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Abstract: Unmanned weapon systems with one or another degree of autonomy are widely discussed in the last years. The increasing use 

of drones in the law enforcement of some countries attracts considerable attention with regard of potential human rights violations. Although 

both non-lethal weapons and remotely controlled systems can save lives and provide indisputable tactical advantages, the introduction of 

non-lethal armed robotic systems into law enforcement is being viewed with skepticism and concerns. The purpose of this article is to 

explore why society is concerned about these systems and to what extent such concerns are grounded. 
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Introduction 

Non-lethal weapons1 (NLWs) are intended to avoid or at least 

minimize undesired deaths, injuries and destruction in situations 

where force is applied. In other words, NLW should cause short-

term and reversible effects on people, equipment and environment. 

NLWs represent a wide range of weapons, munitions and devices, 

operating on various physical principles (kinetic, chemical, 
biochemical, electrical, directed energy, acoustical, mechanical). 

Non-lethal weapons have been used in law enforcement since 

the 1960s. Initially utilized as an alternative or an addition to police 

firearms in controlling public disorders, at present NLWs play an 

important role throughout the spectrum of law enforcement 

functions – from arresting suspects and control of civil or prisoners 

rioting to border and infrastructure protection, counter-narcotics, 

anti-piracy, counter-terrorist and other operations to protect the 

order and security. Since the 1990s military forces are also taking 

advantage of the NLWs (though to a limited extent), mostly in so 
called „operations other than war‟. 

Robotic weapon systems have been widely discussed lately. The 

progress of technology has brought us closer to the moment when 

the stories of science fiction films in which robots make decisions 

about killing people is about to become a reality. Semi-autonomous 

weapon systems already exist and the appearance of fully 

autonomous weapon systems (AWS) can be expected in the near 

future. While the idea of robots replacing people on the battlefield is 

inspirational for some, most people do not accept the use of fully 

autonomous weapons enabling strikes to be carried out without 

meaningful human intervention. Outstanding scientists, non-

governmental organizations and institutions, including the European 

Parliament, call for a ban on development, production and use of 
fully autonomous weapon systems.  

The rapid development and expanded use of systems with one 

or another degree of autonomy, whether equipped with non-lethal or 

lethal weapons, raises a number of questions. “The legal, ethical, 

and moral quandaries of using these systems in warfare are rightly 

beginning to receive the attention they deserve. But what‟s still 

being widely overlooked is the likelihood that they will also be used 

in police operations, and it is urgent that this is addressed now”. [1] 

If left unchecked, rapid advances in technology, as well existing 

sophisticated semiautonomous lethal and NLWs systems make the 

development and deployment of fully AWSs virtually inevitable, 
both in conflicts and law enforcement operations. [2] 

 

                                      
1
 Non-lethal weapons are defined by the US Department of Defense as 

weapons, devices and munitions that are explicitly designed and primary 
employed to incapacitate targeted personnel or materiel immediately, while 

minimizing fatalities, permanent injury to personnel, and undesired damage 

to property in the target area or environment. 

Although both non-lethal weapons and remotely controlled 

systems (RCSs) can save lives and provide indisputable tactical 

advantages, the potential introduction of non-lethal armed robotic 

systems into law enforcement is being viewed with skepticism and 
concerns, some of which seem well-founded.  

 

Remotely controlled systems for non-lethal 

weapons delivery 

The systems that deliver non-lethal effects to the targets (known 

as „delivery systems‟) are critical to the effectiveness of non-lethal 

weapons. Along with ensuring safety of targeted objects, these 

systems should prevent from undesired collateral damage, providing 

proper „dosing‟ of the effect and increased accuracy of delivery. 

These systems should also allow for engagement from as biggest as 

possible distances to the targets (out of the enemy weapons range) 

with the view of the weapons users‟ safety. In this respect, remotely 

controlled systems, having significant potential for reducing the risk 

to officers during their duties execution, are very attractive both for 
law enforcement and military services.  

Robotic weapons can be classified in three groups: human-

controlled („human-in-the-loop‟) systems; human-supervised 

(„human-on-the-loop‟) systems; autonomous („human-out-of-the-

loop‟) systems. Remotely controlled („human-in-the-loop‟) systems 

represent weapons which are controlled by a human operator from 

some distance. While such robots may be able to independently 

perform selected tasks delegated to them (e.g. navigation, systems 

control, target detection, and weapons guidance), they cannot attack 
without the real-time command of their human operator. [3] 

Worldwide there is an expanding industry ready to produce 

robotic systems designed specifically for domestic law enforcement. 

