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This essay draws inspiration from Peter Singer's article, "Do Drones Undermine Democracy?" (2012) Examination will be made in regards to the use of drones; unmanned aerial vehicles that are becoming more prevalent in military use and warfare while generating much debate over its role in combat zones. It is a technology that enables the pilot to operate it thousands of miles away as it carries out surveillance and launches weaponry in areas of conflict. This essay will outline the ethical impacts that armed drones have on targeted countries/states, its citizens, and the pilots or operators of these vehicles. Afterwards it will take a step back to examine the technologically disruptive nature of drones (in general and not necessarily armed),  and highlight both the beneficial and damaging ways it can be used outside of the battlefield.

One of the greatest implications in utilizing drones is the drastic change it brings to areas of conflict, posing ethical concerns regarding the state that is being targeted. (Killmister 2008:122) indicates that "Remote weaponry restricts the moral options for retaliation available to the state under attack" since the lack of human combatants on the field requires a non-traditional approach for battle. Killmister then outlines the possible ways a country could respond to being targeted by drones: 1) surrendering 2) targeting enemy civilians 3) targeting civilian combatants within the aggressor state.  All three solutions pose ethical and moral issues that are more prevalent than in traditional warfare, where all opponents are physically on the field.  If a state is unable to fight against the attacking drones, the option of surrendering would result in the least casualties. However, there is arguably a sense of social and moral injustice when attacking a state with aggressive brute strength, leaving no room for retaliation nor negotiation. If wars were to be won solely on sheer technological strength and complete surrender, there would be no stopping  a state that has the best drones or technological weaponry from waging war in other areas
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knowing that their own casualties will be low (assuming the other party does not have the same technologies to fight back).  

In regards to the second response, the lack of human combatants on the fields  poses the issue of "who do we target?" If the state does not wish to surrender and decides to respond to the attack instead, the option would be to target enemy civilians. Attacking civilians though, has implications once again as Killmister references that according to war theory,  "Civilians should not be targeted because they are innocent, in the etymological sense of not causing harm." 
International Humanitarian Law further supports this as was reference by (Lewis, Crawford 2013:1138)   "Parties to the armed conflict must at all times distinguish between civilians and combatants. Combatants are liable to be targeted due to their status as combatants while civilians must not be made the object of attack" 

Finally, the use of drones in battle could force the third option of the responding state to target civilian combatants within the aggressor state. Civilian combatants would include those who are responsible for the attacking state without necessarily being physically involved in the actual attacks, meaning political leaders, military strategists, weapon developers, and those who were instrumental to instigating the war. In order to target these individuals, one could expect assassinations in public areas, thereby involving innocent people in the vicinity and possible innocent deaths as well. Once again, the aspects of war would shift outside of the main battle zone and impact those who are not the main soldiers. Though the use of drones in battle does benefit the aggressor state in terms of less human casualties of its own on the field and more accuracy, the resulting responses from the targeted state could lead to issues in the ethics of war,
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 less humane actions, and/or draw the involvement of civilians who may or may not have had an overall impact on the state's decision to go to war or fight

Another question to examine is should drones be used in carrying out military fighting and if so, when? To what extent does the situation call for these vehicles to be utilized in attacking or should this advanced form of technology be a norm in all future military activities? According to O'connell, M. (2011:586), "..whether the United States or any state is lawfully using armed drones depends on whether the initial resort to armed force is lawful or whether the use is within a situation defined by international law as an armed conflict.. Outside of armed conflict such use would be unlawful." It is arguable whether the operations of the United States (for example), in countries such as Pakistan and Afghanistan truly constitute an armed conflict resulting from self-defense or are more so pre-emptive strikes. O'connell believed that pre-emptive force is not a lawful basis for exercising force against a sovereign state, which calls into question the justification in using military weapons like the drones. This issue is deeply connected to international law which assists in determining when the use of drones are legal but does not take into account whether they should be employed. Determining the extent of how much force should be used and if military drones are considered to be too much force or just enough is no easy feat. 

