable to humans–and the researchers ask if that’s a
ethical system to create. Even in smaller interventions, such as COTSBot, the starfish-killing robot, automation might not be the ideal solution. “We were trying to
conserve the Great Barrier Reef, and we’ve come to the conclusion that we have a species that’s eating the reef,” says Cantrell. “What we’re not really looking at with
that is that species is there because of these huge nutrient plumes that are coming off the rivers because of our agriculture upstream–we’re kind of ignoring that
aspect.” If

deployed in the right way, however–and perhaps not to the degree of the “wildness creator” proposed in the
paper–Cantrell thinks that automated systems could be useful. “It’s more about us understanding our relationship and interaction with the
environment as opposed to us sequestering the environment away from ourselves–I think my take would be that it requires a much more nuanced view of human
and other species interaction.”

Future cities and infrastructure, he says, may be better connected with the natural context in
which they’re built, and in that setting, these technologies could play a role. “It’s not about controlling that system, but about, in a way,
choreographing the system,” he says.
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Autonomous Weapons Can Be Used To Save Coral Reefs
Braverman 20 [Irus Braverman, 2020, “Blue Legalties: The Life and Laws of the Sea”, Ch. 7, Duke University Press
http://library.lol/main/1DB7F3F8A9049DD1A6218DCDEDF499E4] /Triumph Debate
In its report “Losing Humanity: The Case against Killer Robots,” Human Rights Watch concluded that “fully autonomous weapons should be banned and . . .
governments should urgently pursue that end” (Human Rights Watch 2012, 2). In 2016, two high-ranking United Nations experts on the Human Rights Council in
Geneva issued a similar report that included a call to fully ban autonomous weapons, recommending that “ autonomous

weapons systems that
require no meaningful human control should be prohibited” (Human Rights Watch 2016). Criticisms of killer robots have also spread to the
academic community, with scholars cautioning that autonomous weapons are “[both] a progress toward humanizing war and an unprecedented danger to humanity”
and that “the more autonomous these systems become, the less it will be possible to properly hold those who designed them or ordered their use responsible for
their actions.” Along these lines, it has also been pointed out that “the impossibility of punishing [the] machine means that we cannot hold the machine responsible”.
(Sparrow 2007, 74; see also Krishnan 2009, 4). Because of the threats they pose to humans, killer robots are easily the most visible and contested unmanned weapons
in the world. But what

if such autonomous killer robots were to be deployed against nonhumans and operated only in
those limited situations that benefit humans and ecological health ? In particular, what if killer robots were deployed to
save the increasingly imperiled coral populations of the Great Barrier Reef ? Tuning into the applications of such drones
in the nonhuman context focuses our attention not only on acts of killing, but also on the relationship between robotics
and life. This chapter will indeed travel between “make die” and “make live” projects (my play on Michel Foucault’s let die and make live) enabled by the marine
use of robots. 7. ROBOTIC LIFE IN THE DEEP SEA Irus Braverman 148 ∙ Irus Braverman I will note how make live projects are designed to extend
human agency not only in acts of warfare, but additionally, and much more extensively so, within the emerging
mundane eco-security regimes of the sea (see also Elizabeth R. Johnson, this volume; Jessica Lehman, this volume). Sophisticated machines
have already been used underwater for several decades, mainly for monitoring and surveillance purposes, and the
future promises to present myriad further applications. More recently, scientists have access to a wide range of
technologies that routinely carry them down to forty-five hundred meters (14,764 feet), enabling them to study the
deepest parts of the ocean. I will describe the uses of human occupied vehicles (hovs), remotely operated vehicles (rovs), and automated underwater
vehicles (auvs) for producing knowledge about the deep sea. Finally, I will consider the humanoid OceanOne, the most recent development in marine robotics.

