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This study undertakes an analysis of the legal and ethical dimensions surrounding the utilization of
artificial intelligence (AI) in military technologies, with a specific focus on autonomous weapon systems.
Given the accelerating pace of Al development and its concomitant integration into the defense sector,
the formulation of international legal norms governing the deployment of these technologies has become
a matter of paramount importance. Particular attention is directed towards the existing discrepancies in
the conceptualization of autonomous weapon systems between the United States and other international
actors, including the People’s Republic of China. This analysis identifies key challenges pertaining to the
legal regulation of autonomous weapons, their compatibility with established principles of international
humanitarian law (IHL), and the multifaceted issues arising from the integration of Al into contemporary
military operations. Furthermore, this study examines various U.S. initiatives and declaratory pronounce-
ments aimed at establishing standards for the safe and ethical application of artificial intelligence within
the military sphere. ' Finally, emphasis is placed upon the exigency of continued global dialogue and
enhanced interstate cooperation to ensure the preservation of international security and the mitigation
of potential threats to global stability.

Keywords: United States, military doctrines, international humanitarian law (IHL), artificial intelligence
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Introduction
Artificial intelligence and autonomous weapons systems are becoming integral components of
modern military technologies, offering new opportunities to enhance defense capabilities and security.
In recent decades, the United States has been actively integrating Al into the military sphere, with a par-
ticular focus on autonomous systems such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and combat robots. These
technologies not only improve strike accuracy but also reduce risks to military personnel and integrate
new strategic approaches at all levels - from tactical to strategic.
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The foundation of the modern US military doctrine is the concept of network-centric warfare, where
Al helps analyze large volumes of data and optimize the decision-making process. This facilitates faster
response to threats, increased strike accuracy, and more effective coordination of actions in complex
combat situations. Autonomous weapons systems capable of operating without human intervention are
becoming an important element of military strategy, marking a potential revolution in warfare. These
technologies are changing traditional approaches to warfare, transforming methods of conducting com-
bat operations and managing armed forces, requiring a revision of existing doctrines and practices.

However, the introduction of autonomous weapons systems poses significant legal and ethical chal-
lenges to the international community. Such systems, making decisions without human involvement,
may violate fundamental principles of international humanitarian law, such as the principle of distinction
(between civilian objects and military objectives) and the principle of proportionality (in the use of
force). To avoid unintended escalations and ensure compliance with humanitarian norms, the United
States is actively participating in international discussions to develop legal standards governing the use of
Al for military purposes.

To this end, the United States is developing and adopting relevant legislation regulating the use of
autonomous systems, including bans on the use of lethal autonomous systems without human involve-
ment. This reflects a desire to ensure safety and compliance with international humanitarian norms. For
example, the US Congress regularly introduces legislative initiatives aimed at controlling the use of such
technologies, taking into account obligations to respect human rights in armed conflict. These measures
are necessary to ensure the ethical use of Al in military operations, prevent violations of the law, and
ensure proper control over autonomous systems.

Differences in approaches to autonomous weapons between countries, including the United States
and China, create additional challenges in developing a unified international standard. In an environment
of global instability and technological competition, the need for international cooperation to create legal
mechanisms that ensure the safe and ethical use of Al in the military sphere, while maintaining a balance
between innovation and adherence to humanitarian principles, is growing stronger.

Thus, the development of Al and autonomous weapons systems in the United States represents not
only a significant step in enhancing the combat capabilities of the armed forces but also the beginning of
a new technological revolution in warfare. However, this revolution requires a comprehensive approach
to legal regulation and the creation of international standards that will ensure the safe use of these tech-
nologies without violating fundamental humanitarian principles.

Methods and Materials

This research employed a multifaceted methodological approach, combining functional and logical
analysis with deductive and inductive reasoning. This methodological framework enabled a comprehen-
sive examination of the integration of artificial intelligence into military applications and its subsequent
impact on international security.

To analyze US normative instruments, such as directives and strategies, as well as international
initiatives, a formal-legal and dogmatic approach was adopted. This approach allowed for a rigorous
examination of the legal frameworks governing the development and deployment of Al in the military
domain.

The hermeneutic method was utilized to interpret the principles of international humanitarian
law and ethical norms applicable to autonomous weapons systems and Al in warfare. This interpretive
approach facilitated a nuanced understanding of the ethical implications of these technologies.

