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Artificial Intelligence
and the Future
of War

P

By Bradley L. Boyd

The wars in Ukraine and Gaza have shown the
world that a new technology is now affecting
the battlefield: artificial intelligence (Al). The
Ukrainian and Russian armies are using Al to
help locate and identify targets, pilot drones,
and support tactical decision-making. Similarly,
the Israel Defense Forces have used Al in those
roles to identify and locate Hamas leadership,
command centers, and patterns. The intro-
duction of Al to warfare has shown that the
technology can and will increase the speed
and scale of violence, resulting in effects that

are both impressive and troubling. Integrating e )/ \
Al into warfare renders human oversight dif- 0 on|¥HCAMNACLe:ES ElTHER

ficult in some cases, impossible in others,

and in a sense, places the conduct of war into

the hands of machines, intelligent or not. No AlWAYs BE CAREFUL'
longer confined to automating manual labor, iy -
machines are beginning to automate human

reasoning. Understanding how this transi- Image credit: Paster Callection, 06817, Hoover Institution Archives.

tion will, and should, fit into war is one of

the defining problems of our time. However, introducing “thinking” machines into war is not that new.
Militaries have been attempting it since World War Il at least.

One of the most famous founding fathers of computer science, Alan Turing, became a household name
by imagining how machines might think for humans and thus solve problems at greater scale and speed
than humans can. The first pieces of this work were at Bletchley Park where Turing and his companions
were working on breaking the German Enigma Code using new computers like the Bombe and the Colossus.
Turing’s following work on computers as thinking machines made his name synonymous with the test for
determining whether a machine had achieved consciousness or not. After Turing, both the British and the
Americans continued work on integrating thinking machines into warfare. The U.S. Navy created a landmark
system in 1958 called the Perceptron that was intended to learn tasks like a human. The New York Times
reported that Perceptron was expected to learn to “walk, talk, see, write, reproduce itself, and be con-
scious of its existence,” in short order. As with most of the history of Al, the hype proved overly optimistic.
Perceptron and other systems failed to deliver thinking machines in the 1950s and 1960s, sending the field
of Al into its first “winter.”

However, the concurrent revolution provided by innovations in microchips still led to the introduction of
microprocessors into military weaponry. This resulted in precision guided munitions that could hit targets
on their own once fired but also in systems that could fire automatically. Many of those systems are still


https://steveblank.com/2022/05/17/artificial-intelligence-and-machine-learning-explained/
https://ukrainesarmsmonitor.substack.com/p/drone-warfare-in-ukraine-ai-ground
https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/the-rush-for-ai-enabled-drones-on-ukrainian-battlefields
https://www.972mag.com/lavender-ai-israeli-army-gaza/
https://www.rand.org/pubs/working_papers/WRA4004-1.html
https://turingarchive.kings.cam.ac.uk/intelligent-machinery-0
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bombe
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Colossus_computer
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1958/07/08/83417341.html?pageNumber=25
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with us, like the Navy’s Close-In Weapon System (CIWS) and smart anti-ship mines, and the Army’s Patriot
Air Defense System. All can engage targets on their own without further human intervention once activated
if allowed to do so, meeting the U.S. military definition of autonomy. None of these systems has any Al in
them, in a modern sense, and no one would accuse CIWS or Patriot of “thinking.” Further, none of these sys-
tems has caused global concern over the last few decades even when they are responsible for catastrophic
mistakes. Something in our perception of the technology has changed. Capabilities we now refer to as Al in
military systems seem much more promising in their effects, and much more troubling.

Modern Al technology promises powerful improvements to any military fighting wars. For most of the his-
tory of war, technology has done some level of automating human labor. Whether throwing things, dig-
ging things, building things, or smashing things, machines were mostly used for labor. With the advent of
computers, the idea of automating human cognitive labor seemed within reach. Whether PowerPoint is
in fact a labor-saving device remains controversial but certainly transmission and storing of military plans
and products with computers was helpful, and the value of precision munitions is without dispute. In the
last ten years, the introduction of Al into software seemed to promise something new: the automation of
reasoning.

