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Studying Drone

The Low Quality Information Environment
of Pakistans Tribal Areas

C. CHRISTINE PAIR

Pakistan captures the attention of those interested in U.S. drone pol-
icy because it has experienced far more drone strikes than any other
country from 2004 onward, Even though the U.S. Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) and the U.S. Air Force developed the capacity to weap-
onize remotely piloted aerial vehicles (RPVs) well before the events of
September 2001, it took the events of 9/11 to galvanize the Bush admin-
istration to finally approve the use of armed drones in what bec me the
US-led “Global War on Terror” {Frisbee 2004). Ans lysts believe that
the CIA first employed a w aponized drone on February 4, 2002, in an
effort to kill Bin Laden near the city of Khost, in Afghanistan’s Pak-
tia province. In what now seems unusual, Secretary of Defense Donald

Rumsfeld, using the passive voice of government obfuscation, acknowl-
edged the strike: “A decision was made to fire the Hellfire missile. It was
fired” (Sifton 2012). The United States then expanded the use of armed
RPVs to kill alleged terrorists and insurgents in Pakistan’s Federally
Administered Tribal Areas (FATA).? Subs equently, and consi
the expanding scope of the global war on terror, the U.S. intelli

tent with

ence and

military agencies employed armed RPVs in V. men, Somalia, Libya, and
elsewhere. However, the most notorious of these theaters is the FATA in
Pakistan, which has been the site of the vast majority of US. armed RPV
strikes since they began after 9/11.

"As the covert use of RPVs in Pakistan proliferated, so has the body

of writing on the program and its consequenc

- Unfortunately, many
of these analyses fall short because they pay inadequate attention to the
specifi

of the program in Pakistan. In this chapter, I first provide
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important contextual information that should foreground any study of
RP an. Next, | discuss some of the problems with popu-
lar notions of “Pakistani sove reignty” that undergird commentary about
the RPV program there. I then evaluate Pakistan's willingness and ability
to do more to protect the international community from the terrorist
groups ensconced in its territory. Following this, I critique recent human
rights advocacy reports, highlighting the methodological, and even ethi-
cal, problems that undermine their examination of drones. 1 conclude
with a number of thoughts on how scholars can improve the quality
and thus reliability of their work to understand the impact of the RPV
program in Pakistan and perhaps other low information environments,

usage in Pakis

The C

rt Armed RPV Program in Pakistan
The first RPV strike in Pakistan’s FATA was what some U.S, officials call
a “good will kill” to eliminate a notorious Pakistani militant leader Nek
Mohammad. Mark Mazzetti (2013} recounts how on a hot June day in
2004, Mek Mohammad was killed by a RPV while lounging in his mud
compound in South Waziristan. He had been speaking on a satellite
phone with one of the numerous reporters who frequently interviewed
him. The Pakistani military claimed responsibility for the strike and the
militant’s demise. This was the first lie in what would become a concat-
enation of unsustainable fictions.

In fact, the CIA had executed the man, even though he was notan
al-Qaeda operative and did not target the United States or its forces
in Afghanistan. Nek Mohammad was an enemy of the Pakistani state,
responsible for killing Pakistani troops and humiliating the army after
making and then breaking a peace accord with the Pakistani army. The
targeted killing was the CIA’ first “good will kill” It inked, with Mo«
hammad’s blood, a secret bargain between the CIA and Pakistans mili-
ud intelligence agency (the Interservices Intelligence Directorate
[1SI]) that would grant the CIA access to Pakistams air space and thus
use RPV strikes to kill America’s enemies. Bound by conditions of the
covenant with the 1SI, the CIAS RPVs would be constrained to narrow
“flight boxes” in the FATA, This was to ensure that U.B. spies would noj
have access to “places where Islamabad didnt want the Americans to go:
Pakistan's nuclear facilities, and mountain camps where Kashmiri mili
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tants were trained for attacks against India” (Mazzetti 201, 109}, The 18]
also insisted that the United States operate all RP
under the CIAs covert-action authority, often referred to as “Title 50
operations (Wall 2011). This meant that the United States could never
acknowledge that such strikes were taki ng place and “Pakistan would ei-
ther take credit for individual kills or remain silent” (Mazzetti 2013, 10g).
Also, FATA’ unique and archaic governance structire would facilit
this plausible deniability and obfuscate any details of the program. Pres;

dent Musharraf, who brokered the deal with President Bush, believed
maintaining the ruse would be easy, telling a CIA operative uring the
negotiations that “in Pakistan, things fall out of the sky all the time
{Mazzetti 2013, 109).*

