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T-Military Presence Definitions

Military or police presence refers to stationed personnel within a place.
Compact Oxford English Dictionary, 10 (http://www.askoxford.com/concise_oed/presence?view=uk)

presence

  • noun 1 the state or fact of being present. 2 the impressive manner or appearance of a person. 3 a person or thing that is present but not seen. 4 a group of soldiers or police stationed in a particular place: the USA would maintain a presence in the region. 

Presence is measured by the number of military personnel in a region

Poon et al, 6 - Department of Geography, University at Buffalo-SUNY, Buffalo  (Jessie, “The role of US defense exports in Asia Pacific regionalism,” Political Geography 25 (2006) 715-734, Science Direct)

The major source of defense trade data comes from the United States International Trade Commission (USITC) where 1989 forms the earliest year that the data are available and 2004 the most recent (http://dataweb.usitc.gov/scripts/user_set.asp). From this database, current and historical records may be searched for U.S. exports to Asia Pacific countries with the end use category ‘‘defense.’’ This ensured that dual use products were excluded from the search. Seven sectors may be identified for defense trade including military aircrafts, aircraft launching gear/parachutes, etc., engines/turbines for military aircraft, military trucks/armored vehicles, etc., military ships/boats, tanks/artillery/ missiles/rockets/guns/ammunition, and parts/special goods, etc. Not all of the sectors will be analyzed because many countries contain only very sparse data. Approximately thirty Asia Pacific countries are identified to be engaged in defense trade with the US although this number varies from sector to sector. The countries include all members of APEC and the ARF but also extend to other countries that have been excluded from these arrangements such as Nepal, Bhutan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Oceania. Defense exports are supplemented by two other sources of data, that is, US military presence and countries’ military expenditure. US military presence is measured by the number and shares of active military personnel in the region. This information is compiled by the US Department of Defense (http://www.dior.whs.mil/mmid/military/miltop.htm). Statistics on military expenditures may be obtained from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (www.sipri. org). In addition, contextual information is also collected from research monographs on US military strategies. These reports are compiled by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) in Washington, D.C., and CRS constitutes the public policy research arm of the US Congress. Many of these reports include testimonials to the Congress regarding defense and strategic events in the Asia Pacific, and provide important documentation as well as evidence of US geopolitical interests, policies and developments in the region.

T-Military Presence Definitions

Military presence consists of non-combat troops.  This is the only way to give meaning to “presence” and it’s acceptably broad 

Thomason et al 2002 (IDA Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report” This paper has been prepared by the Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) in partial fulfillment of a task being performed for the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense. The task, entitled “Effects-Based Assessments of US Presence and Deployment Patterns,” is being conducted to help the DoD identify evidence of the effects that actual and potential alternative US overseas military presence postures and activities have or may have in promoting key US defense and national security strategy goals. James S. Thomason, Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses EDUCATION   Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University (1978)  B.A., Government, Harvard College (1969) , http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf) 

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE? Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions.1 By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.2 

Military presence means non-combat troops

Thomason et al 2 http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf, IDA Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report”
US overseas military presence consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine non-combat activities or functions. Collectively, these assets constitute one of a set of very important military instruments of national power and influence. 

The Geneva Conventions are CIL
Any part of the Geneva Conventions is considered customary international law

Jordan J. Paust, Professor of International Law at the Law Center of the University of Houston, 2005, “Executive Plans and Authorizations to Violate

International Law Concerning Treatment and Interrogation of Detainees”

With respect to members of al Qaeda in particular, the White House announced at that time that members of al Qaeda “are not covered by the Geneva Convention” and will continue to be denied Geneva law protections, supposedly because al Qaeda “cannot be considered a state party to the Geneva Convention.” As noted soon thereafter, however, The White House statement demonstrates remarkable ignorance of the nature and reach of treaties and customary international law. First, any member of al Qaeda who is a national of a state that has ratified the relevant treaties is protected by them. Nearly every state, including Saudi Arabia, is a signatory to these treaties. Second, the 1949 Geneva Conventions are part of customary international law that is universally applicable in times of armed conflict and, as such, protect all human beings according to their terms.
The Geneva Convention is effectively Customary International Law.