Suppose for example, that State A is taking military action against State B. State A has reasonable doubt to believe that State B poses a threat to its national security. State A then decides to send in armed drones to conduct surveillance and  fire missiles on targets if required. From the perspective of those in State A, this seems like a reasonable line of action since they do not need to risk sending in their troops and the drones will allow them to survey any suspicious targets before taking action rather than simply storming in. However, what about the citizens who live in State B? The civilians who either see or encounter these drones and are unable to take action against them. There is increasing evidence indicating that living under the constant threat of drones can lead to psychological damage, according to the report by Medact (as cited in Kmietowicz 2012). Their presence had also contributed to the disruption of health programs in parts of Pakistan and have been causing excessive civilian casualties. Kmietowicz also cites The Bureau of Investigative Journalism, who has estimated civilian death on the account of drones to be between 2955 and 4353 in Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia. The numbers however, are assumed to be higher since many deaths go unreported. Though civilian casualties have occurred  in areas of war and conflict prior to the use of drones, the particular criticism towards drones is the fact it is a machine and is being presented as being a "precise" weapon. This technology that is meant to improve warfare in terms of being accurate in aiming at the right targets and preventing combatant deaths has already accidently killed thousands of innocents in its use. Its 'precision' should be called into question along with how many civilian casualties should be tolerated before a weapon is deemed to be too dangerous or unethical for use in warfare. All of these questions call for an examination of the overall benefits that the drones provide, and whether this is enough to outweigh all the damages it presents. Ethically, one needs to wonder  if the benefits that armed drones offer to one state are a reasonable trade-off for the fear and damages dealt to the opposition and its citizens.

Another party that should be examined are the pilots or operators of armed drones who encounter both psychological and ethical issues in their line of work. The first concern involves the 
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possible moral and emotional distance that remote drones provide when used in killing. Since the pilots do not need to be present within the conflict area to operate the drones, this can provide a sense of 'detachment' from the situation, as if what is seen on the screen is simply a game or video and not necessarily reality. Grossman (as cited in Gregory 2011:198) refers to how first-person shooter video games are powerful agents in conditioning a player to be 'hardwired' for killing, as there is the aspect of physical, moral, and mechanical distance with the screen separating the gamer from the game. If one were to compare the video feed and controls that the drone pilot operates to a first person shooter game, then there is plausible concern over how the pilots will view the situation before them and the action of killing if they are "detached" in the same manner. Unlike being physically present on the battlefront, drone pilots can simply step into the cockpit to perform their tasks and then leave to go home to their families at the end of the day. Gaming is similar in the sense that one can turn on a game console, fulfill and play the tasks required by the game, then finally turn it off for the day to go out or have dinner with others. Remotely using drones to kill removes some major emotional aspects that result with 'face to face' combat. When fighting with opponents physically in front or in the area, the combatant is able to see people's faces and forms an 'empathetic bridging' between them in which he/she sees his/her own humanity reflected by the opponent (Coeckelbergh 2013:90). Each action taken is immediately responded to by the opposition, and the reality of the situation is extremely blatant. This form of engagement with the opponent creates mental and moral restrictions in killing, causing psychological pain that can lead to that hesitation in pulling the trigger. Using information technologies such as drones creates gaps in both location and the mental discomfort with face- to-face combat. By not having the opponent physically present, the 
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pilot can be experientially and morally disengaged from the fight which possibly enables  him/her to kill with less mental restriction.

A counter-argument must be presented however, in regards to this moral and emotional detachment. It seems to over-simplify the idea of operating drones being equivalent to first-person shooting games, and overlooks the personal morals and ethics of the individual drone pilots. Using remote weaponry does not eliminate the guilt nor the moral discomfort a person faces when killing someone because the pilots know full well what their jobs involve and the consequences of their actions. These military combatants are not unknowing individuals playing around with controls, they are soldiers trained with the technology and every decision they make has a huge impact on the battle zone. They are fully aware that the individuals they see on the screen are human beings, and they are bound by international law and the ethics of war in their actions. It is doubtful that the drone pilots treat the operation of drones as a video game nor do they go home with a clean conscience at the end of the day. A Predator pilot had claimed ‘I knew
people down there’, it was not local people he claimed to ‘know’: ‘Each day through my cameras I snooped around and came to recognize the faces and figures of our soldiers and marines’ (Martin, as cited in Gregory 2011:200). Since drones are used to conduct surveillance on targets and gather intelligence, it can be debated that drones help to create even more of an emotional connection with the opposition for it allows the operators to view the lives and actions of an individual that they may potentially eliminate. This would then cause great moral and psychological pain as a result, even more so than traditional face-to-face combat.
In both cases ethical issues are prevalent, whether it is the moral disengagement in operating remote weaponry due to its 'game' nature, or the moral and psychological pain that comes with 
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eliminating a target that had been observed over a period of time. The first issue poses a concern in which the use of remote weaponry such as drones allows operators to make the decision to kill more easily. Overall, would that be a good thing? Or is it too inhumane to treat the battlefield as some sort of game? On the flip-side, the second issue is the concern over the mental health of the drone operators who are able to see in great clarity the area they are flying over and all the people below. Would it be too psychologically damaging to have the pilots kill someone they had to observe and track over a time period? (thus having formed an empathetic bridging that way). Implications arise either way. 