Possible scenarios collected from the marketing literature of some 

of these companies include the use of such systems in the context of 

crowd control.[4] Companies in the USA, UK, Jordan, Israel, Spain 

and elsewhere are developing non-lethal robotic weapons for 

policing that are remotely operated or which fire automatically 

when touched. These include unmanned aerial vehicles (drones) and 

ground vehicles that can apparently shoot electric-shock darts, tear 
gas and other less-lethal projectiles. [1]  

During the last decades a great variety of extended range non-

lethal munitions has been developed intended for delivery from 

existing or especially designed platforms, including remotely 

controlled or mounted on unmanned land, surface, underwater or 

aerial vehicles. Non-lethal munitions intended for riot control and 

area denial that can be fired from such platforms include kinetic 

(soft trauma) projectiles, riot control agents (RCAs), smoke, sound, 
flash-bang, electro-shock projectiles, etc. 

A range of grenade launchers, designed for riot control or area 

denial, incorporate a remote control capability. Many of them are 

intended for mounting on land vehicles or naval vessels and can 
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utilize various non-lethal, as well as lethal, munitions. Automatic 

launchers can fire single shots, however when employed in 

continuous firing mode, and given their potential high rate of fire, 

they can rapidly discharge numerous non-lethal projectiles. Also, 

there is variety of „multi-launchers‟, depending on the number of 

projectiles launched, the payload, the speed and mode of firing, 

range and area coverage, caliber, weight, etc. Unlike the automatic 

grenade launchers which are fed by belt or box, the multiple 

launchers are normally manually reloaded, however, using multiple 

barrels, they can rapidly fire large number of projectiles 

simultaneously. Both types of launchers are capable of covering 

wide areas and affecting large numbers of people, therefore have 
potential for causing significant collateral damage. [5]  

Devices for RCAs2 dispersion have been developed for indoor 

installation, for use in buildings and area protection, alternatively in 

prisons or other places of detention. The range of products include: 

systems to prevent burglar or terrorist penetrating a secured area or 

a building, utilizing CS or OC; wall-mounted systems for small 

rooms; systems for larger rooms, ceiling mounted systems with 

hosepipes for teargas supply; large systems for military use to 

protect supply infrastructures; for protecting security vehicles; for 

use in police vehicle protection; for preventing demonstrations; for 

prisoners control, etc. Part of these systems are remotely controlled, 

others are activated by the targeted person and automatically release 

doses of the agent, practically without a real-time control by 

operator. The use of such devices in confined spaces or poorly 

ventilated rooms, or in situations where prisoners, detainees, or 

other targets cannot leave the contaminated area rapidly, could pose 

a risk of accumulating toxic chemicals in the human body, leading 

to serious injury or death. The employment of such devices in larger 

enclosed areas such as prison halls also has the potential to cause 
injuries resulting from panic and stampedes. [5, 6]  

Some traditional law enforcement tools used for decades, such 

as water cannons, as well as newer systems like these based on 

„Taser‟ technology, are also designed to be controlled from safe 

distances. Concepts for the use of advanced systems such as Long 

Range Acoustic Devices (LRAD) and Active Denial System (ADS), 

whose implementation is still limited or forthcoming, also provide 

for remote control functioning or integration with unmanned 
vehicles. 

Remotely controlled water cannons are available for riot 

control, as well as outdoor stationary systems for area denial and 

clearing mounted on rooftops and towers of prisons. In addition to 

the standard kinetic effects of high pressure water jets, chemicals 

(OC, CS, marking dyes) may be injected into the jet. Some 

sophisticated anti-riot vehicles are capable along with water 

cannons, to deliver a range of remotely controlled non-lethal 

measures for controlling aggressive crowds. [5, 7] Most of the anti-

piracy water cannon systems also can be remotely controlled from 
safe positions on ships.   

Devices based on „Taser‟ technology have been developed to 

protect military facilities and other key facilities such as airports, 

embassies, TV- and radio-stations, through delivering electro-shock 

to individual intruders or during major demonstrations or riots. Such 

devices are intended to be attached to the protected building or 

equipment and remotely controlled via video from a hardened 

security room within the facility or from the vehicle cabin. [8] 

However, information for real utilization of such systems was not 

found. One of the possible reasons for this may be the public 

attitude to police-favored „Taser‟-type devices associated with a 
number of incidents. 