Theodor Meron, President of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) until 2005, and now serves as a judge on the Appeals Chambers of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda and the ICTY. He also serves as Honorary President of the American Society of International Law, 1996, “The Continuing Role of Custom in the Formation of International Humanitarian Law”

Only the fact that the offenses described in the 1949 Geneva Conventions as grave breaches have become part of customary international law appears to have been overlooked in this examination-or at least not mentioned-for in his separate opinion, Judge Abi-Saab, who argued for greater legal coherence, asserts that the Tribunal has found that grave breaches "are subsumed in the 'serious violations of the laws or customs of war.' "
The Geneva Conventions are CIL
The Geneva has the same effect as Customary International Law-It’s been universally accepted

Jean-Marie Henckaerts, legal adviser in the Legal Division of the International Committee of the Red Cross and head of the ICRC’s project on customary international humanitarian law, 2005, “Study on customary international humanitarian law: A contribution to the understanding and respect for the rule of law in armed conflict”

There are, however, two serious impediments to the application of these treaties in current armed conflicts which explain why a study on customary international humanitarian law is necessary and useful. First, treaties apply only to the States that have ratified them. This means that different treaties of international humanitarian law apply in different armed conflicts depending on which treaties the States involved have ratified. While the four Geneva Conventions of 1949 have been universally ratified, the same is not true for other treaties of humanitarian law, for example the Additional Protocols. Even though Additional Protocol has been ratified by more than 160 States, its efficacy today is limited because several States that have been involved in international armed conflicts are not party to it. Similarly, while nearly 160 States have ratified Additional Protocol II, several States in which non-international armed conflicts are taking place have not done so. In these non-international armed conflicts, common Article 3 of the four Geneva Conventions oft en remains the only applicable humanitarian treaty provision. The first purpose of the study was therefore to determine which rules of international humanitarian law are part of customary international law and therefore applicable to all parties to a conflict, regardless of whether or not they have ratified the treaties containing the same or similar rules.
Practically the entire Geneva Convention is Customary International Law

Jean-Marie Henckaerts, legal adviser in the Legal Division of the International Committee of the Red Cross and head of the ICRC’s project on customary international humanitarian law, 2005, “Study on customary international humanitarian law: A contribution to the understanding and respect for the rule of law in armed conflict”

The great majority of the provisions of the Geneva Conventions, including common Article 3, are considered to be part of customary international law. Furthermore, given that there are now 192 parties to the Geneva Conventions, they are binding on nearly all States as a matter of treaty law. Therefore, the customary nature of the provisions of the Conventions was not the subject as such of the study. Rather, the study focused on issues regulated by treaties that have not been universally ratified, in particular the Additional Protocols, the Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property and a number of specific conventions regulating the use of weapons.

Virtual War Advantage

No ethical detachment 

John Radsan (director of the National Security Forum and a professor at the William Mitchell College of Law) 7/17/10 “ Drones Lend Dangerous Silence To War” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128584729

It does seem that its not fair, that were not fighting in the same way with the same tools and arms, but I don't know that it goes very far in that sense. If we use a cruise missile - the Taliban don't have those. We have our technology. It is proper. The taxpayers would want us to use all the tools we have when were in a conflict and that conflict is supposed to serve the American interest.
What we should do is reassure the American people and the international public that this is not a video game, that the people that are operating these drones, they take it just as seriously as an F-16 pilot, that they understand that there are people that are being viewed in that screen; they need to comply with the laws that apply and they need to do something that makes sense as a part of our strategy.

Drone use/autonomic war inevitable 

Greg Bruno 7/19/10 “ U.S. Drone Activities in Pakistan” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22659/us_drone_activities_in_pakistan.html
It's unclear how many Reaper and Predator drones are stationed in or operating above Pakistan at any given time. What is clear is that the technology has become ubiquitous in war zones. Peter W. Singer, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, who has studied the use of drones in war, estimates there are roughly 7,000 unmanned systems (PDF) currently in use by the military, "ranging from 48-foot-long Predators to micro-aerial vehicles that a single soldier can carry in their backpack." Of these, the U.S. army controls the lion's share, and drones are considered the "eyes" of U.S. ground forces, an inseparable part (PDF) of how the United States fights in the twenty-first century. "Unmanned platforms are the emerging lethal and non-lethal weapons of choice that will continue to transform how the army prosecutes future operations and ultimately save lives," predicts the U.S. army (PDF).
Virtual War Advantage

Robotic detachment substantially minimizes wartime atrocities

P. W. Singer ( the director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative and a senior fellow in Foreign Policy at Brookings)  Winter 2009 New Atlantis “Military Robots and the Laws of War” lexis