Results and discussion
Artificial intelligence (AI) is one of the most rapidly developing technologies, presenting both
significant opportunities and serious legal challenges. Its impact on warfare is currently a subject of
intense debate, seen as a potential revolution that could reshape armies and the conduct of war. Despite
substantial efforts and initiatives, including those proposed by the United States regarding military Al,
significant discrepancies remain regarding the extent to which Al can fundamentally transform the mili-
tary sphere. Some theorists posit that Al has the potential for a radical revolution in warfare, while others
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contend that its role, though significant, is limited within the framework of existing military strategies
and technologies.

A more in-depth analysis requires consideration of not only technological but also legal aspects. This
will facilitate an objective assessment of Al's true potential to alter the nature of military operations and
strategies. In the context of the United States, despite efforts to regulate and promote the responsible
use of A, contradictions persist regarding its application in autonomous weapons systems and other key
military technologies.

The United States has been at the forefront of developing artificial intelligence (AI) technologies,
with a particular emphasis on their military applications. According to J. Johnson, annual funding for
military Al research is projected to increase by 14.75% until 2025, underscoring the strategic impera-
tive for the US to maintain technological dominance in this domain [1]. E. Kania observes that Al is
already being extensively integrated into various military applications, including intelligence, logistics,
cyber operations, and weapons management. The deployment of Al in military systems encompasses
a wide range of technologies, such as unmanned aerial vehicles, missile defense systems, and partially
autonomous weapons systems capable of independently targeting and engaging threats while remaining
under human oversight [2].

As noted by R. Steff, automated weapon systems often possess a degree of autonomy, enabling them
to autonomously identify targets and initiate engagement. Nevertheless, these systems remain under
human control, with operators setting the overarching operational parameters. The implications of this
level of autonomy for legal accountability constitute a significant area of inquiry [3].

J. Haner underscores the fact that, despite the widespread adoption of Al-enabled military technol-
ogies, the legal status of such systems remains ambiguous and necessitates further legal scrutiny [4]. The
emergence of autonomous weapons systems, among other Al-driven military applications, presents a
significant challenge to existing legal frameworks. As the US strives to maintain technological superiority in
this domain amidst growing geopolitical competition, it must do so within the confines of international law.

R. Waltzman emphasizes the potential benefits of AT when used responsibly, particularly in the
defense sector, where it can enhance strategic and operational capabilities [4]. However, critics argue
that the current regulatory framework is ill-equipped to keep pace with the rapid advancements in AI
and autonomous systems. This aligns with Collingridge’s dilemma, which highlights the challenges of
regulating technologies whose consequences are often only fully understood after their development [S].

A case in point of this belated regulation is the situation with autonomous vehicles in the United
States. Despite the rapid advancement and deployment of self-driving cars, federal legislation has been
unable to keep pace. State-level regulations vary significantly, and there is still no unified federal law gov-
erning the use of autonomous vehicles. This legal uncertainty hinders mass adoption of the technology
and discourages investment.

On the other hand, Porter’s hypothesis suggests that stringent regulatory requirements can act as a
catalyst for innovation, prompting companies to seek more efficient solutions [6].

A similar parallel can be drawn to the environmental regulations enacted in the United States during
the 1970s [ﬂp The imposition of stringent emissions standards compelled automobile manufacturers
to develop new technologies to improve fuel efficiency and reduce emissions, leading to the creation of
cleaner engines and accelerating the transition to hybrid and electric vehicles. The introduction of these
standards not only mitigated environmental damage but also stimulated technological advancements in
the automotive industry.

Analogously, the United States is making significant efforts to integrate artificial intelligence and
machine learning into its military strategy, positioning this as a critical element in global competition,
particularly against China, which is viewed as the primary strategic competitor. As outlined in the 2022
National Security Strategy, China seeks to reshape the international order and achieve technological and
economic dominance [8]. In response, the US has committed to maintaining technological leadership,
including in the realm of military AI, which has become an integral component of its military doctrine.

Amidst global instability and the rapid development of artificial intelligence (AI) technologies,
international discussions on the military application of Al have largely focused on Lethal Autonomous
Weapons Systems (LAWS). Since 2013, the UN Group of Governmental Experts has been actively
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engaged in discussing the legal and ethical aspects of using such systems, making it a significant element
of the international legal agenda.

In 2022, the UN adopted a resolution calling upon Member States, including the United States, to
submit their official positions on the use of lethal autonomous systems. This step reflects the interna-
tional community’s growing concern regarding the potential for autonomous weapon systems to violate
the norms of international humanitarian law (IHL), particularly the principles of proportionality and
distinction. The UN emphasizes the need to establish clear legal frameworks capable of regulating the
use of autonomous systems in armed conflicts, in order to prevent their use for arbitrary attacks and to
minimize risks to the civilian population.