Though much of the focus has been on the negative ethical implications of drone usage, it is not to say that drone technology itself is a bad thing or unethical. It is certainly disruptive however, for its creation and use has greatly influenced the methods of warfare as well as other types of services. Though aircrafts have been present on the battlefield for decades, the emergence of drones now shifts the piloting from inside the vehicle to a remote location. This technology has changed the way one can operate a vehicle and be utilized in military operations, paving a new form of interaction and perception on conflict  (Dunn 2013:1238). Disruptive technologies are frequently either highly praised or scrutinized for the impact it has on society, such as in the case of smartphones/blackberries or computers. Convenience and better efficiency in tasks are usually the aspects that are highlighted or promoted with new technologies and becomes applicable to drones as well. Smartphones allow for users to communicate over distances in real times, send text messages on a touch pad, and offers the ability to play games, check emails, etc. Drones allow for users to pilot remotely, use satellite images to see in detail the landscape it flies over, and provides surveillance as well as firing capabilities. Smartphones have resulted in users 
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becoming addicted to it by constantly awaiting message notifications and neglecting human face-to-face communications. Armed drones used in military combat have resulted in civilian casualties, psychological pain to the pilots, and possibly even mental or moral disengagement when utilizing it to kill. Though drones have a more drastic impact than smartphones, the comparison is meant to highlight how both are forms of disruptive technologies that garner both praise and great criticism. It is not the technology itself that poses issues necessarily, but how it is used and for what purposes.

The presence of drones is not limited to war or areas of conflict nor are they always armed. Drones are used for crop dusting in Japan, Europe and America, allowing for precise agriculture, optimization of land and water use, and the monitoring of crops and livestock. Dunn highlights that many tasks that were previously accomplished by helicopters or small planes can now be done more cheaply and easily by drones who are more compact in size. Drones also deliver medicines in areas where the roads are sparse and poor, search for poachers in Kenya, monitor traffic congestion in America, survey construction sites, help fight forest fires, transport food in restaurants, and etc. The possibilities are endless. These examples showcase the positive capabilities of the drones, in which they are used in the improvement of human lives or processes in a beneficial and ethical manner. However, they can still be utilized unethically by spreading chemical or radiological materials, be hacked for criminal intent, or even operated for terrorist purposes. It all becomes dependant on what the user wishes to perform with this technology, whether for the good or bad.
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As drones start becoming more prevalent and common in war zones and within society, one can expect a growing debate in its ethical use accordingly. The primary issues pertain to their use in war and conflict, with the questions regarding "when should drones be used" or "should they be used at all for this particular mission". The responding state being under the attack of drones may be forced to make the decisions of either surrendering, targeting the aggressor state's civilians, or targeting 'civilian' combatants. All three solutions pose possible innocent deaths and other ethical implications. Operation of the drones may allow for an 'easier' decision to kill, if the pilots view the situation as a video game and are mentally and morally disengaged in their actions as a result. Or, the other possibility could be that the surveillance and clear images that the drones provide cause more psychological and moral barriers in eliminating the target, with whom the pilots are able to see and follow on a daily basis. Lastly, drones should be viewed as a disruptive technology which has shifted the way combat and various types of services or processes can be carried out. It can be used in improving systems and human life, or achieving the exact opposite.  This technology has great potential and it will ultimately be up to the users to determine how to operate it, or whether to use it in an ethical manner, for the amazing benefits or great destruction drones can bring does not lie within the technology itself, but rather the people who handle it.
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