                                      
2 Riot control agents (RCAs) are chemical substances which rapidly 

produce sensory irritation or disabling physical effects in humans which 
disappear within a short time following termination or exposure. The most 

commonly used RCAs at present are 2-chlorobenzalmalononitrile (CS, 

known as „tear gas‟), oleoresin capsicum (OC, known „pepper spray‟) and its 
synthetic analogue PAVA. In some countries malodorants (malodorous 

„skunk‟ substances) are often applied recently in crowd control. 

 

LRAD which can deliver intelligible messages, warnings, 

notifications, instructions and commands within a range of up to 3 

km to individuals or large crowds through focused acoustic beam 

are systems with potential application in a wide range of law 

enforcement situations. When integrated with remote-controlled 

vessels, these systems can be used to ensure the security of ports 

and ships; LRADs mounted on a helicopter provide vital 

communication capabilities for a variety of missions, including 

search and rescue, command and control, humanitarian aid and 
disaster response. [9, 10] 

Active Denial System (ADS) is an advanced directed energy 

system capable to project a beam of millimeter waves at a distance 

of up to 1000 m. Unlike the powerful military version, a smaller 

range compact version is under development for the law 

enforcement. Some ADS application concepts plan the installation 

of such systems in US prisons ceiling where everyone in the room 

can be remotely affected with one joystick movement or pushing a 

button.  [11] A modular ADS system had been intended for testing 

in the Los Angeles County jail, coordinated by the National 

Institute of Justice, but the system had been withdrawn before being 

operational, on the grounds that its use could be considered torture, 
[12] given the intensive pain caused to targeted persons. 

Unmanned ground vehicles (UGVs) are developed to perform 

various functions, including in policing, military and security 

operations. Many of them are capable to deliver various kinds of 

non-lethal /lethal munitions at significant distances. Some UGVs 

are designed to utilize pepper spray or dazzling lasers that cause 

temporary blindness [5, 13], others can deliver electro-chock effect 

[14]. Such robots are usually intended for intervention, without 

direct contact, in civil riots, prison disturbances or other disorders, 

where neutralization of particular individuals and eliminating 

potential threats is required, without the escalation which is usually 

caused by police use of force.  

 

Non-lethally armed drones  

Since armed drones have been subject of discussions and 

criticism over the last 15 years during the „war on terror‟, their use, 
especially in law enforcement, deserves special attention. 

An unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV), commonly known as a 

„drone‟, is an aircraft without a human pilot aboard. UAV is a 

component of an unmanned aircraft system (UAS) which include a 

UAV, a ground-based controller, and a system of communications 

between the two. The flight of UAVs may operate with various 

degrees of autonomy: either under remote control by a human 
operator or autonomously by onboard computers. [15] 

Unmanned aerial vehicles are not unprecedented - in World 

War II, radio-controlled B-24s have been sent on bombing missions 

over Germany; remotely controlled aircraft have carried cameras 

over battlefields in Vietnam. [16] Initially intended mostly for 

military applications, now UAVs are widely used for scientific, 

commercial, agricultural, and other applications, such as 
surveillance, policing and peacekeeping.  

Law enforcement agencies in many countries use drones for 

surveillance of land and infrastructure; border and road patrol; 

detection, identification and surveillance of individuals; finding lost 

persons; crime investigation; search and rescue operations; etc. For 

example, according the media, in the USA at least 347 police and 
fire departments in 43 states are using drones for similar purposes.  

 Drones can perform operations in much less time than ground-

based teams and provide enhanced situational awareness during 

dangerous operations. Despite these tactical benefits, there are 

strong and valid concerns from human rights advocates and citizens 

regarding privacy and safety, including the potential of spying, 
unwanted surveillance, misuse of data collected, etc. [17]  

While many people can support targeted attacks on extremist 

leaders and groups thousands of miles away, at the same time they 

are very sensitive to the possibility of armed drones flying over 

their homes. According to a Gallup Poll [18], 65% of Americans 

think the U.S. government should use drones to launch airstrikes in 
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other countries against suspected terrorists; 41% support airstrikes 

in other countries against U.S. citizens living abroad who are 

suspected terrorists; only 25% - airstrikes in the U.S. against 

suspected terrorists living here and 13% - in the U.S. against U.S. 

citizens who are suspected terrorists.  