The United States, being a leading actor in the development of autonomous technologies, has
responded to international demands with corresponding domestic initiatives.

The 2017 National Security Strategy identified Al as a transformative technology that could fun-
damentally alter the character of warfare and influence the global standing of the United States [9].
Subsequently, the 2018 National Defense Strategy highlighted Al as a technology capable of significantly
transforming the conduct of warfare, providing new means of deterring potential adversaries. This
strategy emphasizes the development of autonomous weapons systems (AWS) and lethal autonomous
weapons systems (LAWS), which, unlike traditional systems, can autonomously identify, select, and
engage targets without human intervention. Examples of such systems include the Phalanx and Aegis
defense systems, as well as combat drones and autonomous maritime systems capable of making fire
control decisions independently [10].

The advent of these technologies poses novel challenges to the existing legal and ethical frameworks
governing the use of weapons, demanding a re-evaluation of international humanitarian law. The rapid
pace of technological advancement must be considered when regulating the use of weapons, as it can
significantly alter the character of warfare and potentially undermine existing international agreements.
In response to these challenges, the United States has been proactive in developing strategies to harness
the potential of Al, both domestically and in the military sphere, through a variety of legislative and
institutional measures. To solidify its leadership in Al, particularly in the military domain, the United
States established the Joint Artificial Intelligence Center (JAIC) in 2018. The JAIC is tasked with con-
ducting Al research for national defense, fostering collaborations, and developing ethical guidelines for
Al applications in the military. A primary objective of the JAIC is to ensure its activities strike a balance
between innovation and ethical standards. This is crucial in the context of military operations, where the
uncontrolled or improper use of Al could lead to unpredictable consequences, including violations of
international humanitarian law. Furthermore, the strategic emphasis on collaboration with the private
sector underscores the US recognition of the necessity to develop technologies in partnership with lead-
i[ng ﬁechnology companies, thereby enabling innovation and maintaining a high level of competitiveness

11].

Furthermore, the American Al Initiative, launched in 2019, outlines a comprehensive strategy for
Al development and deployment. This initiative encompasses a broad spectrum of activities, including
technological advancements, research enhancement, ethical considerations, regulatory frameworks, and
international cooperation. The goal is to ensure that the United States remains at the forefront of Al
innovation and application [12].

In April of the same year, a concrete legislative bill was introduced - the Growth of Artificial Intel-
ligence Through Research Act (GrAITR), supporting research and development in the field of artificial
intelligence in the United States, with a focus on its application in national security and defense, through
federal agencies such as the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the U.S. Department of Defense,
thereby stimulating innovation and strengthening the United States’ position in such strategic areas as
security, healthcare, transportation, and education. In addition, GrAITR emphasizes the need to ensure
the ethical use of AL In this regard, Sec. 301, Article 2 (c) of the bill imposes requirements on federal
agencies to develop measures to prevent abuses related to Al, including through increasing the transpar-
ency of autonomous systems and protecting human rights [13].

Further attention to the legal regulation of Al in the defense sphere is also evidenced by the creation in
2021 of the Subcommittee on Cybersecurity, Innovative Technologies, and Information Systems within
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the House Armed Services Committee. The Subcommittee was formed to oversee the U.S. Department
of Defense’s Al policy and ensure compliance with legal and ethical standards when using such technol-
ogies in military operations.

The proliferation of artificial intelligence and the ensuing global instability have brought lethal auton-
omous weapons systems (LAWS) to the forefront of international discussions. Since 2013, a UN Group
of Governmental Experts has been exploring the implications of LAWS, culminating in a 2022 resolution
calling for member states to articulate their positions.

Specifically, the United States emphasizes compliance with the principles of proportionality and
distinction in the application of autonomous technologies in combat operations, which, in turn, serves
as a justification for the use of such systems in the context of modern warfare. However, despite these
statements, the US continues to develop and deploy new autonomous systems to counter China’s grow-
ing military capabilities and technological advancements, which raises concerns within the international
community.

Particularly, the United States has adopted a «Third Offset Strategy>. This strategy seeks to restore
strategic balance through the integration of advanced technologies, including autonomous weapons sys-
tems, while adhering to principles of proportionality and distinction. By leveraging Al, the United States
aims to neutralize China’s technological advantages and maintain its global technological leadership.
However, this approach involves a reassessment of human control over autonomous weapons, expand-
ing their potential applications in warfare. While AI-powered autonomous systems offer the promise
of reduced casualties and enhanced operational effectiveness, the relaxation of controls raises concerns
about global security and the potential for a new arms race [14].