In the early years after the Nek Mohammad killing, the United States
used armed RPV attacks sporadically. Between 2004 and 2007, there
were only g attacks. Then, however, the Bush administration became
increasingly convinced that RPV attacks were an effective way to defeat
the militants in Pakistan’s tribal ar eas, and in 2008 alone, the Bush White
House launched 33 strikes. When Barack Obama became the U.S. presi-
dent, he became ever more reliant upon armed RPV strikes to achieve
his strategic objective of defeating al-Qaeda. In 2009, there were 53 RPY
strikes, in 2010, the “year of the drone?” there were 118 RPV attacks, and
in 2011, there were yo RPV attacks {Bergen and Tiedemann 2010}, Ac-
cording to data from the New America Foundation {2013}, there were
48 RPV strikes in 2012, and 1 3 in 2013 as of May.. Despite the attention
to the RPV program in international media, the program in Pakistan is
still technically covert. Accurate information about the program is thus

flights in Pakistan
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very difficult to obtain, and even accounts in peer-reviewed journals
contain many errors. U.S. government officials are generally prohibited
from even acknowledging any particular RPV strike in Pakistan, despite
the fact that RPVs are heavily reported in Pakistani and international
media, albeit without reliable and confirmable details {Savage 2013).°

The Question of Pakistani Sovereignty

Officials in both the Bush and Obama administrations have justified
the CIA RPV program by referencing both domestic and international

&

law. As discussed in earlier chapters (see Chapter 1 and 6, for e carnpl
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von Authorization for the Use of Military Force (AUMF) autho-
U.S. counterterrorism operations to target and kill members of the

ghan Taliban and al-Qaeda and its affiliates wherever they may be,
Congress passed the AUMEF just days after the 9/11 attacks. This statute
mits the U8, president “to use all neces ary and appropriate force”
ursue those parties responsible for the 9/11 terrorist attacks. With
respect to international law, the Obama

Iministration justifies the pro-
gram with reference to the right to self-defense, as laid out in Article 51
of the United Nations Charter. The Obama administration asserts that
because the United States is in a state of armed conflict with al-Qaeda

and associated forces, it is entitled to target them under the doctrine of

self-defense (Masters 2013},

Critics reject this legal rationale (see Sonnenberg, Chapter 5, Glazier

Chapter 6, and Eviatar, Chs

pter 7, for varying degrees of this argument).
The Stanford-New York Usniiversity Law School Clinics' report, “Living
” (International Human Rights and Conflict Resolution

Clinic, 2012), which examines the impact of U5, RPV policy on civilians

under Dron

kistan, voices skepticism that killings carried out
an be justified by the AUMF of 2001. The authors of the report
with the mobilization of the UN princ ple
attacks. The authors question whether the
American RPV program violates Pakistar’s sovereignty, an issue that
hinges upon whether or not Pakistan has consented to the program and

whether the United States is lawfully acting in self-defense, On the issue

living in northwest

of self-defense 1o justify the

of Pakistani consent, different authors and organizations take different
positions. Some are willing to concede that elements of the Pakistani
state assented to the RPV attacks at least in the past, even if the state of
current cooperation is unknown (Mazzetti 2013; Sanger 2012; IHR 2012).
The International Crisis Group suspects that elements of the Pakistani
s remain complicit and rebuff those who take Pakistani public de-
nouncements at face value,

statl

In contrast, Ben Emmerson, the UN special rapporteur on the Promo-
tion and Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while
Countering Terrorism, made categorical staternents that the U.S. RPV
program violated Pakistan’s sovereignty. After his three ~dlay visit to Pali-
stan in March 2013, Emmerson announced that there was no
of a U.S.-Pakista;

ol

vidence
1agreement on RPV use and that Emmerson's official
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position was buttressed by “a thorough search of government records”
an exceedingly unlikel

y scenario {International Crisis Group 2019, 20).
The International Crisis Group expres

ed dismay that Emmerson “ig-

nored evidence not only of tacit Pakistani con sent during the Musharraf

regime, as disclosed by then-Prime Minister Gilani in 2008 and again in
2010 and subsequently confirmed by Musharraf himself, but also of con-
tinued cooperation after Musharraf’s removal in mid-2008, including the
presumned role of Shamsi and Shahbaz, airbases” (2013, 20).