Over the last several decades of war, the availability and sheer amount of warfighting information
increased the cognitive load on military personnel beyond their ability to accomplish all that could be
accomplished. As a result, the U.S. military’s first Al project in 2017, Project Maven, formed to help intel-
ligence analysts sift through all the imagery and video gathered by thousands of sensors. This seemingly
simple project, identify objects in digital files, was poised to transform the speed, precision, and resilience
of military operations across the force by reducing cognitive load through the automation of low-level
human reasoning. As Project Maven churned through this effort, new technologies began to appear that
promised even more.

The generative Al revolution in 2022 supercharged discussions of what Al could do. Suddenly, simple machine
reasoning, or what Andrew Ng described as automating what would take a human about one second to pro-
cess, became a low bar even though no one is able to jump over it consistently. New Large Language Models
(LLMs) seem to perform very advanced, human-like reasoning and suddenly the idea of using machines to
help humans make better military decisions, or even make military decisions on their own, appears within
reach. These assumptions led to the development of several types of systems that are currently under
development in most advanced militaries.

Most Al-enabled military systems use one of a few distinct but related technologies. First, object classifica-
tion, sometimes colloquially referred to as computer vision, is used to identify things. This is the basis for the
military capability called Automatic Target Recognition (ATR). ATR is the wellspring from which almost every
Al-enabled system flows. Most military problems begin with being able to find and confirm a target faster
and more reliably than your enemy. From drones like the Switchblade to targeting software like Gospel, an
Al model is being used to find and identify the needle in the haystack of data.

Second, insight generation from large data sets is where Al models identify patterns that humans cannot see
because the size of the data set means it would take too long for a human to make the same connection, if
ever. Insight generation is where LLMs get their real mojo from as well, but what makes them so powerful
is that the interface is in natural language. You don’t need a spreadsheet; you just ask a question, and the
model generates the insight. There is some overlap here but at its simplest any LLM is about making it easier
for humans to access complex models without expertise to gain those insights and pattern recognition. This
feels like interacting with an intelligence, but it is not.

This type of technology is very prominent in decision support systems (DSS) and, coupled with ATR, can
make human decision-making faster and possibly higher quality. The ultimate prize in an Al-enabled DSS is
to achieve the Move 37 effect, which refers to the Al Model AlphaGo that defeated the Go player Lee Sodol


https://www.navy.mil/Resources/Fact-Files/Display-FactFiles/Article/2167831/mk-15-phalanx-close-in-weapon-system-ciws/
https://www.navy.mil/Resources/Fact-Files/Display-FactFiles/Article/2167942/us-navy-mines/
https://defensefeeds.com/military-tech/army/air-defense-systems/patriot-missile-system/
https://nationalinterest.org/blog/reboot/2003-no-one-hated-us-army-patriot-missiles-more-us-air-force-pilots-193342
https://nationalinterest.org/blog/reboot/2003-no-one-hated-us-army-patriot-missiles-more-us-air-force-pilots-193342
https://mwi.westpoint.edu/big-data-at-war-special-operations-forces-project-maven-and-twenty-first-century-warfare/
https://hbr.org/2016/11/what-artificial-intelligence-can-and-cant-do-right-now
https://www.avinc.com/lms/switchblade
https://www.wired.com/2016/03/two-moves-alphago-lee-sedol-redefined-future/
https://deepmind.google/research/projects/alphago/
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in 2016 by using a game strategy never before seen by humans and therefore unanticipated and difficult to
counter. This is catnip for military leaders and the ultimate decision advantage in war.

Third, learning behavior is where an Al model learns how to behave in ways that help complete a task.
Object avoidance and target tracking in drones are good examples. The average human cannot hope to fly
a drone through a forest at a target but with object avoidance and target tracking, the Al helps smooth out
your mistakes so you can focus on your target and not become distracted by avoiding trees.

Fourth is a combination of many technologies resulting in some type of mission autonomy. An autonomous
system would likely never make use of one Al technology. Instead, it would be a few Al technologies like
object avoidance and ATR in a drone that allow the system to act without human supervision. While difficult
to define, autonomy in some forms is making its appearance on the battlefield.