Public debates induced by increased use of UAVs by law 

enforcement authorities in some countries, particularly in the USA, 

have deepened when equipping drones with NLWs have begun to 

be considered. While some states are still debating how these 

systems should be regulated, North Dakota became the first state in 

the USA which allowed police to equip drones with NLWs in 2015, 

setting a precedent for other states to follow. At the end of 2016, 

Tennessee and South Carolina introduced laws to their legislatures 

that gave police the option for arming drones. [19] In 2017 the 

Connecticut lawmakers were considering whether to legalize police 

drones outfitted with deadly weapons however this proposal was 

immediately encountered by civil rights and liberties concerns. [20] 

So far, there has been no known use of armed drones in the context 

of domestic law enforcement and border protection, although the 

United States appear to have contemplated using them in support of 

counter-narcotics operations in Mexico. [21] Given the rapid 

growth of drone industry, probably more and more countries will 

soon take legislative measures to regulate the law enforcement use 

of UAVs. And perhaps legalizing armed drones in law enforcement 

will face public opposition, given that the term „drone‟ has become 

usually associated with military-style drones like the US „Predator‟ 

used in the „war on terror‟. 

For equipping law enforcement drones several kinds of non-

lethal weapons have been considered, such as blunt trauma 

projectiles, RCAs, marking dyes, and electro-shock. According to 

some, such drones are still not feasible, due to the technical 

challenges connected with the short range of these NLWs, because 

of which the drones will have to fly at a small height where it is not 

difficult to be neutralized. [22] However, as practice shows, these 

obstacles are not irresistible – the short range „Taser‟ type devices 

can be replaced by wireless electro-shock projectiles, rubber bullets 

– by extended range non-lethal kinetic grenades, RCAs can be 

easily placed into capsules or nylon bags to be delivered from 
drones.  

Companies in USA, Israel, China, Germany, Austria, France, 

South Africa (and probably in other countries) have developed 

UAVs for law enforcement application [5]. Some of these drones 

are already in use. For example, drones specializes in non-lethal riot 

control, crowd management, anti-terror equipment and police gear 

produced in Israel [mmm] are utilized for delivery of payloads with 

„skunk water‟ bags. [23] In India, a law enforcement agency have 

purchased and tested several drones built in South Africa, intended 

to disperse unruly mobs, which are capable of firing large number 

of paintballs, pepper spray balls or solid plastic balls. [24, 25]  
 

Public concerns about the use of non-lethal 

remotely controlled in law enforcement 

When discussing public concerns about the remotely controlled 

non-lethal systems, including UAVs, equipped with non-lethal 

weapons, the two components - NLWs and RCSs - should be 

considered both separately and in combination, since each of them 

causes different objections based on real examples of misuse, and 
more often - on hypothetical concerns about potential misuse. 

The existing negative public attitude towards particular NLWs 

and the NLWs in general is due to several reasons. In the context of 

law enforcement NLWs are intended to reduce the violence and 

prevent the use of lethal force. Some people, however, perceive any 

use of police force as violation of human rights even in situations 

when it is inevitable and this force is applied by non-lethal means. 

Along with this, in some countries there are proven cases of NLWs 

abuse against suspects, prisoners or ethnical groups, as well as cases 

where they have been unjustifiably used in peaceful civil protests. 

Although designed for avoidance of fatalities and injuries, NLWs 

have caused significant number of casualties in the past. Regardless 

of the experience gained and the continuous improvement of these 

weapons, their use is still associated with certain risk since their 

effects are determined by several factors (to emphasize the fact that 

NLWs are not 100 % risk free, in some countries' law enforcement 

they are called „less lethal weapons‟). At present, the incidents due 

to the use of NLWs are rare and rather result from improper use 

than from technology itself. An important cause of the NLW's poor 

image is their use in military conflicts as a complement to 

conventional weapons (a historic example is the massive use of tear 

gas by US forces in Vietnam in the 1960s-1970s for removing the 
enemies from their hiding places to facilitate their killing). 