China, for its part, is also actively developing AI technologies, including autonomous weapon
systems, and positions itself as advocating for the necessity of international agreements to control the
application of such technologies, emphasizing the importance of adhering to international norms,
including humanitarian principles. The role of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) in
these discussions is equally significant. The ICRC actively supports UN efforts to create legal frameworks
for the use of lethal autonomous systems, stressing that such technologies must be used exclusively in
compliance with international humanitarian law (IHL). The organization expresses deep concern
regarding the application of autonomous weapon systems, pointing to the risks associated with the loss of
human control and potential errors in decision-making in combat situations. The ICRC insists that these
systems must be strictly regulated and their use remain under full human control to prevent arbitrary
attacks and minimize harm to the civilian population. Moreover, the organization underscores the need
for international mechanisms to ensure accountability for the use of such technologies, as well as for
investigating incidents related to their application.

In response to these challenges, the United States has established a new framework for the utilization
of Al in military technologies. Specifically, Department of Defense Directive 3000.09 not only rescinds
previously existing restrictions but also permits the expanded deployment of autonomous systems in
combat operations, reflecting the U.S. pursuit of bolstering its strategic capabilities amidst escalating
competition [15]. In accordance with the Directive, each employment of an Autonomous Weapon Sys-
tem (AWS) must adhere to a series of key principles of international humanitarian law (IHL), including
Protocols I and IT Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 1949. A central requirement of the Directive
is the assurance of «human control» over autonomous systems, guaranteeing that decisions regarding
the use of force are made by human personnel, not by the system itself. This aligns with the provisions of
Article 57 of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 1977 [ 16 ], which mandates that military
operations conform to the principles of distinction (between combatant targets and civilian objects) and
proportionality (the use of force must be proportionate to the military necessity). Furthermore, Article
36 of Protocol I requires that all new weapons, including autonomous systems, undergo legal review for
compliance with international law prior to their deployment. According to the Directive, autonomous
systems must be designed to preclude their employment in contexts that could be construed as perfidy.
This corresponds to the prohibition on perfidious acts, as stipulated in Article 37 of Protocol I, where per-
fidy is defined as acts intended to deceive an adversary into believing they are entitled to, or are obliged to
accord, protection under the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, withintent to betray
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that confidence [ 17]. For instance, in the context of autonomous systems, this could entail the use of false
signals or the simulation of surrender.

It is also crucial to consider the provision of Article 1(2) of Additional Protocol I, which stipulates
that in cases not covered by this Protocol or other international agreements, civilians and combatants
remain under the protection and authority of the principles of international law derived from established
custom, from the principles of humanity and from the dictates of public conscience. This Martens Clause
underscores the necessity of considering humanity and public conscience when employing weapons,
including autonomous systems, which should preclude their use in contexts that violate these princi-
ples. In this instance, the Martens Clause serves as a universal principle obligating states to adhere to
humanitarian norms, even in situations where specific types of weaponry or methods of warfare are not
explicitly regulated by existing international agreements [ 18]. This clause operates as a «boundary> rule,
guiding states toward compliance with humanitarian norms, irrespective of whether specific situations
or weapons have been addressed by international treaties. Consequently, it addresses the importance of
considering moral, ethical, and legal standards in circumstances where novel technologies or methods of
warfare may engender legal lacunae or ambiguities in the application of existing norms.

Thus, this Directive integrates key principles of international humanitarian law aimed at ensuring the
humane and lawful use of autonomous weapon systems, which is essential for preventing their deploy-
ment for perfidious purposes and establishing accountability for their actions. However, the absence
of proactive engagement with other states in promoting analogous approaches has circumscribed the
potential for greater progress in the field of Al regulation.

The employment of weapon systems incorporating artificial intelligence must be rigorously assessed
in light of these principles. Should such weaponry contravene the principles of humanity, jeopardize
civilian populations, or fail to comport with the dictates of public conscience, its use would be deemed
incompatible with international humanitarian law. Maintaining a balance between technological capa-
bilities and legal and ethical obligations is essential to forestalling potential breaches of humanitarian
standards.