While Pakistani officials deny a

cials who can speak on this matter often reaff; rm its
Markey, a member of the Secre ary of State’s Policy Planning Staff from
2003 16 2007, does. In an interview with Ritika Singh, he explains:

such agreement, American offi-

existence, as Danjel

Musharraf’s consent represented both that of th

Pakistani military and
its civilian government. Nog only did he grant his consent, but in tially,
the Pakistani military tried to take credit for these kinds of attacks—
claiming that they weren't the work of drone » but Pakistani air strikes.
This wasn't a very credible claim
while b

but it worked for

"]

1 Pakistan’s pe

ccause the strikes were initially much |

ess frequent than they are

now. And the misdirection helped the Pakistani government weather th

domestic backlash. (¢

ngh 2012)

Musharraf did not follow through on any of his public complaints,
confirming the mutual understanding that such protests were political
drama for domestic consumption. As Markey explains, “One can only
assume. . . . that the private messages from the Pakistan government
were different from their public messages” (Singh 2012). David Sanger,
the chief Washington correspondent for the New York Times sugges

that this permission continued at least until 2011. Investigating the
rules of RPV deployment in Obama policy, one of Sanger’s interlocu-
tors explained that with respect to host-nation permission, “a country
must expressly invite the United States to use RPVs to strike targets
inside its territory—which was the case with Pakistan until the traumas
of 2011. . . . or they must be emplove

n a country that is ‘unwilling
or unable to suppress the threat”* Sanger further cites “a senjor intel-
ligence officer who is responsible for overseeing the program [who]
insists that the United States sticks to those rules” (2012, 258),

ST



the 2001 Authorization for the Use of Military Force (AUMF) autho-
rizes U.S. counterterrorism operations to target and kill members of the
Afghan Taliban and al-Qaeda and its affiliates wherever they may be.
Congress passed the AUMF Just days after the 9/11 attacks. This statute
permits the US. president “to use all necessary and appropriate force”
to pursue those parties responsible for the 9/11 terrorist attacks. With
spect to international law, the Obama administration justifies the pro-
m with reference to the right to self-defense, as laid out in Article 5
United Nations Charter. The Obama administration asserts that
because the United States is in a state of armed conflict with al-Qaeda
and associated forces, it is entitled to target them under the doctrine of
self-defense (Masters 201%).

Critics

eject this legal rationale (see Sonnenberg, Chapter s, (
Chapter 8, and Bviatar, Chapter 7, for varying degrees of this argument).
The Stanford-New York U niversity Law School Clinics’ report, “Living
under Drones” (International Human Rights and Conflict Resolution
Clinic, 2012), which examines the impact of U.S. RPV policy on civilians
living in northwest Pakistan, voices skepticism that killings carried out
today can be justified by the AUME of 2001. The authors of the report
|

&y

also take considerable issue with the mobilization of the UN principle
of self-defense to justify the attacks. The authors question whether the
American RPV program violates Pakistan’s sovereignty, an issue that
hinges upon whether or not Pakistan has consented to the program and
whether the United States is lawfully acting in self-defense. On the issue
of Pakistani consent, different authors and organizations take different
positions. Some are willing to concede that elements of the Pakistani
state assented to the RPV attacks at least in the past, even if the state of
current cooperation is unknown {Mazzetti 201 3; Sanger 2012; IHR 2012).
The International Crisis Group suspects that elements of the Pakistani
state remain complicit and rebuff those who take Pakistani public de-

on, the UN special rapporteur on the Pror O
tion and Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms while

Countering Terrorism, made categorical statements that the U.S. RPV

program violated Pakistan’s sov reignty. After his three-day visit to Paki:
stan in March 2013, Emmerson announced that there was no evidence

akistan agreement on RPY use and that Emmerson’s official
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position was buttressed by “a thorough search of government records,
an exceedingly unlikely scenario (International Crisis ¢ rOup 2013, 20).
!