Al-enabled autonomy can be described in three forms. Closed-loop systems are those that are a single
weapons system that performs its own functions. A lethal autonomous drone is an example. It navigates
itself, finds the target, computes a way to engage the target, decides to engage, shoots, then assesses its
actions. This type of system is desirable because it allows for speed and resilience of mission, but it is very
hard to get right.

A more likely type of Al-enabled autonomy is the distributed system. These systems are a patchwork of
many systems. Perhaps a remotely piloted drone has ATR on it that can send target info to an Al-enabled DSS
in a command center that determines the best allocation of resources for engaging thousands of targets
and, after deciding which weapon is the best shooter, sends the firing order to a missile battery that uses Al
to decide which is the safest position to fire from, providing its human operators with direction and guid-
ance on where to move and when to fire.

A distributed system has humans involved, and humans can be the chokepoint preventing decisive speed to
defeat the enemy. One way to remove the slow humans is through agentic warfare. An Al agent is a DSS that
can stack complex series of tasks to perform several missions in support of a higher human intent. In the
above scenarios the Al-enabled DSS could be an Al agent that has been told to establish air superiority and
then constructs a task-stack to achieve that goal, controlling many systems along the way.

If this all sounds unsettling, good. It is. There are some problems with Al technology that prevent these
systems from being the flawless partners in war that we might want. Al technology, of any currently fielded
variety, is a probabilistic tool, meaning everything it outputs is based on a probability of being the desired
output. Traditional software is deterministic, which means that if you enter the same input 100 times, you
will get the same output 100 times. Not so with probabilistic software like Al.

Al learns from a set of training data how to give you the output you want. This is a strength in that it can
learn complex things like how to pick out a dog from a cat. But it has a problem called an asymptote. The
model will never be 100 percent certain that its output is correct. And the more the input varies from the
training data, the more likely the output will be incorrect.

War is incredibly complex and there are many instances where real world input is far from the Al’s training
data. This renders the model unreliable or makes it reliable in very narrow circumstances. Having to employ
an Al in narrow contexts or face severe reliability issues means that humans must retain control to an extent
that renders the machine more a hindrance than an asset. This is why drones in Ukraine remain piloted by
humans rather than Al.

The potential of Al-enabled systems in war is so promising though that no military will forgo developing
these systems. So, what is to be done? The U.S. military has initiated a policy that lethal autonomous sys-
tems, powered by Al, must reflect appropriate levels of human judgment. The international community
insists that any Al-enabled weapon must be under meaningful human control. But what is meaningful



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bmyyht8-q7I
https://www.esd.whs.mil/portals/54/documents/dd/issuances/dodd/300009p.pdf
https://ukrainesarmsmonitor.substack.com/p/unmanned-warfare-80-of-drone-success
https://www.sipri.org/publications/2025/other-publications/autonomous-weapon-systems-and-ai-enabled-decision-support-systems-military-targeting-comparison-and
https://warontherocks.com/2025/04/agentic-warfare-is-here-will-america-be-the-first-mover/
https://www.iqt.org/library/the-unforgiving-asymptote-of-chasing-machine-learning-gains
https://ukrainesarmsmonitor.substack.com/p/unmanned-warfare-80-of-drone-success
https://www.esd.whs.mil/portals/54/documents/dd/issuances/dodd/300009p.pdf
https://www.sipri.org/publications/2024/policy-reports/towards-two-tiered-approach-regulation-autonomous-weapon-systems-identifying-pathways-and-possible
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control, and when does meaningful control sacrifice meaningful autonomy to the point where having the
system is no longer useful? When must judgment or control be applied? Continuously? Only when conduct-
ing a strike? When the system is being manufactured? There are no clear answers to these questions and it
is likely that militaries will be forced to make hard choices based on the severity of their security situation. In
the meantime, the machines are learning, and war is growing faster and ever more frightening.