The biggest concern associated with remote-controlled weapon 

systems, including drones, is that they would make the use of force 

more easily, since the physical distance between the person who 

controls such a system and his target would break the psychological 

barrier that prevents from killing another human being. This theory, 

known as „PlayStation mentality/phenomenon‟, sounds convincing 

since for most people probably it is much harder to kill a man 

standing a few meters away, than shooting a figure depicted on the 

screen by pushing a button. However, some [26] reasonably notice 

that such statements are either overstated or unproven.  

Eliminating relation between the opponents through distance 

that makes killings, abuses and atrocities to resemble virtual reality 

can be extrapolated also to law enforcement situations. According 

to [19], applying this theory is even more aptly in law enforcement 

because of the lack of lethal force: if police officers think that they 

can only temporarily harm a suspect, they may have greater 

incentive to use NLWs. Remotely controlled NLWs, including 

drones, are intended to limit exposing police officers to risk in 

dangerous situations, giving them more time for assessing the 

situation and reaction. However, the question that is raised most 

often in this connection is whether the officers would use the 

opportunity to deescalate the situation, or the distance rather will 

make it easier for them to decide on shooting NLWs.  

Furthermore, there are fears that physical distance may result in 

inaccurate assessment of a situation, thus creating potential for 

affecting non-targeted people. Even officers present on the scene 

may sometimes fail to properly estimate when and how much force 

to apply and that could be more difficult if they do not have a direct 

view on the situation. For example, in a riot control operation an 

officer flying a CS-armed drone may not be able to properly judge 
what quantity of the agent to discharge over a crowd. 

Proponents of robotized weapons believe that the accuracy of 

these systems will drastically reduce collateral damages, however 

so far the facts rather support the opposite - while such weapons are 

increasingly deployed the rate of innocent casualties is rising. The 

use of armed drones in the „war on terror‟ for „targeted killing‟ 

terrorist leaders in Iraq, Afghanistan, Yemen, Pakistan and Somalia 

as a response to terrorist attacks of 9/11/2001 is an eloquent 

example in this respect. According to statistical data collected by an 

Israeli scientist, in April 2009, 687 civilians have been killed along 

with 14 Al Qaeda leaders – over 50 civilians killed for every Al 

Qaeda target; for each Al Qaeda and Taliban terrorist killed by US 

drones, 140 Pakistanis also had to die. “Over 90 percent of those 

killed in the deadly missile strikes were innocent civilians”. [27] 

Against this background, public fears of using armed drones, even 

equipped with non-lethal weapons, are understandable. However, 

unlike drones which may be sometimes unpredictable due to 

meteorological conditions, many others remotely controlled NLWs 
can be delivered with considerable accuracy. 

Undoubtedly, any technology can be used for good or bad 

purposes and remotely controlled non-lethal systems are not 

exception. In addition to possible abuse in law enforcement for 

human rights violations, such systems may be acquired and used by 

non-state actors such as criminals and terrorists to commit murders 

and other crimes. While this is quite likely, it does not sound like a 

convincing argument against the use of such systems in law 

enforcement. There are also some other arguments that seem less 
important than those listed and therefore not addressed here.  

Finally, a serious concern is that the introduction of non-lethal 

armed drones in law enforcement  could lead to increasing 
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weaponization, opening the door to deadly weapon systems. While 

prohibitions of robots armed with deadly force can find police 

support in countries where most police officers are unarmed, as are 

most civilians, in others countries, when such robots start being 

used in committing crimes, they may become just another tools that 

the police will want to use. [28] And the next step in this direction 

could be the employment of fully autonomous weapon systems 
which are inherently incompatible with human rights laws. 

 

Conclusion 

Contemporary non-lethal technologies, combined with remote 

control, have big potential to increase the safety in law enforcement, 

both of officers and public. Such systems are becoming more 

accessible and will be increasingly used to disperse forcible crowds 

and to accurately fire non-lethal munitions to prevent using 

weapons against the police or other citizens. Probably in the near 

future their use will cover more life threatening situations as 

clearing buildings from armed criminals and incapacitating 

barricaded hostage-keepers. These systems are not perfect, as are 

the people who control them, so the possibilities for accidents can 

not be totally excluded. Since the potential negative consequences 

are known, effective ways of their prevention should be found, 

without limiting the ability of law enforcement to protect society. 