[

dismay that Emmerson ig-

e

The International Crisis Group expy
nored evidence not only of tacit Pakistani consent during the Musharraf

e

regime, as disclosed b y then-Prime Minister Gilani in 2008 and again in

himsell, but also of con-

2010 and subsequently confirmed by Musharraf
tinued cooperation after Musharraf’s removal in mid-2008, including the
presumed role of Shamsi and Shahbaz airbases” {2013, 20).

While Pakistani officials dény any such agreement, American offi-
cials who can speak on this matter often reaffirm its existence, as Daniel

-

Markey, a member of the Secretary of State’s Policy Planning Staff from
2003 to 2007, does. In an interview with Ritika Singh, he explains:

Musharraf’s consent represented both that of the Pakistani military and

its civilian government. Not only did he grant his consent, but initially,

the Pakistani military tried to take credit for these kinds of attac
claiming that they weren’t the work of drones, but Pakistani air strikes.
Ihis wasn't a very credible claim on Pakistan’s part, but it worked for a
while because the strikes were initially much less frequent than they are

now, And the misdirection helped the Pakistani government weather the

domestic backlash. (Singh 2012)

Musharraf did not follow through on any of his public complaints,
confirming the mutual understanding that such protests wer political
drama for domestic consumption. As Markey explains, “One can only
assume. . . . that the private messages from the Pakistani government

¥

were different from their public messages {Singh 2012). David Sanger,
the chief Washington correspondent for the New York Tim . suggests
that this permission continued at least until 2011, Investigating the
rules of RPV deployment in Obama policy, one of Sanger’s interlocu-
tors explained that with respect to host-pation permission, “a country
must expressly invite the United States to use RPVs to strike targets
inside its territory—which was the case with Pakistan until the traumas

of 2011. . .. or they must be employed in a country that is ‘unwilling
a senior intel-

i

or unable to suppress the threat”® Sanger further cites
eing the program [who)
{2012, 258).

ligenice officer who is responsible for ave

insists that the United States sticks to those rules

»



Although Nawaz Sharif and his Pakistan Muslim League-Nawaz
(PML-N) campaigned on an anti-drone platform, he tempered his
opposition upon becoming prime minister in May 2013 (Shah 2012).
Despite Sharif’s insistence that the United States halt the use of RPVs,
Pakistani former officials confirm that Pakistan’s military and intelli-
gence agencies support the strikes. The preferences of the military and
intelligence agencies seem again and again to trump those of Pakistan’s
elected officials. Sp caking of this civil-military discord, Husain Haqaani,
Pakistan’s former ambassador to the United States, explained:

The Pakistani ISI actually resisted U.S. efforts to keep its own government
i Istamabad informed. . . The 181 did not like Pakistani civilian officials
finding out anything about their denlings with the United States about
civilian lead-

armed Predator drones, but the U8, government wanted th

rship o remain in the picture. . [The 181 was in the habit of | protesting

against the drones publicly while privately negotiating over whom the

drones would target. (Quoted in Hirsh 2013)

Such recent reporting vindicates the suspicions of those analysts and
organizations, such as the International Crisis Group, who have long
suspected that some parts of the Pakistani state are complicit. Writing
from an authoritative position on Pakistar’s domestic politics and eivil-

-

military relations, the International Crisis Group observed that “even

after the National Assembly . . . passed resolutions like the onein April
2012 that declared cessation of U.S. drone strikes an official policy objec
tive, Pakistan has not yet taken any concrete steps to challenge the pro-
gram. It has not, for instance, lodged a formal complaint with the UN
Security Council” (2013, 29-30). Even if Pakistan’s official position can-
not be clarified, the Pakistani government continues to “deconflict™the
airspace; in other words, they continue to ensure that RPVs operating in
Pakistan do not collide with other aircraft—civilian or military--in the
area. It should be recalled that RPVs do not simply “sneak in, bomb, and
sneak out” Rather, a mix of RPVs hovers at different levels of altitudein
Pakistan for hours and even days.