BRADLEY L. BOYD was a visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution.
Boyd’s research interests focus on the integration of emerging tech-
nology into warfare and national security. He is particularly interested
in the rise of automation and autonomy in military systems, to include
decision making, planning, information operations, enterprise operations, and
weaponry. Boyd also looks at the way U.S., Chinese, and Russian military integration of emerging
technology affects military, economic, and social stability. Prior to joining Hoover, Boyd served as
a defense and foreign policy advisor to Senator Angus King and as Senator King’s representative
to the Cyberspace Solarium Commission. Boyd also served as the director of Al-enabled war-
fighting capability development at the U.S. Department of Defense’s Joint Artificial Intelligence
Center and as the director of General Mark A. Milley’s coordination group. Boyd was a senior
military fellow at Stanford’s Center for International Security and Cooperation and a Seminar XXI
Fellow at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Boyd is a former U.S. Army and U.S. Marines
officer with operational experience throughout the Indo-Pacific, Europe, Middle East, and Central
Asia. Boyd has a master’s degree in international politics from the University of Cambridge, a BA
in anthropology from the University of California—Irvine, and a master’s in cyber strategy from
the U.S. Army’s Command and General Staff College.
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Regulating New B THIWK
Weapons: Lessons TWICE

BEFORE YOU RISK
for the Age of Al AN ACCIDENT.

By Lena Trabucco

Introduction: Weapons, Ethics, and the Burden of Law

Throughout history, the creation of new weapons has
unsettled the assumptions of statesmen, commanders,
and jurists alike. The crossbow was once denounced
as inhumane, aircraft were considered too dangerous,
nuclear weapons forced the creation of entirely new
doctrines of deterrence, and chemical agents demanded
the strengthening of international treaty law. At every
turn, the legal frameworks governing war—the Hague
Conventions, the Geneva Conventions, and the cus-
tomary law of armed conflict—have struggled to adapt
to technologies that hold particular military significance.
Artificial intelligence (Al) now presents a comparable chal-
lenge. Autonomous systems capable of selecting and
engaging targets raise questions about the long-standing
rules of accountability and the capacity of Al to comply
with core international humanitarian law (IHL) obligations,
such as proportionality and distinction.

Image credit: Poster Callection, 02183, Hoover Institution Archives.

Central to the concern of Al-enabled autonomous weapons (AWS) is the issue of human control. This refers
to the degree of human judgment required to guide and, potentially, contain the performance of an AWS in
a combat environment. But there are many ways to exhibit human control that go beyond the role of opera-
tors who are tasked with supervising a deployed AWS. Legal advisors and legal actors, more generally, are
an important element of human control with military Al. They are tasked with evaluating the performance
of an AWS against the legal obligations of a particular nation, to ensure the new weapon system can func-
tion in compliance with IHL. When it comes to AWS, this is a challenging task.

The legal community has faced similar dilemmas before, and the mixed record of regulating expanding bul-
lets and chemical weapons provides valuable lessons for Al regulation. Importantly, this does not mean Al
weapons are technically comparable to expanding bullets or chemical weapons—far from it. Nonetheless, it
is useful to examine the experience of regulation that evolved from these new capabilities to identify lessons
for regulating Al-enabled warfare.

Expanding Bullets: Early Humanitarian Law in Practice
A precedent for prohibition, but fragile without enforcement

The late nineteenth century brought a debate over “expanding” bullets (also called “dum-dum” bullets),
which expanded upon impact, causing horrific wounds. In 1899, the Hague Peace Conference prohibited
their use on humanitarian grounds. This was one of the first times states codified a restriction not for mili-
tary necessity but for the principle of limiting unnecessary suffering, a significant milestone in the evolution
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Poll Question: Does the use of
artificial intelligence in modern
weaponry constitute a revolution
in military affairs?

L] Artificial intelligence (Al) has transformed
modern warfare and threatens to make
weapons autonomous without the
oversight of the operator.

Al will force nations to recalibrate their
defense budgets and usher in fundamental
changes to weapon systems.

Al will increase the lethality of weapons
on the battlefield while simultaneously
reducing civilian casualties.

Human control over Al-enabled weapon
systems will always be required
either due to ethical standards or
international law.

Al is little more than the next iteration of
a process of technological advancement
dating back thousands of years.