142

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

Autonomous Weapons Kill Starfish That Harm Corals
Braverman 20 [Irus Braverman, 2020, “Blue Legalties: The Life and Laws of the Sea”, Ch. 7, Duke University Press
http://library.lol/main/1DB7F3F8A9049DD1A6218DCDEDF499E4] /Triumph Debate
In a recent turn of events, coral managers have been enlisting nonhumans in the war against the starfish and for the
protection of corals, thereby instantiating a second displacement of humans from the scene. This time, humans are
removed from actually killing these starfish, letting machines perform such acts in their place. In 2015, researchers from
Queensland University of Technology (qut) were conducting final trials on a robot trained to administer the lethal injections to the
starfish: the cotsbot (figure 7.1). They planned to send the robot out on the reef for up to eight hours at a time, delivering
more than two hundred lethal shots a day . “It will never out-compete a human diver in terms of sheer numbers of injections but it will be more
persistent,” explained cotsbot designer Matthew Dunbabin (Australian Associated Press 2015; see also Braverman 2018, 179–81). This is especially true given that the
bot can be deployed in conditions that are unsuitable for human divers, such as at nighttime and in inclement weather. Dunbabin likens the training of the cotsbot to
how dogs are trained to identify drugs. Using gps and cruising a meter away from the seafloor, the cotsbot is taught to recognize the starfish through a sophisticated
recognition system. The bot’s attached camera uses sonar to determine long-range direction (Dunbabin 2008, 236). Dunbabin relies on a large collection of images to
inform his robots about the starfish: at the outset, a data set of 3,157 images was created and sourced from publicly available YouTube footage of cots captured by
recreational and scientific divers (Dayoub, Dunbabin, and Corke 2015, 1924). To amass more images, Dunbabin attached GoPro cameras which captured close-up
images of the many ways cots orient on the coral, to the cots divers’ guns. This resulted in “hundreds of thousands of images of what cots would look like under all
sorts of diferent examples.” Utilizing “deep machine learning” and computational models, the

robots are “over 99 percent accurate at killing the

starfish,” Dunbabin told me (interview, January 20, 2016). At the time of our interview, human approval was required for every lethal injection. Yet Dunbabin was
hoping to move away from human verification and give the robot “as much autonomy as we can.” The cotsbots photograph their targets, he explained. In cases of
uncertainty, they would insert the injection only after a human verifies the photo. Such instances of uncertainty would also provide a training opportunity for the
cotsbot: after verification, the photo would be added to the robot’s arsenal of images to help it better distinguish between killable starfish and livable coral on its next
outing. The robot’s autonomy from humans in the context of governing the eco-security of the sea thus further removes humans from the killing scene and from
responsibility for their acts. Dunbabin pointed out, finally, the potential use of cotsbots by “citizen scientists.” Specifically, he has been planning to design an easily
accessible control system (for example, using a smartphone) to deploy the robots across oceans. If his vision materializes, a

fleet of robots will soon roam
the oceans, mapping the ocean floor, collecting images, and monitoring a variety of environmental “pests.” The cotsbot, as
well as other monitoring and surveillance technologies, could potentially be deployed by any interested party, which serves to highlight the contentious legalities of
such projects across jurisdictional boundaries. Ultimately, Dunbabin was hoping to create a similar situation “like with drone aircrafts: if you can have millions that’d
be awesome” (interview, January 20, 2016; see also Braverman 2018, 180). Dunbabin’s likening of cotsbots to drones speaks to his aspirations of granting robots yet
more autonomy to kill. Nonetheless, he was careful to distinguish between the cotsbot and the highly criticized drone project. While

the drone is designed
to kill, he explained, the cotsbot is designed to save. According to Dunbabin, animal rights groups have not voiced
protests against the culling of cots and were in fact on board with the project. The institutional review boards that have authorized his
project in university settings have also been silent on this front, he told me, explaining that “the starfish is an invertebrate, and there’s only a couple of invertebrates
that are considered animals in ethical review boards. One is an octopus, and I can’t remember what the other one is. Maybe the coral. So it was very easy to get