Commencing in 2020, the United States initiated efforts to expand platforms for the exchange of
expertise concerning the military application of Al, culminating in the establishment of the AI Partner-
ship for Defense. However, participation in this partnership remains circumscribed to 16 states, thereby
underscoring the necessity for more extensive international cooperation to attain consensus on regulato-
ry frameworks. In February 2023, the United States promulgated a Political Declaration on Responsible
Military Use of Artificial Intelligence and Autonomous Systems, which was subsequently presented at
the Responsible Al in the Military Domain (REAIM) summit held in the Netherlands. Initially acceded
to by 31 states, the signatory count had risen to 49 by November 2023, encompassing prominent global
actors such as the United States, the United Kingdom, and Singapore, as well as developing states such as
Malawi, inter alia [19].

The Declaration’s objective is to establish international norms governing the secure and ethical
utilization of Al within military domains. Foundational principles encompass ensuring the reliability and
transparency of Al systems, precluding bias, and preserving human control over critical decision-making
processes. Specific emphasis is accorded to the mitigation of potential risks, such as unintended escala-
tions or operational malfunctions in autonomous systems.

The United States proposed Declaration on military Al endeavors to establish a basis for internation-
al norms and enhance inter-state trust, particularly in the context of nuclear capabilities. The attainment
of these objectives requires sustained international discourse and the further elaboration of standards
and mechanisms for cooperation, with due consideration for the continuously evolving technological
landscape.

While the Declaration lacks binding legal effect, it establishes a framework for future state action
and deliberations, serving as a platform for the further promotion of cooperation and the exchange of
expertise within this field. The formal adoption of the Declaration through signature is anticipated in
2024.

Notwithstanding the inherent potential of this initiative, several notable challenges remain concern-
ing the implementation of the norms and practices enshrined within the Declaration. Their realization
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necessitates the harmonization of disparate interests and the surmounting of technical and political
impediments. Furthermore, despite U.S. efforts in the regulation of military Al, divergent conceptualiza-
tions of autonomous weapon systems continue to exert a significant influence on international discourse,
thereby hindering the attainment of a common understanding and consensus.

These discrepancies are contingent upon the varying perceptions of such systems among states: the
U.S. often views them as instruments for augmenting military power and national security, whereas other
states, such as China, may perceive them as threats to national security and foreign policy objectives.

It is pertinent to observe that the U.S. Department of Defense’s framework fails to adequately
address emergent machine learning capabilities, which consequently engenders concerns regarding the
predictability and transparency of machine behavior, as well as matters of safety and accountability. The
development of intricate and unpredictable military systems raises questions concerning their compli-
ance with the principles enshrined in the Geneva Conventions on international humanitarian law [17].
Therefore, the definition proffered by the U.S. Department of Defense for missile detection systems
presents difficulties in accommodating recent advancements in firepower and the complex behaviors
exhibited by autonomous systems. Such a definition may constitute an impediment to the advancement
of national capabilities in the development of such systems.

In recent years, the United States has assumed a leading role in the integration of artificial intelligence
within the military domain, thereby instigating a significant transformation in weapons technologies and
approaches to the conduct of warfare. The incorporation of Al into military operations has resulted in a
substantial enhancement of the U.S. military’s operational effectiveness, as demonstrated by a number of
tangible innovations.

Commencing in 1948, the U.S. has pursued the development of autonomous weapon systems
incorporating Al and machine learning methodologies. This approach serves to optimize operational
capabilities and encompasses computer-based applications for intelligence collection. A notable example
is the Aegis ballistic missile defense system, which was introduced in 1983 [20].

Artificial intelligence (AI) has been effectively implemented across a diverse range of military func-
tions, including personnel management, intelligence gathering, logistical operations, communications,
and operational planning. By way of illustration, the Dynamic Analysis and Replanning Tool (DART)
constitutes an early instantiation of Al utilization within the military context, facilitating the develop-
ment of deployment plans for troops and materiel during the 1990-1991 timeframe [21].

Subsequent to advancements in Al technologies during the 2000s, the Joint Assistant for Deploy-
ment and Execution (JADE), a more advanced instrument designed for force deployment planning and
the resolution of logistical challenges, was developed under the auspices of the U.S. Air Force Research
Laboratory (AFRL) and DARPA. The primary function of JADE is the generation of preliminary force
deployment plan. The United States is also engaged in the expansion of its inventory of Al-enabled auton-
omous unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), including, inter alia, the X47-B, MQ-2S, «Loyal Wingman,»
«Flocking,» and «Swarming> systems [22].