The Legal Obstacles to Regulation

of IHL. However, practice did not always match
principle. Many colonial powers argued that the
prohibition on expanding bullets only applied to
conflicts among European nations, while loopholes
and weak enforcement mechanisms undermined
compliance. The takeaway from the expanding
bullets experience: the mere existence of a legal
instrument is not enough. For new weapons, the
law requires not only codification but also cred-
ible means of verification and application across
all contexts of war.

Chemical Weapons: The Power of Legal Taboo
From partial ban to comprehensive regime

World War | seared chemical weapons into the
collective memory. The gas clouds over Ypres
revealed the inadequacy of existing law and moti-
vated the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which prohibited
their use but left certain issues, such as stockpiling
and transfer, unchanged. Many states signed, but
with hefty reservations. It was later, with the 1993
Chemical Weapons Convention, that international
law achieved greater reach, banning production,
possession, and transfer, and empowering an inter-
national organization—the Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)—with
intrusive verification powers. In this case, the law
evolved into something stronger—not just a formal
treaty, but a taboo reinforced by monitoring insti-
tutions and near-universal condemnation. This tra-
jectory demonstrates that effective regulation of
new weapons depends not only on legal rules but
also on the institutional capacity to enforce them
and the normative power to delegitimize their use.

Ambiguity, dual-use, strategic rivalry, and verification all undermine law

The difficulty of regulating Al under international law lies in four interlocking problems. First is definitional
ambiguity. Unlike expanding bullets or chemical agents, there is no universally accepted definition of what
qualifies as an autonomous weapon system, and States continue to be divided. Second is the problem of
dual use—algorithms developed for benign civilian purposes can be repurposed for war, making categori-
cal bans difficult. Third, strategic competition discourages restraint. Major powers fear that restrictions will
leave them vulnerable in an Al arms race. Finally, there is the problem of verification. Whereas chemical
stockpiles could be counted and destroyed under OPCW supervision, algorithms leave few physical traces
and often lack transparency.

There is also the issue of mission-critical technologies. Despite expanding bullets and chemical weapons
seeing a certain degree of success in legal regulation, many other technologies throughout history have
not moved the legal needle toward enhanced regulation due to the mission-critical nature of the weapon.
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Regardless of efforts toward prohibition or restraint, when a technology becomes central to military power,
efforts to ban it usually collapse.

Conclusion: Law Must Anticipate, Not Follow, Catastrophe
The lesson of history is clear: waiting for disaster leaves law behind

Artificial intelligence presents a complex challenge for international law. Unlike chemical agents, which could
be clearly identified and banned, Al is not a single substance or weapon but a suite of dual-use technologies,
many of them developed in civilian industries.

The regulation of expanding bullets shows how fragile humanitarian law can be when enforcement is weak.
The Chemical Weapons Convention demonstrates how law can be strengthened through robust institutions
and the establishment of international taboos. Al weapons fall somewhere in between: too diffuse to ban
outright, too consequential to ignore. The international community thus faces a choice: to adapt the law of
armed conflict proactively, find a middle ground through policy for regulation, or wait for the first catastrophe
involving Al weapons to trigger political will.

LENA TRABUCCO is an assistant professor at the Centre for
Military Studies at the University of Copenhagen. She is also a non-
residential research fellow at the Stockton Center for International Law
at the U.S. Naval War College and a research fellow with the Tech, Law,

and Security program at American University.
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Human “Control” over
WE ARE HUMAN
: Autonomous Weapons
ROUND HERE. i

UR employes ARE NOT looked upon » Sys te m S

as mere cogs in the machines. They are
the human masters of our machines.

They are looked upon as human By AH€| COﬂﬂ

beings with brains, hearts, hands
and ambitions to do things. They

are our WORKSHOP PARTNERS. e . . . .
Artificial intelligence (Al) is already used in a range of mili-
At the same time as employers, we are

SOMETHING MORE THAN A MEAL tary applications, from logistics to navigation to HR, but
TICKET. DON'T TRY TO PUNCH US the most debated and the most legally and ethically con-
L HOTES: ( = tentious application is, of course, the use of Al in weapons
LET US HELP systems. A primary source of concern, hope, and hype
around autonomous and Al-enabled weapons systems
(AWS) is the extent to which they can function outside of
traditional human control.