In some ways, this seems reasonable. Many wartime atrocities are not the result of deliberate policy, wanton cruelty, or fits of anger; they’re just mistakes. They are equivalent to the crime of manslaughter, as compared to murder, in civilian law. Unmanned systems seem to offer several ways of reducing the mistakes and unintended costs of war. They have far better sensors and processing power, which creates a precision superior to what humans could marshal on their own. Such exactness can lessen the number of mistakes made, as well as the number of civilians inadvertently killed. For example, even as recently as the 1999 Kosovo war, NATO pilots spotting for Serbian military targets on the ground had to fly over the suspected enemy position, then put their plane on autopilot while they wrote down the coordinates of the target on their lap with a grease pencil. They would then radio the coordinates back to base, where planners would try to figure out if there were too many civilians nearby. If not, the base would order an attack, usually made by another plane. That new plane, just arriving on the scene, would carry out the attack using the directions of the spotter plane, if it was still there, or the relayed coordinates. Each step was filled with potential for miscommunications and unintended errors. Plus, by the time a decision had been made, the situation on the ground might have changed—the military target might have moved or civilians might have entered the area.
Compare this with a UAV today that can fly over the target and send precise GPS coordinates and live video back to the operators; it is easy to see how collateral damage can be greatly reduced by robotic precision.

The unmanning of the operation also means that the robot can take risks that a human wouldn’t otherwise, risks that might mean fewer mistakes. During that Kosovo campaign, for example, such a premium was placed on not losing any NATO pilots that planes were restricted from flying below fifteen thousand feet so that enemy fire couldn’t hit them. In one case, NATO planes flying at this level bombed a convoy of vehicles, thinking they were Serbian tanks. It turned out to be a convoy of refugee buses. If the planes could have flown lower or had the high-powered video camera of a drone, this tragic mistake might have been avoided.
The removal of risk also allows decisions to be made in a more deliberate manner than normally possible. Soldiers describe how one of the toughest aspects of fighting in cities is how you have to burst into a building and, in a matter of milliseconds, figure out who is an enemy and who is a civilian and shoot the ones that are a threat before they shoot you, all the while avoiding hitting any civilians. You can practice again and again, but you can never fully avoid the risk of making a terrible mistake in that split second, in a dark room, in the midst of battle. By contrast, a robot can enter the room and only shoot at someone who shoots first, without endangering a soldier’s life.
Many also feel that unmanned systems can remove the anger and emotion from the humans behind them. A remote operator isn’t in the midst of combat and isn’t watching his buddies die around him as his adrenaline spikes; he can take his time and act deliberately in ways that can lessen the likelihood of civilians being killed. Marc Garlasco of Human Rights Watch told me how “the single most distinguishing weapons I have seen in my career were Israeli UAVs.” He described how, unlike jet fighters that had to swoop in fast and make decisions on what targets to bomb in a matter of seconds, the UAVs he observed during the 2006 Lebanon war could loiter over a potential target for minutes or even hours, and pick and choose what to strike or not. In Vietnam, an astounding fifty thousand rounds of ammunition were expended for every enemy killed. Robots, on the other hand, might live up to the sniper motto of “one shot, one kill.” As journalist Michael Fumento put it in describing SWORDS, the operator “can coolly pick out targets as if playing a video game.”

Virtual War Advantage

Autonomous war is inevitable- plan cant solve UAVs, nanotech

Mike Treder is the Managing Director of the IEET, and former Executive Director of the non-profit Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, March 26, 2009 “Robotic War Appears Inevitable”, http://ieet.org/index.php/IEET/print/2977

Military robots already have been deployed by the United States in the occupation of Iraq, and in growing numbers; not only are the quantities of robots increasing, but the varieties of their usage and capabilities are also expanding. Although the concept of full-scale robotic war still strikes some people as unrealistically futuristic or even science fictional, it’s clear that in fact the future is now.

About a month ago I wrote an article entitled “The Ethics of Killer Robots” for the Responsible Nanotechology blog.

In that article, I said:

Military robots already have been deployed by the United States in the occupation of Iraq, and in growing numbers, as this recent article in The New Atlantis makes clear:

When U.S. forces went into Iraq, the original invasion had no robotic systems on the ground. By the end of 2004, there were 150 robots on the ground in Iraq; a year later there were 2,400; by the end of 2008, there were about 12,000 robots of nearly two dozen varieties operating on the ground in Iraq. As one retired Army officer put it, the “Army of the Grand Robotic” is taking shape.