At the end of the day, then, the starfish are
rendered by everyone (animal rights activists included) as a killable species (Braverman 2018).
ethics approval for this project. Dolphins would be a diferent story” (interview, January 20, 2016).
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Coral Reefs Are Vital To Human Survival
Arsenault 16 [Kimberly Arsenault, 6/30/16, “Coral Bleaching: What is it and Why Does it Matter?” Emergency and
Disaster Management (EDM) Digest, http://edmdigest.com/news/coral-bleaching-what-is-it-and-why-does-it-matter/]
/Triumph Debate
Coral reefs are living, breathing, ecosystems in the ocean that are vital to its health and balance. Referred to as the rainforests of
the sea, coral reefs offer a unique and diverse ecosystem that provides food and shelter for an estimated 25 percent of
all fish, crustaceans, and other sea life. Humans also benefit from coral reefs, as they provide food, medicine, shoreline protection, and tourism jobs — all of which
add to the national economy. Coral reefs have an estimated value of $30 billion, with some numbers claiming close to $172
billion for the resources and products they provide. Their loss would have a significant impact to the national and
global economy, and any disruption to these reefs is likely to alter ocean functions and negatively impact many other
species, including fish, mammals, birds, and humans. Understanding coral reefs Coral reefs exist throughout the ocean, in both
deep and shallow waters. However, reef-building corals are only found in the shallower and warmer waters of the
subtropical and tropical oceans. An algae known as zooxanthellae provides a critical function to the growth and production of a reef system – it provides
food to its coral hosts. These algae, which live inside the corals, are tiny and colorful, rely on the sunlight for energy, and can only tolerate small changes in water
temperatures.
Corals take a long time to grow — approximately one inch or less per year. The fastest growing corals gaining about six inches per year. Reefs can last for a very long
time; the Great Barrier Reef is one example of a reef that has been in existence for nearly 20,000 years. Much like trees, corals produce growth rings, allowing
scientists to develop a timeline for the reef’s existence. Human influences negatively impact coral reefs Coral

reefs across the globe are in trouble
thanks to anthropogenic (human) influences on climate change. Rising global temperatures are warming ocean waters and exceeding the
acceptable temperatures for these algae. Compounding the problem is ocean acidification – a process that is caused by the ocean’s capture of carbon from the
atmosphere. These