For over a decade, an international debate has tran-
spired around what human control over AWS must look
like. Many argue that weapons that can function autono-
mously, especially with respect to selecting and target-
ing humans, are inherently illegal and unethical: only humans can be held legally responsible and accountable,
and only humans can make ethical decisions.

Image credit: Poster Collection, 04243, Hoover Institution Archives.

Yet, as these legal debates have transpired, militaries and weapons manufacturers have rapidly added increas-
ingly autonomous features to existing weapons systems, while also developing new, Al-enabled weapons.
Given the international consensus that only humans can be held responsible and accountable for weapons
systems, the question of what human control or oversight looks like becomes ever more pressing.

Even if the system does what it’s supposed to, there are concerns about human control and human authority
over the actions. However, the question becomes especially relevant when considering what might happen
if an AWS launches an attack against the wrong target, against civilians, or against people or infrastructure
that are protected by International Humanitarian Law (IHL).

The Challenge of Human Control vs. Autonomy

Defining and ensuring human control over an AWS is especially tricky because autonomy exists on a spectrum
with total human control on one side and full autonomy on the other.

For example, a knife is fully under human control, whereas, with a gun, once the trigger is pulled, humans no
longer have control over the bullet. Drones, meanwhile, may be a mix of algorithms and remote piloting, or
they may mostly fly and function autonomously, and airplanes can practically fly themselves. The IAl Harpy
has been around for many years and, like other loitering munitions, is basically an autonomous system,
though technically, its sensors cannot target humans directly. An increasing number of systems exist now
that can function autonomously and could target humans.

Many people discuss AWS as if it’s a new category of weapons systems, however, AWS is actually any weapons
system built with any number of autonomous and Al-enabled capabilities. As a result, rather than representing
an easily defined, new category of weapon, AWS can include a huge range of weaponry, sitting across most
of the controlled-to-autonomous spectrum.

Examples of technologies that can increase autonomous capabilities in AWS include: sensors for obstacle
avoidance, GPS navigation, sensors for target identification, algorithms for target identification and facial


https://ccdcoe.org/uploads/2020/02/UN-191213_CCW-MSP-Final-report-Annex-III_Guiding-Principles-affirmed-by-GGE.pdf
https://link.springer.com/epdf/10.1007/s10676-025-09862-1?sharing_token=kZPxB5uhipNaoKfmaAjT6ve4RwlQNchNByi7wbcMAY7ObHJK6nvGHMXV1oumgljuuKIaXJMI987wjqhBPHWOBnZcw0eHlYL9p2Qu6KHThW_O0xcQoRbWxQr_yQYbgvJ6-7kIzzx3wDBiVCuAd_E9bZ2Yw-PWWFgRM1Okq6IEPUI%3D
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/IAI_Harpy
https://autonomousweaponswatch.org/weapons
https://hcss.nl/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/Conn-et-al.pdf
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recognition, algorithms to help systems fly smoothly even when remote controlled, and communication
technology to relay information to humans or for system-system communication, such as swarm technology.

With the adoption of such autonomous capabilities, weapons can be more readily deployed in locations that
humans can’t access and in numbers far greater than the number of soldiers on the ground. How can human
soldiers and commanders possibly maintain control of systems that are deployed outside of communication
or in numbers too great for human oversight?

One answer is to consider the humans involved beyond just the time of use.

The Role of Humans Across the Weapon’s Lifecycle

Conventional weapons systems have taught us to look at the time of use. When something goes wrong with a
conventional weapon, the problem is likely due to user error, a faulty system, or malicious intent. However, if
something goes wrong with an AWS, because it can function so far outside of a commander’s or soldier’s con-
trol, determining who is responsible by looking only at the time of use will too often prove to be a futile task.

Instead, with AWS, it is more critical than ever to look at the full lifecycle of the weapon system.

For an autonomous system, the time of use is when the system is in its most autonomous state. However,
by looking back across the timeline of development, human control increases. Using the IEEE-SA Lifecycle
Framework as an example, humans have the most control during political decision-making, ideation stages,
and early research and development stages. As the system is developed, human control shifts to responsi-
bilities around testing and assurance of the system.