> unfamiliar with Pakistan, the public statements by polic
ticians condemning the RPVs may be adequate evidence that the
Pakistani state does not facilitate, much less approve of, these attacks,

defense because it is unlikely that the majority of the drone strikes hav
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However, analysts who are more famili

r with Pakistani politics under-
stand that elected officials do not exercise control over national security
policy. In fact, when democracy retury

d in 1990 followi ng the death of
dictator General Zia ul Hagq and the electoral victory of Benazir Bhutio's
Pakistan’s People Party, the army “allowed Ms. Bhutto to become the
prime minister, provided that she agreed not to interfere in the affairs
the armed forces (Khan 2012, 227228,

of

This remains the case. In July 2013, the official comumission estab-
lished by the Pakistan government to investigate the U.S. raid on Osams
bin Laden’s safe haven in Pakistan concluded that while setting defense
policy constitutionally falls under the purview of the civilian govern-
ment, “in reality. . . . defense policy in Pakistan is considered the re
sponsibility of the mili tary and not the civilian government even if the
civilian government goes through the motions of providing inputs into
a policymaking process from which it js essentially excluded” (Abbor-
tabad Commission 2013, 159).7

Is Pakistan Willing to and Capable of Acting against Targets on
Its Soil?

Closely related to the issue of Pakistan’s sovereignty is the question of
Pakistan’s ability and willingness to exercise the rule of law and take
action against those militants operating in and from Pakistan. On this
matter the Stanford-NYU Law School Clinics report concedes that “in
the absence of Pakistani consent, U.S. use of force in Pakistan may not
constitute an unlawful violation of Pakistans

sovereignty if the force is
necessary in self-defense in response to an armed attack—either a

a
response to the attacks of September 11, 2001, or as anticipatory self-
defense to mitigate threats posed by non-state groups” in the FATA (IHR
2012, 106-107). The report further points out that for this use of force
to-be lawful in Pakistan, Pakistan must also be shown to be “unwill-
ing or unable to take [the appropriate steps, itself, against the non-state
group[”(IHR 2012, 107). The report thus casts doubt upon whether con-
temporary RPV attacks can be justified by reference to the events of 9/11.

The authors are also doubtful about the resort to “anticipatory” self-

o

averted attacks that are “instant, overwhelming, and leaving no choice



1 no moment of delibe ration”(IHR 2012, 107-108; s

Sonnenberg, Chapter s; Glazier, Chapter 6; Fviatar, Chapter 7).

Indeed, recent reportix
strikes targ
vent imminent attack on the United States and its interests. Recent re-
porting by Jonathan |

ists doubt upon the U.S, claims that RPY

°t al-Quaeda and Taliban operatives or their associates to pre-
nday, based upon a privileged review of primary
source materials, indicated that as many as “265 of up to 482 people who
U.S, intelligence reports estimated the CIA killed during a 12-month
period ending in September 2011 were not senior al-Qaeda leaders but
Afghan, Pakistani and unknown exiremists,
Drones killed only six top al-Qaeda leaders in those months, according

instead were ‘assessed’

o

to news media accounts” (201 3). This is consistent with interviews with
American and Pakistani officials, who concede that the U.S. RPVs are
killing “Pakistani terrorists” such as Pakistani Taliban leaders (e.g. Nek

Mohammad in 2004, Baitullah Mehsood in 2009, Waliur Rehman in

&

2013, among numerous others), What motivation does the United States
> 10 eliminate Pakistan’s e neries, who pose no significant imminent
threat to the United States? Simpl

The United States has a supreme
interest in Pakistani domestic security and stability and seeks to help
Pakistan achieve this, even while the two countries remain mired in
other differences

aki

It is from this perspective that the issue of Pakistan's sovereignty be-
comes very difficult to assess. It is well established that Pakistan has cul-
tivated Islamist militancy from the earliest days of the state. The state
has employed Islamist militants to prosecute Pakistan’s proxy war with
India over the disputed disposition of Kashmir and India’s rising po-
sition in the international system since 1947, Pakistan has instrumen-
talized political Islam in Afe hanistan since the mid-1950s and Islamist
militancy there since the early 19705, Yet it is also the case that in recent
years, some of Pakistan's erstwhile allies have mobil ed to target the

commanders who
operate under the banner of the Tehree k-e-Taliban-e-Pakistan {(Paki-
stani Taliban, or TTP) and who have set their sights upon dismantling