two processes have different impacts on coral reefs, but both contribute to a reef’s destruction.
Acidification makes it difficult for coral to build their skeletons, while warming temperatures kill the algae that provide
them with food. Coral bleaching The loss of the zooxanthellae algae removes the coral’s food and color source, exposing a
coral’s skeleton, making them transparent, or white. Not all corals that undergo bleaching die, but the longer the adverse conditions exist, the
higher the chances the coral and the reef will die – either from disease or starvation. There are other causes of coral bleaching, such as water
run-off from land, including mud and soil that is contaminated with fertilizers, pesticides, and other toxic chemicals,
overfishing, and the over harvesting of corals . The impact of all the threats combined greatly increases the risks to coral reefs. However, the
greatest threats to these vital ecosystems come from greenhouse gas emissions that increase atmospheric carbon levels,
that then contribute to warming water temperatures and ocean acidification. Ocean protection critical for life Oceans are vital to human
life and the assets, goods, and services (transportation, recreation, food, etc.) of the world's oceans are valued at nearly $24 trillion. Since the oceans also
provide about 50 percent of the oxygen we need to live, and capture roughly 30 percent of atmospheric carbon,
protecting them is critical to human survival .
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PTSD / Psychological Damage
Man-Operated Drones Don’t Solve – People Can Still Experience As Much Mental
Health Degradation
Kinne et. Al 16. [Elizabeth Kinne and Georgi Stojanov, Researchers for the American University of Paris, 2016,
“Grounding Drones’ Ethical Use Reasoning”, Association for the Advancement of Artificial Intelligence,
http://www.cse.unsw.edu.au/~curtism/cs4920-mirror/resources/Kinne-Stojanov.pdf] /Triumph Debate
If drones are the questionable instruments of the expanding reach of military operations, equally revealing of the
tenuous ethical consequences of the War on Terror are the rates at which American soldiers and veterans are
suffering from PTSD; while it was initially assumed that drone operators would be spared these stresses because of
their distance from the battlefield and protection from physical harm, studies have shown the contrary. Suffering
from lesser or equal rates of PTSD as other soldiers, moral injury, defined as “perpetrating, failing to prevent, bearing
witness to, or learning about acts that transgress deeply held moral beliefs and expectations” (Litz et al., 2009), has been
associated in particular with the combat stress of drone operators, or as Steele and Heinze state more succinctly a
“deep psychological uneasiness about killing” (Steele and Heinz, 2014:103). As these operators implement and observe the
targeted, precision strikes intended to spare them and their fellow soldiers and limit civilian casualties all while
pursuing suspected terrorists, their moral distress should serve as the canary in the coalmine regarding the ethical
implications of increasingly automatized forms of warfare. The asymmetry of the space of conflict has been exacer- bated by the use of
drones, as has the asymmetry of force. Combatants are separated by oceans; drone operators pilot their aircraft from bases in
the United States while they engage in conflict in spaces from South Asia, across the Middle East to Africa. Bradley Jay Strawser (2010)
has called the use of UAVs a moral obligation in that it pro- tects agents engaged in justified acts from harm upholding the principle of unnecessary risk whereby, as
long as the military action undertaken is justified by just war theory, then there is an ethical duty to minimize the risk of harm to that agent. Jai C. Galliott (2012) has
responded to Strawser by referring to a problematic asymmetry brought about by technological imbalance, which could violate last resort and proportionality aspects
of the jus ad bellum convention of just war. Where jus ad bellum defines war as always a last resort, Galliott sees how a significant technological imbalance could
provide more alternatives to war for the state that benefits from this imbalance, namely, they would have more deterrent alternatives. Regarding proportionality,
Galliott considers that “where the technological imbalance is extreme, it seems that the harm that the technologically superior state hopes to thwart will in many
cases be so insignificant that it would present problems for the proportionality calculus” (2012:63). As an alternative, he encourages “the stronger state to meet
higher standards of epistemic certainty when waging war” and, in following Paul Kahn, for any application of military force to be re- strained and more resemble
international policing all while asking what the involvement of UAVs in this policing would entail (2012:64).
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Boots On The Ground Causes More PTSD
Vasterling 10 [Jennifer Vasterling, VA National Center for PTSD, February 2010, “PTSD Symptom Increases in IraqDeployed Soldiers: Comparison With Nondeployed Soldiers and Associations With Baseline Symptoms, Deployment
Experiences, and Post-deployment Stress”, Journal of Traumatic Stress,
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a518104.pdf] /Triumph Debate
For national guard soldiers, demographic factors explained 1% of the variance in PCL change scores; pre-deployment PCL scores contributed an additional 5% of the
variance in PCL change scores; war zone stressors and perceived threats together contributed an additional 21% of the variance in PCL change scores; home-front
concerns contributed and additional 4% of the variance, post-deployment stressors contributed an additional 14% of the variance in PCL change. Post hoc analysis in
which home-front concerns and post-deployment life events collectively contributed 22% of the variance in PCL change scores beyond demographics and predeployment PCL scores, an war-zone stressors/perceived threat uniquely contributed an additional 17% of the variance. In the final model, taking pre-deployment
PCL scores and all stressors into account, increases in PTSD symptom severity from pre to post – deployment in National Guard soldiers were uniquely and
significantly associated with older age, lower pre-deployment PCL scores, and higher DRRI combat experience and post deployment life event scores. None of the

This prospective cohort study
found that military deployment to Iraq is associated with pre- 10 post-deployment increases in PTSD symptoms. even
after adjusting for baseline levels of PTSD symptoms. Non-deployed soldiers did not show symptom increases,
interactions between pre-deployment PCL scores and DRRI stress exposure variables reached statistical significance.

suggesting that pre- to post-deployment increases could not be attributed 10 nonspecific factors inherent to military life. By prospectively assessing PTSD symptom
levels prior to deployment and linking pre~ and post-deployment deployment responses within each participant, we avoided retrospective report biases pertaining to
pre deployment functioning and accounted for individual variation in baseline symptoms. A prospective study of UK service: members likewise found that combat
exposure was associated with post deployment PTSO symptoms after adjusting for baseline PTSO symptoms (Rona et al., 2009). Our findings combined with those of

deployment to a contemporary war zone results in adverse mental health
consequences that cannot be explained by preexisting symptoms. Among deployed soldiers. those activated from
National Guard status showed greater increases in PTSD symptoms from pre- to post deployment as compared with
regular active-duty soldiers. The absolute severity PTSD symptoms and rates PTSD screening cases differed little among deployed National Guard and
Rona et al. (2009). provide strong evidence that