Human control and responsibility also include providing human users and commanders the training and
consideration necessary to prepare them to use the system correctly and to recognize signs that something
is going wrong with the system. Processes like Human Readiness Levels offer one method for ensuring that
these practices are built into the design and development stages of the system and that the AWS does not
move forward in its lifecycle until these various assurances have been met.

This approach is not without precedent: a number of lessons can be learned from the highly automated and
autonomous aerospace industry. For the purpose of this essay, the most important lesson is that, when a
plane crashes, the response is consistently to determine: 1) if the problem was due to user error or technical
error, and 2) to look back at logs to identify who was responsible for either insufficient training for the user
or for the technical components that caused the malfunction.

Human control over AWS is an understandably contentious topic, and in order to meet legal requirements
and ethical guidelines, some level of control must be maintained. This may be nearly impossible to achieve
when looking only at the time of use, but it may be possible to define and establish human control—and
more importantly, human responsibility and accountability—when the full lifecycle is taken into account.

ARIEL CONN is an instructor in computing ethics at the University of

Colorado Boulder and the founder and president of Mag10 Consulting,

where she works with researchers and not-for-profit organizations to

address a variety of global ethical and policy issues. Her work is primarily

focused on the use of Al in the military and other ethically challenging uses and

impacts of Al. She is an expert advisory member for the Global Commission on Responsible Al in
the Military Domain, and she was one of 2023’s 100 Brilliant Women in Al Ethics.
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Discussion Questions

Does the use of artificial intelligence in modern weaponry constitute a revolution
in military affairs and threaten global security?

Should the use of artificial intelligence in modern weaponry be regulated by
international law and monitored by international organizations?

Do the United States, Russia, and China utilize artificial intelligence differently
in the development and deployment of weapon systems?

Is the United States leading the way in the development and use of artificial
intelligence in modern weaponry, and if not, which nation or nations pose the
greatest threat?

What ethical issues arise surrounding the use of artificial intelligence in
weapons, and how important is human oversight of those weapons?



Military History in Contemporary Conflict

As the very name of Hoover Institution attests, military history lies at the very core of our dedication to the study of “War,
Revolution, and Peace.” Indeed, the precise mission statement of the Hoover Institution includes the following promise: “The
overall mission of this Institution is, from its records, to recall the voice of experience against the making of war, and by the
study of these records and their publication, to recall man’s endeavors to make and preserve peace, and to sustain for America
the safeguards of the American way of life.” From its origins as a library and archive, the Hoover Institution has evolved into
one of the foremost research centers in the world for policy formation and pragmatic analysis. It is with this tradition in mind,
that the “Working Group on the Role of Military History in Contemporary Conflict” has set its agenda—reaffirming the Hoover
Institution’s dedication to historical research in light of contemporary challenges, and in particular, reinvigorating the national
study of military history as an asset to foster and enhance our national security. By bringing together a diverse group of
distinguished military historians, security analysts, and military veterans and practitioners, the working group seeks to examine
the conflicts of the past as critical lessons for the present.

Warking Group on the Role of Military Histary in Contemparary Conflict

The Working Group on the Role of Military History in Contemporary Conflict examines how knowledge of past military operations
can influence contemporary public policy decisions concerning current conflicts. The careful study of military history offers a
way of analyzing modern war and peace that is often underappreciated in this age of technological determinism. Yet the result
leads to a more in-depth and dispassionate understanding of contemporary wars, one that explains how particular military
successes and failures of the past can be often germane, sometimes misunderstood, or occasionally irrelevant in the context
of the present.

Strategika

Strategika is a journal that analyzes ongoing issues of national security in light of conflicts of the past—the efforts of the Military
History Working Group of historians, analysts, and military personnel focusing on military history and contemporary conflict.
Our board of scholars shares no ideological consensus other than a general acknowledgment that human nature is largely
unchanging. Consequently, the study of past wars can offer us tragic guidance about present conflicts—a preferable approach to
the more popular therapeutic assumption that contemporary efforts to ensure the perfectibility of mankind eventually will lead
to eternal peace. New technologies, methodologies, and protocols come and go; the larger tactical and strategic assumptions
that guide them remain mostly the same—a fact discernable only through the study of history.
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