Current trends indicate a more pronounced utilization of Al in the sphere of technical intelligence
as opposed to the development of fully autonomous weapon systems. .Project Maven provides a salient
example of the implementation of image recognition technology within the context of intelligence
operations, whereby Al undertakes the filtering and prioritization of incoming data streams [22]. These
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) have been subject to continuous development and refinement through
their operational deployment in various military conflicts, including operations conducted in Iraq and
Afghanistan [23].

By virtue of advancements in science and technology, contemporary unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs) have achieved enhanced mobility, operational effectiveness, and the capacity to execute a com-
prehensive spectrum of missions. Moreover, Al finds active deployment in the realm of cyber operations,
whereby Al-based systems possess the capacity to effectively defend military networks against hostile
incursions or to initiate cyberattacks themselves. This constitutes an element of an emergent strategy
predicated on the utilization of technology for the conduct of “non-kinetic” warfare, which is acquiring
increasing salience in contemporary armed conflicts.

Consequently, the integration of artificial intelligence within U.S. military affairs represents not
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merely a technological innovation but also a fundamental paradigm shift in approaches to the conduct
of warfare. Al technologies facilitate the more precise, rapid, and secure execution of military operations,
which, in turn, enables a substantial enhancement of military combat effectiveness and a concomitant
acceleration of response times to emerging threats.

Notwithstanding the progress achieved in the development of autonomous weapon systems,
discrepancies in approaches and definitions among states constitute impediments to the formation of
unified international standards. It is therefore imperative to pursue continued international discourse
and to formulate robust legal frameworks that ensure the safe, responsible, and ethical utilization of Al
for military purposes, with a view to the development and codification of norms within international
humanitarian law.

Conclusion

The development of artificial intelligence and autonomous weapon systems represents a significant
advancement in ensuring national defense capabilities, while simultaneously posing a considerable chal-
lenge to the international legal framework. The United States, in its pursuit of maintaining technological
supremacy, is actively integrating Al into the military sphere, with a particular emphasis on incorporating
autonomous weapon systems into its military doctrine. However, the implementation of such technol-
ogies necessitates rigorous legal scrutiny, as autonomous systems capable of making decisions without
human intervention raise profound questions concerning traditional principles of international humani-
tarian law, such as the principles of distinction and proportionality, as well as issues of accountability for
the actions of these systems.

The ambiguity surrounding the legal status of autonomous systems and the divergence in regula-
tory approaches among states significantly complicate the process of establishing global standards for
their application. While the United States views autonomous systems as a means of enhancing military
effectiveness and security, other states, such as China, may perceive them as a threat to their national
security. These discrepancies in perception create further complexities in the formation of international
agreements aimed at developing unified legal frameworks for the utilization of Al for military purposes.

To address these challenges, resolutions and declarations aimed at restricting the use of lethal
autonomous weapon systems have been adopted, reflecting the U.S. aspiration to establish a legal basis
capable of preventing unintended escalations of conflict and ensuring accountability for the actions of
autonomous systems. These efforts also contribute to international norm-setting in the field of regulating
military AI, with an emphasis on adherence to the norms of international humanitarian law.

Furthermore, Al possesses substantial transformative potential, extending beyond autonomous
weaponry to impact all levels of warfare. At the strategic level, A facilitates the analysis of big data, the
prediction of adversary actions, and the optimization of military strategies. At the operational level, it
enhances troop coordination and improves the efficiency of task execution, while at the tactical level, it
contributes to the precision of operations. This has the potential to engender a full-scale revolution in
military affairs, altering the modalities of warfare and the management of armed forces.

Therefore, artificial intelligence in the military domain holds considerable potential for the trans-
formation of military strategies and tactics. However, for its effective and safe utilization, it is imperative
to develop robust international standards that ensure adherence to humanitarian norms and establish
accountability for the use of Al in armed conflicts.

A.M. Xacanaii, m.10.H., IIpenmosaBarear kapeapsr «KOHCTHTYHHOHHOrO, MeKAYHApOAHOIO
NpaBa M TAMOKEHHOTO AeAa>, YHuBepcureT Kynaesa, (Pecnmy6anka Kasaxcran, r. Aamatmi); I'T.
Baiicarosa, k.10.H., IIpodeccop kapeapsl « KOHCTHTYIIHOHHOT0, MEXKAYHAPOAHOTI'O PaBa H TAMO-
>KeHHOTO AeAa>, YHHBepcHTeT KyHaesa, (Pecr[yﬁAnKa Kaszaxcram, . AAmaTm) ; M.T. Beiicen6aeBa,
K.J0.H., AcconuupoBaHHbIA npodeccop kadeapsr «IIpaBo> Kazaxckuil HAMOHAABHBINA arpapHbIA
nccaepoBaTeAbckmit yausepcutet, (Pecrry6anka Kazaxcran, r. AAmaTpi): TexnoAOrHH, MEHSIOMHE
BOMHY: HCKYCCTBEHHbIH HHTEAAEKT U BoeHHas AookTpuHa CIITA.