regular active-duty soldiers at post deployment, but National Guard soldiers reported less severe PTSO symptoms at pre deployment than regular active-duty
soldiers. Activated reservists have comprised a large proportion of deployed U.S. forces. Because of the potential for greater occupational disruption, less consistent
opportunity for combat training, and the differing missions of National Guard components, the post deployment health of reservists has surfaced as a particular
concern. Our results support this concern. It is also possible that findings associated with duty status reflect that, relative to soldiers who remained on active duty,
National Guard soldiers were assessed after more time had transpired since their return from Iraq. when differences between regular active duty and National
Guard/Reserve personnel may be more pronounced (Milliken et al., 2007). Although interval durations between Iraq return and assessment were not significantly
correlated with PTSD outcome in either regular active duty or activated National Guard soldiers, the restricted intervals within each of the duty status samples leave
open the possibility that differences between regular active duty and National Guard are artifacts of the sampling timeframe. Our findings, however, are not unique.
In a UK sample, Browne et al. (2007) found that problems at home (primarily measured after deployment) were more strongly associated with PTSD symptoms than
events in Iraq among reservists but not among "regular” duty personnel.

146

TRIUMPH DEBATE LINCOLN DOUGLAS BRIEF – JANUARY/FEBRUARY 2021

AWS Don’t Experience This Psychological Harm
Del Re 17 [Amanda Del Re, Army Air Defense Officer and MBA from Naval War College, June 16, 2017, “Lethal
Autonomous Weapons: Take the Human Out of the Loop”, Naval War College,
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/pdfs/AD1041804.pdf] /Triumph Debate
A robot may be much less expensive in the long run. If a robot was destroyed in the line of duty there would be no death gratuity paid because there would be no
next of kin. There would be no life insurance paid. If a robot was damaged there would be no costly hospital stay, no lengthy Medical Evaluation Board process, and
no lifetime medical retirement benefits. Most importantly, there would be no one to mourn the robot’s death or have to care for the robot during its rehabilitation.

The psychological consequences of war are
often costlier than the physical costs. A 2016 Veteran’s Affairs study found that 20 veterans commit suicide a day. The
The economic costs of losing soldiers and wounded soldiers pales in comparison to the societal costs.

risk of suicide for veterans is 21 percent higher when compared to civilian adults. The civilian suicide rate rose 23.3% between 2001 and 2014 while the veteran rate
rose 32%. More disturbing is the female veteran suicide rate which rose 85% during that time compared to their civilian counterparts which rose 40%.42 Suicide rates
are at all an all-time high. It is an epidemic. This human cost could be alleviated by substituting robots for many of the combat roles now filled by their inherently
fragile human counterparts.

Posttraumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) is also more common in the military as compared to the

civilian population. According to a recent Veteran Affairs study, approximately 7-8% of the population will have PTSD at some point in their lives. The veteran
rate is higher and varies by war. Approximately 30% of Vietnam veterans were diagnosed with PTSD according to the National
Vietnam Veterans Readjustment Study (NVVRS).43 Approximately 20% of Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom veterans have
been diagnosed per year.44 The latter number will most likely rise as more cases are diagnosed. PTSD can and does affect a service member’s ability to do their job

The societal burden of warfare is costly and will continue to rise if the nation
continues to rely heavily on large numbers of troops. A recent study claimed that veterans are 50% more likely to become homeless as
and can lead to a service member to be medically retired.

compared to non-veterans. The study stated that the causes were due to: “poverty, lack of support networks, and dismal living conditions in overcrowded or
substandard housing.”45 While those reasons are the immediate causes for homelessness they are indicative of addressing a symptom and not the actual problem.
Veterans also struggle with the fact that after their uniformed service many do not have translatable skills that can be used in a non-wartime environment. Using
robots would require soldiers to be able to troubleshoot and maintain the robots resulting in skills that are desired by many high-tech corporations. Additionally, it
would decrease the number of soldiers needed for jobs that are not as applicable in a non-wartime environment such as route clearance, explosive ordnance