Not only are the quantities of robots increasing, but the varieties of their usage and capabilities are also expanding:

It isn’t just on the ground: military robots have been taking to the skies—and the seas and space, too. And the field is rapidly advancing. The robotic systems now rolling out in prototype stage are far more capable, intelligent, and autonomous than ones already in service in Iraq and Afghanistan. But even they are just the start.
Although the concept of full-scale robotic war still strikes some people as unrealistically futuristic or even science fictional, it’s clear that in fact the future is now. A report this week from the McClatchy Newspapers says:

The unmanned bombers that frequently cause unintended civilian casualties in Pakistan are a step toward an even more lethal generation of robotic hunters-killers that operate with limited, if any, human control.

The Defense Department is financing studies of autonomous, or self-governing, armed robots that could find and destroy targets on their own. On-board computer programs, not flesh-and-blood people, would decide whether to fire their weapons.

“The trend is clear: Warfare will continue and autonomous robots will ultimately be deployed in its conduct,” Ronald Arkin, a robotics expert at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, wrote in a study commissioned by the Army.

“The pressure of an increasing battlefield tempo is forcing autonomy further and further toward the point of robots making that final, lethal decision,” he predicted. “The time available to make the decision to shoot or not to shoot is becoming too short for remote humans to make intelligent informed decisions.”

Virtual War Advantage
No distinction between the two different kinds of warfare
Jonathan Cook is The National’s correspondent in Nazareth. He is the author of Disappearing Palestine, July 26. 2010, “Do drone attacks make life and death worth less?”, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100727/OPINION/707269925/1080
For a highly militarised society, such developments have proved incredibly lucrative. The growing demands of the global homeland security industry are being met by small specialist Israeli companies, usually run by former generals, whose business is devising hardware to keep suspect groups and populations under surveillance and control. It only takes a small additional step to customise these machines to eliminate the suspects. Drones seem to fascinate and appall us in equal measure.
Most of us, however, instinctively recoil from the idea of killing by remote control. Why does it so offend our sensibilities? One suggestion is that it violates ancient codes of chivalry. Should the warrior not be forced to confront his opponent directly before dispatching him? In executing someone remotely, do we not strip them of the respect they deserve for fighting and dying in a different cause?

Such reasoning is overly romantic. Mortal combat has not been the norm in warfare since long before joysticks were invented. In fact, remote-control killing is just the latest stage in the evolution of waging war from afar that probably began with the bow and arrow, and has progressed through the gun, tank and warplane.

Remote killing does, however, justifiably arouse deep-seated fears about a future in which machines not only do the killing for us but decide who dies – or even turn against their makers. What limits should be placed on automation: should machines only carry out operators’ instructions, or should they be allowed a degree of independence? And in cases of mistakes, who is to be held accountable?

While valid, these concerns are largely hypothetical. Unmanned machines are – for the time being at least – still operated by humans. Is there really a moral difference between a drone operator firing a missile using a joystick and a pilot doing the same seated in a cockpit? It is not clear that there is.

Virtual War Advantage
Virtual war is more humane

Ronald Arkin is a professor in the College of Computing at the Georgia Institute of Technology, November 25, 2008, “Lethal autonomous systems: The ethics of programming robots for war”, http://www.thetakeaway.org/2008/nov/25/lethal-autonomous-robots-ethics-programming-robots-war/#

Historically research in military autonomous systems has focused on how to ensure that robots comply with mission requirements and safely conduct their duties from an operational perspective, whether as individual robots or as teams. It is now time to focus on other aspects as well, which include ethical compliance to the Laws of War and the Rules of Engagement. The end goal of this research is not necessarily more efficient killing machines but possibly more humane ones, i.e., where their application in the battlefield can potentially result in a reduction of collateral damage and noncombatant casualties when compared to human performance. This should occur without eroding mission performance.
The research I am conducting involving embedding ethical behavior in robots capable of lethal force is premised on two assumptions. The first is that warfare is inevitable and the second is that autonomous systems will eventually be used in its conduct. While I maintain the utmost respect for our warfighters and I believe that the vast majority do the best they can under the circumstances, given the current tempo of the battlefield it is no longer possible for humans to make fully informed and rational decisions regarding the application of lethal force in many instances. The tendency towards ethical infractions in soldiers is well documented in a recent report by the Surgeon General.