[N

z

e
i

state. The most prominent of these is a network of

Pakistan’s democracy. They have killed tens of thousands of Pakistanis,
including women and children, military and paramilita ry personnel, po-
lice and other law enforcement en tities, bureaucrats and political figuires

alike (Fai

VDYING DR

While well-cited reports such as the
NYU collaboration and that of Columbia U siversity Law School {z012)
do not focus upon this Juestion of Pakistani sov reignty and intent, the

-

se by the afore-noted Stanford-

International Crisis Group (ICG) report engages with it directly. T}
group considers that Pakistan’
to appease some of Pakistans
“have jeopardised the :

military has a record of forging deals

o
S

Taliban groups and that these initiativ
safety of the communities those groups terro-

rise, including Shia and Barelvi communities and women” {2013, 30).

The International Crisis Group also observes that the military deni
access to independent observers

in FATA, precluding them from col.
lecting proof of human ri ghts violations by militants. The 1CG believes
that “the military’s support to Afghanistan-oriented proxies, such as
the al-Qaeda linked Haqqani network, as well as local Taliban groups,
stich as those headed by Maulvi Nazir and Hafiz Gul Bahadur, invites
U.S. drone strikes in the first place” and argues that 3 ny successiul and
comprehensive counter-terrorism policy in FATA would have to ad-
dress all these challenges andidly” (2013, 30). The ICG also explaing
that whereas the national elected 1 adership had tried to be more agser-
tive on the issues of oversight of counterterrorism and counterterror-

ism policies, their role remains limited, with the dominant role played
by the army.
The restriction of the RPV program to Pakistan’s

ATA (which is
comprised of seven tribal agencies and six frontier regions) is impor-
tant to understanding why the RPV policy is problematic in Pakistan
and the difficulty in asse: sing Pakistan’s will and capacity to do more
to contend with terrorists within its tervitory. The FATA is governed by
a colonial instrument called the Frontier Crimes Regulation, or FCR,
which effectively renders residents of FAT
(Fair 20142). As a cons equence, foreign journalists are prohibited from
travelling to FATA without the approval of the Ministry of Interior and/
or an escort from the military and intelligence services. Even ordinary
Pakistanis cannot legally visit the area unless they themselves have fam-
ily ties there. Thus, it is extremely difficult to obtain accurate informa-
tion from what has lon ¢ been something of an informational black hole,
These restrictions serve the Pakistani state’s interests because it has long

A to be “second class citizens”

used FATA to host 2 dizzying array of Islamist militant groups operating
in Afghanistan, India, and even Pakistan itself (Hagqani 2005; Rubin




Islamnist militants have found sanctuary in FATA as a consequence.

Several aspects of the FCR have enormous and nearly universally un-
acknowledged implications for the U.S. use of armed RPVs in FATA.,
Under the FCR, an entire family or clan can be punished just because
one member has granted terrorists sanctuary in their home. This clause
has been used to justify the Pakistani air strikes and draconjan army
operations that have caused enormous civilian casualties and forced dis-
placement. As of March 2013, the United MNations reported that there are
still some 758,000 persons who are internally displaced due to ongoing
ecurity operations in FATA as well as parts of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa
(UNOCHA 2013). Part of the unrecognized legitimizing dis 50
surrounding the use of armed RPVs in FATA is the unfortunate fact
that residents of FATA are second-class citizens, and the legal regime
under which they are governed permits the state to ignore individual
innocence and guilt, The United States exploits this predicament, and
Pakistan perpetuates it by sustaining a legal regime that discriminates
between the citizens of the so-called “settled areas,” where the constitu:
" citizens under the rule of the FCR.