humans are vulnerable to the detrimental effects of warfare while robots are not. The
physiological effects of combat trauma may render a human physically and psychologically unable to make sound
decisions. If employed in battle, robots will not be as unethical as humans have the potential to be. Humans are
emotional, desire revenge, and are prone to commit atrocities as a result. Human service members are also
expensive, especially when they are killed or wounded. The psychological impacts of war are unavoidable and
destructive. Robots have no need for revenge, are unemotional, and are less expensive than human soldiers. Using
robots on the battlefield will reduce economic and societal costs and save lives. III – Competing in the Global Arms Race Human
disposal, and base security. In conclusion,

nature is violent and war is never final. Critics claim that developing and employing lethal autonomous weapons will create a global arms race; however, history
affirms that the arms race is perpetual. Therefore, it is necessary that the United States stays ahead to create and enforce the “rules.” There are many instances in
history that illustrate a nation navigating unknown territory in warfare, resulting in unethical choices made and more lives lost. That is why it is not only important to
develop autonomous, intelligent weapons, but to understand their capabilities and employ them properly so that international norms and standards can be
established and enforced. Other nations, such as Israel and Russia, are already accomplishing this. Does America want those international standards designed by
another nation?
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LAWs Solve Detrimental Mental Health Effects
Davis 18 [Dalton Lee Davis, Researcher at Bard College, Spring 2018, “Human Judgment and Autonomous Weaponry:
What Does it Mean?”, Bard College,
https://digitalcommons.bard.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1023&context=senproj_s2018] /Triumph Debate
The impact of seeing these horrors has made many drone operators think suicidal thoughts, have trouble sleeping, and have terrible operational stress. Also with
advancements in technology, the pilots are not seeing these acts on a scratch TV screen but rather as if they were standing right in the action. According to Col.
Brown these pilots find mass graves, witness executions, and people 42 MCCAMON 2017 43 Brown 2017 44 MCCamon 2017 57 being skinned alive on a daily basis. "I
mean that's warfare; it's clear and simple, and it's in HDTV," Brown said. The problem is that the airmen cannot look away; they are supporting US troops on the
ground and must be the eyes for these troops and help guide them and other drone pilots. They can not just see something that is terrible and leave like other pilots
or soldiers do. “Remotely piloted aircraft pilots may stare at the same piece of ground for days,” said Jean Lin Otto, an epidemiologist who was a co-author of the
study “Drone Pilots Are Found to Get Stress Disorders Much as Those in Combat Do” in the New York Times. “They witness the carnage. Manned aircraft pilots don’t
do that. They get out of there as soon as possible”. 45 Manned pilots have the nice option of just dropping their payload and returning to base but the UAV pilots and
other drone operators must stay on target because that is their job, a job that does not just watch the terrible acts of war but also contributes to the violence through
targeted killings. This is the hardest to live with, having to make the tough decision to end another human being’s life. It

is not just what they see, but
the weight of decisions [drone pilots] they have to make, he says. Airmen often have to discern whether they are looking at a group of women
and children or a group of combatants. "Their job is to decide who on that battlefield gets blown up, and who on that battlefield
gets protected," Thurman said. Thurman is the surgeon on duty at the Langley Air force base in Hampton, Va. In MCCamon’s article he discusses the judgment
that these pilots make and the pressure that sits on their shoulders when it comes to the life and death of someone else who could be a child or a noncombatant. The
issue which is very common is that the commanders in charge are not giving enough details to the strikes that they are performing 45 Dao, Otto 2013 58 and it is
taking a toll on the pilots who must do the killing.46 The pilots that were interviewed in MCCamon’s article describe that the orders that were given to them were
vague, making the pilots re think their orders and whether or not they truly were doing the right thing. "We were striking a lot at that time, and for me, it felt like I
wasn't getting enough of the story behind the strikes," she said. "I like to know everything I can about what we're going to be doing, and for me, that was what was
bothering me. I felt like I didn't know enough." Even if the decision was the correct one, the wrong decision could have meant the lives of even more innocent people
and knowing that weighs heavily on the mind of a drone pilot who has long hours and infrequent shift changes. Moreover, once the pilots have done their long shift,
they are able to go right back home and try to live their normal lives, which many pilots explain is not as easy as it sounds. "They are going literally from combat to
cul-de-sac in a short drive," Ogle said. "Ten minutes, 15 minutes, [they] drive home. They've gone from being eyes, head in the fight, and making critical life and death
decisions, to then being involved in all the normal ... responsibilities that we have, where they're a spouse, they're a parent." These situations are the ones these
pilots struggle with everyday and the ones who in the end make the thought decisions when it comes to whether lives or dies.47 Now that PTSD is affecting all types
of military personnel it is important once again to think of how human judgment is effected. Drone pilots suffering from PTSD are interesting. They have to deal with
the heavy burden of taking someone’s life and then getting off shift and going home, leaving some pilots to question whether their killing if it was right or wrong.