It is my belief that the use of robotic technology can potentially reduce the number of atrocities that occur during war, and it is the responsibility of scientists such as myself to look for ways to protect innocent lives while designing advanced technological solutions. I am also committed to providing our warfighters with the best possible tools for their job. These goals need not be in conflict.

It should be noted that I do not foresee the advent of robot warriors sweeping across the countryside as evidenced in science fiction, but rather that these machines will be embedded with our troops for highly specialized mission-specific tasks in support of human operations, such as counter-sniper or building clearing missions. They should not, and likely could not, replace soldiers one-for-one. Also I do not see the results of this research being used in the near future but are rather geared for the so-called war after next. It is also intended that these systems be deployed in total war scenarios and not where there are high concentrations of civilians, contrary to many of our current military involvements.

Virtual War Advantage
Autonomous war inevitable, better than status quo

Tom Abate, Chronicle Staff Writer, citing Ronald Arkin, director of the Mobile Robot Laboratory at the Georgia Institute of Technology, advanced the pro side of the robo-soldier debate, January 29, 2008, “If it only had a heart: Can robots behave humanely?”, http://articles.sfgate.com/2008-01-29/business/17149102_1_robotic-soldiers-ronald-arkin-social-responsibility

Ronald Arkin, director of the Mobile Robot Laboratory at the Georgia Institute of Technology, advanced the pro side of the robo-soldier debate.

Arkin argued that Pentagon planners are determined to create war-fighting machines that eventually will be able to decide - autonomously - whether or not to kill. Since war-bots are coming, Arkin said, computer scientists should help design their self-control programs.

Arkin, who said his work is funded in part by military sources, said that with the proper ethical controls, robotic soldiers could be more humane than human soldiers because they would be less prone to act out of rage in the heat of combat.
Citing a 2006 Mental Health Advisory Team study for the U.S. Army's Surgeon General, Arkin noted that 10 percent of soldiers and Marines reported mistreating civilians by unnecessarily hitting them or destroying property. "We could reduce man's inhumanity to man through technology," he said.

Technology Plagues the Battlefield; we must sensitize ourselves to understand the basic concepts of our problem-They don’t sensitize the whole problem, just the problem of drones

James Der Derian 1997 is editor of the forthcoming Paul Virilio Reader (Blackwell Press) and Virtual Security (Free Press) 

Yes, I am a victim of war, a "war baby." I was born in 1932, along with the rise of fascism. As a child I lived through the horrors of the Second World War, through the reign of technology as absolute terror. I was in a city, Nantes, which was destroyed by our allies, the Americans and English, by bombardments. I lived through this extraordinary event, to hear on the radio that "the Germans are in Orleans." Ten minutes later I heard noise in the street; it was the Germans. They were already there, we were occupied. I lived through the full power of technology: Blitzkrieg. For a child it is extraordinary to see to what degree a city can be obliterated in a single bombardment. For a kid, a city is like the Alps, it's eternal, like the mountains. One single bombardment and all is razed. These are the traumatizing events which shaped my thinking. War was my university. Everything has proceeded from there.
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The threat of the ultimate weapon justifies a permanent State-imposed tyranny and nuclear war.

Kellner 2000 (Douglas, George Kneller Chair in the Philosophy of Education at UCLA. In Paul Virilio: From Modernism to Hypermodernism and Beyond,)

In Virilio’s view, the war machine is the demiurge of technological development and an ultimate threat to humanity, producing a state of emergency in which nuclear holocaust threatens the very survival of the human species. The ever increasing diminution of the time of reaction in nuclear crisis situations, the fatal ?one minute?, takes issues of war and peace out of the hands of deliberating bodies and the public, putting the fatal power in the hands of techno-elites and their machines. This involves a shift from a geo-politics to a chrono-politics, from a politics of space to a politics of time, in which whoever controls the means of instant information, communication and destruction becomes a dominant socio-political force. For Virilio, every technological system contains its specific form of accident and a nuclear accident would, of course, be catastrophic. Hence, in the contemporary nuclear era, in which weapons of mass destruction could create a world holocaust, we are thrust into a permanent state of emergency that enables the nuclear state to impose its imperatives on ever more domains of political and social life, disciplining and regulating populations to submit to the authority and dictates of the state and military.
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