There is another, equally unappreciated aspect of the tribal aress: e
ause FATA is governed under the FCR, it has no police forces; instead,
paramilitary, military, and tribal militia forces keep order. Asa résult,
the arrest of militants, collection of evidence, and subsequent prosece-
tion in Pakistan’s courts are not viable options in FATA. {(In contrast,
high-value targets captured in the rest of Pakistan are tried under Paki.

tion applies, and “lesser

stani law or, in some cases, remanded to the United States.) While law.
and order approaches may be infinitely preferable to the use of armed
hoos:
ing to defer from bringing the area and its people fully under Pakistans

RPVs, successive Pakistani governments have closed this route by

constitution (White 2008). Thus, the only alternatives to doing noth-
ing o combat the militants in FATA are devastating and indiscriminate
Pakistani military operations or special forces raids into Pakistani terri.
tory by Afghanistan-based troops (Pak Institute for Peace Studies 2008,
2009, 2011}.°

Questions about Pakistan’s will and capacity to protect its own citis
zens from the ravages of the various terrorist organizations located i

-

FATA, coupled with the state’s insistence upon maintaining the FCR,
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have important humanitarian i aplications for the residents of
it even the ca

TA s
that the U.S. armed RPV prograrm is the biggest source
of human insecurity in FATA? Given that more Pakistanis in FATA die
from Pakistani military operations and terrorist attacks alike, why doe
the use of armed RPVs in FATA, clearly conducted with coordination
with Pakistani military and intelligence agencies, attract the attention
of international humanitarian organizations? The implication is that 4
person's death is Jess noteworthy unless it can be attributed to an armed

RPV,

Methodological Issues in the RPV Civilian Impacts Debat

There is no question that U.S. RPV strikes have killed innocent persons.
What is at stake is how many of the persons killed are in fact innocent
civilians (Singh 2012). Numerous organizations, such as the New Amer-
ica Foundation, the Long War Journal of the Foundation for the Defense
of Democracies, the Burean of Investigative Journalism, Columbia Law
School, among others have all sought to track RPV strikes and their

vutcomes, As well-intended as these efforts may be, the data are most

certainly flawed. When one compares accounts of the same strike in the

various databases, there is important disagreement about who was tar-
geted and with what outcomes. Sometimes there is even disagreement
about where the strike took place. For example, Amnesty International
{z013) reported that an elderly woman (Mamana Bibi) was killed while
tending her crops in her village in Ghundi Kala. However, according to
the New America Foundation (2012}, this attack took place in the village
of Tapi. Such divergence occurs “because news accounts, upon which
these databases rely, sometimes disagree about these details, and for rea-
sons described above, it is impossible to independently verify which—if

any—account is accurate” (Fair 2014b).°

While it is difficult to in ependently confirm media reports of
RPV strikes in FATA, it is not impossible as some claim (for exarple,
Stanford-NYU Law School Clinics; Amnesty International). Sebas-
tian Abbot of the Associated Press did just that when he dispatched
Waziristan-based stringers to independently investigate ten of the re-
portedly deadliest strikes from the previous year and a hall. The team

spoke with about eighty villagers at the sites, and, contrary to the wide-
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spread perception that civilians—rather than militants—are the pri
Q.Em victims, the team was told that a “significant majority {70 wmqnmw
of the dead were combatants” (Abbott 2012). Furthermore, those figur
were driven by one very deadly attack on March 17, 2011. When the A

sociated Press team exciuded that extraordinary attack, they found that

nearly 9o percent of the people killed were militants, according to thy
villagers interviewed {Abbot 2012).

Although there is considerable uncertainty about how many 5:9._, .
persons U.S. RPV strikes have killed, even those who have long oppose
the use of armed RPVs now concede that civilian casualties may no
be the single most salient objection to the program. The New Ameér
ica Foundation, based upon trend analysis of its own data on cit
casualties, accepts that “it seems clear the civilian casualties have noy
dropped dramaticaily, thanks to more precision weaponry and ¢
care—and the casualties are far lower than if conventional bombs were
E,cntmm:@m:mm« 2012, 250}, Nonetheless, the specter of civilian casual
ties animates much of the opposition to RPVs. Unfortunately, some ol
the critical methodological, analytical, and empirical shortcomings
specific reports on drones and human rights are less than desirable, -