Pilots of
these machines do not get to unload the burden on taking someone’s life on the machine itself because they
controlled it and made the decision to execute the killing . The question becomes who shoulders the feelings of guilt and remorse that can
They then return to work the next day and think more about their next assignment and use more judgment in this shift than they did in the past one.

result from even justified drone strikes that kill only enemy combatants, Calo says. "People feel more, or less, responsible for tasks they perform, depending on
whether or not [the tasks] happened to them virtually or physically."48 If pilots do not get to talk about their missions and continue carrying on their orders, then

weapons with
more autonomy could take this PTSD problem in these pilots away.49 Consequently, it is time to fire the missile or drop the bomb, the
eventually some pilots can not take the emotional and mental stress that it takes to be a drone pilot and snap. What David Axe is arguing is that

human being feels like he is shooting, rather than the drone. No one disputes that human 'botoperators make the decision to fire or not to fire. The issue is not the
actual cause and effect underpinning a drone strike. It is the psychological aspect that Calo is concerned about. "How much people feel in control of the drone
matters to how they experience war," Calo says. In reality, the human and the drone inflict the violence as a team, but the moral and emotional burden falls only on

If there
was more autonomy, then the stress of these pilots, the judgmental question, and tough life or death decisions do not
have to be made by the human. The machine could detect all likely lawful targets and then alert an operator, thereby keeping the operator from
actually seeing the attack but just approving them. LAWS could help limit the amount of cases of PTSD in all fields of the military by
taking the burden of a mission or killing and by limiting the judgment of operators who have seen so much that their
judgment allows them to make a mistake. The negative of this, as Calo explains is that operators might become so relaxed that they are too quick to
approve launches with these drones because the blame would go to the bot and not them.51 PTSD and human judgment go hand and hand
because it is the decisions that make the human think twice about what he or she did. If the operator makes a
decision, whether right or wrong, that still puts mental stress on him or her. Autonomous weaponry could help lower
PTSD by taking the human out of the judgment with the weapon and by allowing the bot to take the blame and the
mental stress of taking another human beings life. Human judgment should be a very simple concept, and the truth is that human judgment with
the mind of the human controller. Unmanned aircraft with additional autonomy, requiring less human monitoring, could potentially ease those burdens.50

other facets of life is a very black and white debate. In life humans tend to have control over many things that happen to them or what they do to others. Until 2001,
war has been very human control oriented, from the debates on aircraft to debates on fire bombing in WWII. There has never been any question that humans had
control over the aircraft and over the weapons they were using. In addition, as their judgment was needed in order to use the weapons they knew that the blame,
whether the outcome was good or bad, would land on human’s shoulders. There was no need to define human judgment with weapons because there were no
debates on whether or not these weapons would do the job themselves.
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PTSD Ruins Lives --- Increases Risk Of Addiction, Healthcare Costs, And Suicide
Attempts
Davidson 15 [J.R.T. Davidson, Researcher for the Duke University Medical Center, Department of Psychiatry,
November 30, 2015, “Trauma: the impact of post-traumatic stress disorder”, Journal of Psychopharmacology,
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/02698811000142S102] /Triumph Debate
Warshaw et al. (1993) also showed that compared with patients without PTSD, patients with PTSD were less likely to be working full-time and also more likely to be
receiving public assistance in the form of disability benefits, although these differences were not statistically significant. When Davidson et al. (1991) investigated
social support within PTSD and control groups from the ECA study, PTSD was associated with significantly greater impairment of perceived social support. This was
worse for those in whom the disorder had progressed from the acute to the chronic stage. Zatzick et al. (1997) extended the initial findings of
Zatzick et al. (1997) extended the initial findings of the National Vietnam Veterans Readjustment Study (Kulka et al., 1990) by relating PTSD, assessed in 1190
respondents to the survey to functioning and quality of life, assessed at the time of interview. The Mississippi Scale for Combat-Related PTSD (Keane et al., 1988) was
used for assessing PTSD and psychiatric disturbances were diagnosed with the DIS (Robins et al., 1981). Zatzick et al. (1997) found that the adjusted