AanHast paboTa HOCBsIIeHa AHAAN3Y IIPABOBBIX U 9TUYECKHUX ACIIEKTOB UCIIOAB30BAHISI UCKYCCTBEH-
Horo unteasexta (VM) B BOGHHBIX TeXHOAOTHSX, TAKUX KAK aBTOHOMHbIE CHCTeMBI BOOPYXeHmit. B
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YCAOBMAX aKTHBHOTO pa3sutisi VI u ero nmpuMeHeHust B 060pOHHOI cdepe, BOSHUKAET HEOOXOAUMOCTD
B PaspaboTKe MeXAYHAPOAHBIX HOPM, PeryAHPYIOIINX HCIIOAB30BaHMe 9THX TexHoaormi. Ocoboe
BHHUMAaHHE YACASIETCS Pa3AHMYMAM B ITOAXOAAX K ONPEACACHHIO aBTOHOMHBIX CHCTEM OPYXKHs, KOTOPbIe
cymectsyioT Mexxay CIIIA i Apyrumu rocysapcramu, Bkarodast Kurait. BoisiBaeHs po6AeMbl IPaBOBOTO
peryAupoBaHIst aBTOHOMHBIX BOOPYXXEHHI, X COOTBETCTBIE MEXAYHAPOAHOMY I'YMaHUTAPHOMY IIPaBy
U BBI3OBBI, CBsi3aHHble ¢ BHeapeHHeM M1 B BoenHble omeparuu. [IpoeaéH anaans mnunmarus CIIA
U AeKAQpaIuil, HAIIPABACHHBIX Ha Pa3pabOTKy CTAaHAAPTOB AAS 6€30I1aCHOTO U 9THYHOIO IMPHMEeHEeHHs
HCKYCCTBEHHOTO HHTeAAeKTa B BoeHHOM cdepe. Ocoboe BHUMAHME YAEACHO HEOOXOAMMOCTHU IPOAOA-
JKEHISI TAODAABHOTO AMIAAOT U YTAYOACHHOTO COTPYAHUYECTBA MEXAY TOCYAAPCTBAME AASL ODeCIiedeHIs
MEXAYHAPOAHOI 6€30I1aCHOCTH U IPEAOTBPALIEHUS YTPO3 TAOOAABHO CTAOUABHOCTH.

Karouesvte crosa: CIIIA, cmpamezuseckue dokmputbl, mexdyHapooHoe 2ymanumapHoe npaso, uUckyc-
cmeennviti unmerrexm (M), asmonommote cucmemvt soopyscerus (ACB).

A.M. Xacanaii, 3.F.M., <« KOHCTHTYIIHSIABIK, XaABIKQPAABIK KYKBIK JKOHe KeAeH ici» kadeppachl-
HbIH OKbITYmbIchl, KoHaeB YHuBepcureri, (Kasakcran Pecmy6ankacel, AAMaThI K.) ; I.T. Baiicaaosa,
3.F.K., <KOHCTHTYIHSAABIK, XaABIKAPAABIK KYKBIK JKOHE KeAeH ici» KadeApachIHBIH mpodeccopsl,
Konaes YauBepcureri, (K,a3a1<c1‘aﬂ Pecmy6ankacer, AAMaThI K.) ; M.T. Beiicen6aeBa, 3.r.K., <« KykbIx>»
Ka¢ eApachIHBIH KaybIMAACTBIPbIAFaH mpodeccopspl, Ka3ak YATTBIK arpapAbIK 3epTTey YyHHBEPCHTETi,
(Kasaxcran Pecrry6ankacpl, AAMaThI K. ) : COFbICTBI ©3repTeTiH TEXHOAOTHSIAAP: 5KACAHADI HHTEAACKT
sxane AKII ockepu AOKTpHHACHI.