The public must be properly informed about the new technologies 

and convinced that they would be used in good faith and reasonably 

for the benefit of public security. Therefore, remotely controlled 

non-lethal systems have to demonstrate positive and safe 

applications and this can only be achieved if these systems are 

utilized by well-trained and highly responsible professionals, 

strictly following clear policies and rules of engagement. 

 

 

References 

[1] Amnesty International. UN: Ban killer robots before their use in 

policing puts lives at risk. Meeting of the UN‟s Convention on 

Certain Conventional Weapons, Geneva, 16 April 2015. 

https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/04/ban-killer-robots-

before-their-use-in-policing-puts-lives-at-risk/ 

[2] Amnesty International. Autonomous Weapons Systems: Five 

Key Human Rights Issues for Consideration. 2015. 

https://www.amnesty.nl/content/uploads/2015/04/autonomous_wea

pons_systems.pdf?x41799 

[3] Melzer, N. Human Rights Implications of the Usage of Drones 

and Unmanned Robots in Warfare. EU Directorate-General For 

External Policies, May 2013. http://www.europarl.europa.eu/ 

RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/410220/EXPODROI_ET(2013)41 

[4] Heyns, C. Autonomous weapons systems and human rights law. 

Presentation at the informal expert meeting organized by the state 

parties to the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons 13–16 

May 2014, Geneva, Switzerland. https://www.unog.ch/ 

80256EDD006B8954/(httpAssets)/DDB079530E4FFDDBC1257C

F3003FFE4D/$file/Heyns_LAWS_otherlegal_2014.pdf 

[5] Crowley, M. Tear Gassing by Remote Control: The 

development and promotion of remotely operated means of 

delivering or dispersing riot control agents. Report of University of 

Bradford and Omega Research Foundation, December 2015.  

[6] Crowley, M. The use of riot control agents in law enforcement, 

in: Casey-Maslen, S. (ed.), Weapons Under International Human 

Rights Law, Cambridge University Press, UK, 2014, pp 334-356. 

[7] The Israeli Companies at Milopol: Beit Alfa Technologies. 

Israel Defence, 11 November 2013. http://www.israeldefense.com/ 

en/content/israeli-companies-milopol-beit-alfatechnologi 

[8] McNulty, J. Remotely Controlled Non-Lethal Weapons 

Applications. NDIA 16th Annual Security Technology Symposium, 

Williamsburg, 2000. https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=443808 

[9] Goldberg, A. and J. Casali. Non-Lethal Acoustical Weapons: 

Overview and Auditory/Nonauditory Risks. 2014. 

https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.hearingconservation.org/resource/res

mgr/2014_Conference_Proceedings/Goldberg.pdf  

[10] LRAD. https://www.lradx.com/application/law-enforcement/; 

https://www.lradx.com/application/defense/ 

[11] Rogoway, T. Are 'Pain Ray' Cannons The Next Must Have Toy 

For Commando Cops? 22 August 2014. https://foxtrotalpha. 

jalopnik.com/are-pain-ray-cannons-the-next-must-have-toy-for-

command-1624592203 

[12] https://bigthink.com/ideafeed/handheld-version-of-military-

pain-ray-being-developed 

[13] Eshel, T. RiotBot - Armed For Close Combat. Defense Update, 

19 Oct. 2010. https://defense-update.com/20101019_ riotbot.html 

[14] McLain, J. Full-Auto Teddy Bear: Non-Lethal Automatons 

and Lethal Human Teaming to Increase Overall „Lethality‟ in 

Complex Urban Environments. Small Wars Journal. 

http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/full-auto-teddy-bear-non-lethal-

automatons-and-lethal-human-teaming-increase-overall 

[15] International Civil Aviation Organization. Circular 328 

AN/190: Unmanned Aircraft Systems. ICAO, 2011.  https://www. 

icao.int/Meetings/UAS/Documents/Circular%20328_en.pdf  

[16] Bowden, M. How the Predator Drone Changed the Character 

of War, Smithsonian Magazine, November 2013, http://www. 

smithsonianmag. com/history/how-thepredator-drone-changed-the-

character-of-war-3794671/?no-ist 

[17] Valdovinos, M.,  J. Specht and J. Zeunik. Law Enforcement & 

Unmanned Aircraft Systems: Guidelines to Enhance Community 

Trust. Washington, DC: Office of Community Oriented Policing 

Services, 2016. https://rems.ed.gov/docs/COPS_Community-

Policing-UAS.pdf 

[18] GALLUP. In U.S., 65% Support Drone Attacks on Terrorists 

Abroad. 25 March 2013. https://news.gallup.com/poll/ 161474/ 

support-drone-attacks-terrorists-abroad.aspx 

[19] Spallanzzani, N. For When the Sky is not the Limit: Non-

Lethal Drone Use by Law Enforcement. Seton Hall Legislative 

Journal, Vol. 41, issue 2, 2017, pp 443-466.  