risks for
poorer outcome were significantly higher in subjects with PTSD than in those without PTSD in the following outcome
domains: wellbeing, physical health, role functioning at work, home or school and physical functioning (limitations). 1\vo
outcomes, bed days and the perpetration of severe violence, were not significantly associated with PTSD although their prevalence was consistently higher in the
PTSD than non-PTSD population, These results indicate the broad spectrum of impairments in physical health and functioning, role functioning, social functioning and
emotional wellbeing of this sample of male Vietnam veterans. They not only reflect the diminished quality of life of the individual, but also have marked cost effects
upon society in terms of days off work, unemployment and general violence. The added psychiatric and medical comorbidity would also result in greater hcalthcarc

Cost to society PTSD is expensive. Although there have been no studies into the cost of PTSD per se,
there have been studies of the cost to society of trauma in terms of increased healthcare costs and lost earnings.
Increased rates of comorbid disorders, hospitalization, alcohol abuse and dependence, as well as suicide attempts,
have an enormous impact on healthcare costs. The loss of work performance resulting from these consequences of
PTSD together with significant role impairment has yet to be quantified. No epidemiological studies have yet provided a detailed
utilization and costs.

breakdown of both the healthcare costs and loss in economic productivity to society. In a review of service use and cost, Solomon and Davidson (I 997) cite findings
by Koss et al. (I 991b) that severely victimized women members of a worksite-based Health Maintenance Organization (HMO), which incurred twice the out-patient
medical expenses of control HMO members. The cost of personal crime in terms of medical costs, lost earnings and public programme costs related to assisting the
victim approximate to US$105 billion annually (Miller et al., 1996). Using jury-awarded compensation and willingness to pay us indicators of the cost of pain, suffering
and lost quality of life, the cost of crime to the victim increases substantially to an estimate of US$450 billion. Miller et al. (1993), who developing estimates of the
cost of crime in the USA, estimated that mental health costs resulting from a restricted set of the crimes of arson, assault, nlurder, rape and robbery accounted for
37% of the total costs of criminal victimization in 1989. Therefore, assuming that this fraction remains constant between these two studies, Solomon and Davidson
(1997) estimate an annual mental health cost of crime to be $166.5 billion. Whilst high, this value would be considered an underestimate since it is well-recognized
that those trauma victims with PTSD are less inclined than others with emotional problems to seck professional help (Kimerling and Calhoun, 1994: Norris et al.,

Together with traumatic stimuli, PTSD is responsible for a devastating effect on the individual and has a
significant cost in terms of reduced quality of life, To this account should also be added the summed personal costs to the victims of trauma.
1990).

Most victims are never compensated financially; but for those that are, a considerable amount of compensation may relate to 'psychological trauma'. As has been
discussed, this 'psychological trauma' has a high probability of being both PTSD and any associated comorbidity, with the incumbent distress and impairment this
carries. Conclusions Several comprehensive surveys have uncovered the extent to which trauma occurs; it is a relatively common event likely to affect 60-80% of the
population at some stage. Trauma has great potential to cause PTSD, which occurs in 5-20% of trauma victims. Susceptibilities to PTSD differ since gender, type of
trauma, heredity factors, psychiatric history and other factors all influence whether an individual is likely or not to develop PTSD from a particular exposure.
Untreated, PTSD is costly with a devastating impact, impairing the welfare of the individual and society; personal costs include a significant reduction in both the
quality of life and functional capability, PTSD can occasionally resolve spontaneously but left untreated it is likely to follow a chronic course with a potentially lifelong
influence. Psychological changes are related to biochemical and structural changes in the CNS. Untreated PTSD also renders people vulnerable to many psychiatric
and medical comorbid conditions. The summed personal impacts of trauma and untreated PTSD result in a huge hidden cost to soc iety, both social and financial.
Absolute financial costs have never been calculated but arc estimated to be in the order of hundreds of billions of dollars per annum in the USA alone.
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