Bya >xyMbIC )KacaHABI HHTEAAEKTIH (K1) 9CKePH TEXHOAOTHUSIAAPAA, MBICAABI, aBTOHOMADI Kapy-a-
PaK XyieaepiHAe KOAAAHBIAYBIHBIH KYKBIKTBIK SKOHE 9THKAABIK aCIIeKTirepiH TaapayFa apHasraH. JKI-Hix
OeAceHAl AaMyBI JKoHe OHBIH KODFaHBIC CAAACBIHAQ KOAAQHBIAYBI JKAFAQMBIHAQ OCBHI TEXHOAOTHSIAAPABI
KOAAQHYADBI PETTEHTIH XaABIKAPAABIK HOPMaAapABI 33ipAey KakeTTiairi TybiHAafiabL. AKII e KprTaiiabt
KOCa aAFaHAQ, 0acKa MeMAEKETTep apachlHAA 6ap aBTOHOMABI KApy JKyHeAepiHiH aHBIKTaMaChIHA KATBICThI
ToCiAAEpAeri alibIpMaNIBIABIKTApFa epeKllie Hazap ayAapblAaAbl. ABTOHOMABI Kapy KyHeAepiH KYKBbIKTHIK,
peTTey MaceAeAepi, OAAPABIH XaABIKAPAABIK TYMAHHMTAPABIK KYKBIKKa corkectiri skome JKM-ai ackepn
ollepariusAapra eHrisyre 0aAQHBICTHI KHBIHABIKTAD QHBIKTAAABL OCKEPH CAaAAAA JKACAHABI MHTEAAEKTIH
KayiIICi3 koHe 9TUKAABIK KOAAQHBIAYBIHA apHAAFAH CTaHAAPTTAPABI 33ipaeyre OarpirTasran AKIII 6acra-
MAaAaphbl MeH AeKAApaIlMAAApPBbIHA TAaAAQY XKYPrisiaai. XaAbIKapaAblK KAyilcCi3pAiKTi KAMTaMAachI3 eTy >KoHe
skahaHABIK TYPAaKTBIABIKKA TOHETIH KAyilITePAIH aAABIH aAy YIIH MeMAEKeTTep apachIHAAFBI KahaHABIK
AMAAOTTBI )KAAFACTBIPY XKOHE TePEHAETIATEH BIHTHIMAKTACTBIK KAJKETTIAIriHEe epeKIle Ha3ap ayAapbIAAABL

Tyiiindi coesdep: AKIII, cmpamezusivlk, OKMPUHAAGD, XALBIKAPAABIK, SYMAHUMAPALIK, KYKbIK (XTK),
wcacando. unmearexm (OKH), asmonomdu: sapy xcyiierepi (AKK).
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MPUHATO CYMTaTb, UTO NMOTEHLMANbHbIE BbIrOAbl OT NPUMEHEHUS UC-
KyCCTBEHHOIO MHTeNNeKTa (M) BenVKu: OT OnepaumoHHbIX YyylleHu,
TaKUX KaK CHWXKEHMe 4uciia YesioBeyeckux oLmnboK, Ao UCMOoMb30Ba-
HUA PO6GOTOB B OMacCHbIX CUTyauusAx. B To e Bpemsi Bce MOHMMAIOT, YTo
nprvMmeHeHne U conps’keHO CO MHOMECTBOM 3TMYECKMX npobrem —
OT NPeaB3ATOCTU B paboTe anropuTMoB 1 LdPOBOro paspbiBa A0 NPo-
651eM 300pOBbA U 6e30nacHOCTU. B KHMre paccmatpuBaioTcA peasbHble
KeWcbl 3TUYECKMX MPo6iemM, KOTOpbIE CTAaBUT NEPEA HAMV MCKYCCTBEHHbIN MHTENNEKT, Y BAPUAHTbI UX pe-
weHus. Pa36op KeincoB — OfMH U3 NTyYLLX CNOCOBOB M3yUeHWs STUYECKUX ANNEMM 1 MOHUMaHWs CBA-
3aHHbIX C HUMU CIIOXKHOCTEN 1 TOUEK 3peHusA 3aMHTEPECOBaHHbIX B paboTe VW cTopoH.

C yueToMm BCEOOBEMITIOLLETO XapaKTePa STUKM NCKYCCTBEHHOTO NHTEN/IEKTA B aKafeMMNYECKHUX,
NoNUTUYECKnX, GBUnocodCKmx n MegunHbIX gebatax KHUra 6ygeT nonesHa LWMPOKON ayaMTopui, BKoYas
nccnegoBaTesiel], NPeACTaBAAIOWMX CamMble Pa3fIYHble AUCLMTUIMHBI, @ TaKXKe MOJIMTUKOB, COTPYAHNKOB
HenpaBUTESIbCTBEHHbIX OPraHU3aLiA, NPenogaBaTene 1 06Pa3oBaHHY 06LLECTBEHHOCTD.
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