[20] Connecticut would be the first state to allow armed police 

drones. REUTERS, 31 March 2017. https://www.newsweek.com/ 

connecticut-drones-police-police-drones-armed-drones-577648 

[21] Entous, A. Special Report: How the White House learned to 

love the drone, Reuters, 18 May 2010, referred to in Alston, The 

CIA and Targeted Killings Beyond Borders, N 132. 

[22] Hambling, D. No, Taser-Firing Cop Drones Aren't Coming For 

You,10 September 2015.https://www.popularmechanics.com/flight/ 

drones/a17288/police-drones-beanbags-tasers/ 

[23] Israeli Drone Supplies New Non-Lethal Response to Riots. 

IHLS, 16 May 2018. https://i-hls.com/archives/83077   

[24] Porter, A. Law Enforcement‟s Use of Weaponized Drones: 

Today and Tomorrow. Saint Louis University School of Law, Vol. 

61:351, 2017, pp 351-370.  

[25] http://www.desert-wolf.com/dw/products/unmanned-aerial-

systems/skunk-riot-control-copter.html 

[26] Boyle, M. The legal and ethical implications of drone warfare, 

The International Journal of Human Rights, 19:2, 2015, pp 105-126, 

DOI: 10.1080/13642987.2014.991210 

[27] Falk, O. Permissibility of Targeted Killing. Studies in Conflict 

& Terrorism, 37:4, pp 295-321, DOI: 10.1080/1057610X. 

2014.879380 

[28] Joh, E. Policing Police Robots. UCLA Law Review, Vol. 64, 

2016, pp 516-543. https://www.uclalawreview.org/policing-police 

 

105

INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC JOURNAL "SECURITY & FUTURE" WEB ISSN 2535-082X; PRINT ISSN 2535-0668

YEAR II, ISSUE 3, P.P. 102-105 (2018)

https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/04/ban-killer-robots-before-their-use-in-policing-puts-lives-at-risk/
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2015/04/ban-killer-robots-before-their-use-in-policing-puts-lives-at-risk/
https://www.amnesty.nl/content/uploads/2015/04/autonomous_weapons_systems.pdf?x41799
https://www.amnesty.nl/content/uploads/2015/04/autonomous_weapons_systems.pdf?x41799
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/%20RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/410220/EXPODROI_ET(2013)410220_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/%20RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/410220/EXPODROI_ET(2013)410220_EN.pdf
https://www.unog.ch/
http://www.israeldefense.com/
https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=443808
https://www.lradx.com/application/law-enforcement/
https://www.lradx.com/application/defense/
https://foxtrotalpha/
https://bigthink.com/ideafeed/handheld-version-of-military-pain-ray-being-developed
https://bigthink.com/ideafeed/handheld-version-of-military-pain-ray-being-developed
https://defense-update.com/20101019_%20riotbot.html
http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/full-auto-teddy-bear-non-lethal-automatons-and-lethal-human-teaming-increase-overall
http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/full-auto-teddy-bear-non-lethal-automatons-and-lethal-human-teaming-increase-overall
http://www/
https://rems.ed.gov/docs/COPS_Community-Policing-UAS.pdf
https://rems.ed.gov/docs/COPS_Community-Policing-UAS.pdf
https://www.newsweek.com/%20connecticut-drones-police-police-drones-armed-drones-577648
https://www.newsweek.com/%20connecticut-drones-police-police-drones-armed-drones-577648
https://www.popularmechanics.com/flight/%20drones/a17288/police-drones-beanbags-tasers/
https://www.popularmechanics.com/flight/%20drones/a17288/police-drones-beanbags-tasers/
http://www.desert-wolf.com/dw/products/unmanned-aerial-systems/skunk-riot-control-copter.html
http://www.desert-wolf.com/dw/products/unmanned-aerial-systems/skunk-riot-control-copter.html
https://www.uclalawreview.org/policing-police