In “Living under Drones,” published jointly by the law school clinic
of Stanford University and New York University, the authors attemp
to document the civilian cost of the U.S. RPV program in Pakistan}
tribal agency of Waziristan. When authors veer mi@ from their core
legal expertise and into social sciences, they make several mcsmsy )
tal and avoidable empirical blunders beginning with their problematic
convenience sample. A fundamental problem with the study is that it |
funded and facilitated by an organization opposed to the use of arme:
RPVs in Pakistan and elsewhere. The authors explain that “in Decermbe
2011, Reprieve, a charity based in the United Kingdom, contacted the
Stanford Clinic to ask whether it would be interested in conducting in
dependent investigations into whether, and to what extent drone st
in Pakistan conformed to international law and caused harm and/or i
Jury to civilians”(International Human Rights 2012, i). It is important to
note that Reprieve, and its Pakistani partner organization, the moE._._,
tion for Fundamental Rights (FFR), have been vigorous opponents
the RPV program and have argued forcefully for its termination, 71
at the inception of this project, the law schools were asked to no:m._..

-.-6—.._..-_-—-#
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research on behaif of an organization that s fundamentally opposed to

- HPVs. This represents a fundamental conflict of interest, which the au-
thors do not seem to recognize.

The researchers compounded this ethical problem by allowing Re-
rieve and FFR to provide the research tcam with logistical support in
akistan. In fact, the FFR “assisted in contacting many of the potential
terviewees, particularly those who reside in North Waziristan, and

in the difficult work of arranging interviews” (International Human
Rights 2012, i). The group made no attempt to describe the outcome of

~a “typical” RPV encounter; rather, the authors sought out persons who

f-identified as some form of RPV victim. The authors note that their
alysis is based upon a meager 130 “interviews with victims and wit-

“pesses of RPV activity, their family members, current and former Paki-

stani government officials, representatives {rom five major Pakistani

litical parties, subject matter experts, lawyers, medical professionals,
development and humanitarian workers, merbers of civil society, aca-
demic, and journalists” (International Human Rights 2012, 2)."

The authors concede that they did no interviews in North Waziristan
or any of the other agencies comprising the FATA. Rather, they con-
ducted their interviews during two separate trips to Pakistan in March
and May 2012. All of the interviews took place in the twin cities of Is-
lamabad and Rawalpindi, Peshawar, and Lahore. The authors claim that
‘they conducted interviews with sixty-nine “experiential victims,” who
claimed to be “witnesses to drone strikes or surveillance, victims of
strikes, or family members of victims from North Waziristan” (Interna-
tional Human Rights 2012, 2.

The authors of the report readily concede that the “majority of the
~experiential victims interviewed were arranged with the assistance of
the Foundation for Fundamental Rights, a legal nonprofit based in Is-
lamabad that has become the most prominent legal advocate for drone

victims in Pakistan. . . . Some interviews also included a researcher from
either Reprieve or the Foundation for Fundamental Rights™ (Interna-
tional Human Rights 2012, 3). The role of this organization in selecting
and interviewing respondents raises numerous ethical and empiri-
cal concerns, not the least of which is social desirability bias (Spector
2004)."" Even though the interviewees were not compensated. they were

- provided with travel arrangements by FFR. This situation also creates
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opportunities for respondent coercion. The respondents may fear (i

should they offer accounts that differ from FFR/Reprieve’s Emmn?_u.

anti-drone position, they may be unable to return home or not be
lected for future interviews, which may provide the opportunit
travel. To summarize, the sample on which the researchers based Ww.
conclusions is at best a non-random convenience sample, fraught §,
mmﬁm:ag"%m:m@_n selection bias as well as respondent mo,nm: desir
ity bias (and in the worst case, possible coercion). 3
. The authors could have sought to provide a countervailing pers ec
,:<m by including the views of pro-drone Pakistanis, which are nmﬁ%ﬁ _
In surveys and in Pakistani editorials (Fair, Kaltenthaler, and Mills “..
2014; Zalmay 2013; Yousefzai 2012; “Silent, Fearful m:wmc: for C._.
Muw.cugwm in Tribal Pakistan™ 2013; “Drop the Pilot” 2013; Taj 20123 Ir”,
sain .~o:uv‘ Researchers who have actually interacted with .amman.:nm of
fmﬁqﬂm:, some of whom are from the tribal areas themselves, hay _
3::@ that many residents in FATA vigorously support the U.S, mﬁ _p__j.
w.;u(« program and even compare them to ababil, the holy swallows B n |
:,o:ma in the Koran (Surat-al-Fil, or Verse of the Elephant). In m..mﬁ,._..
cident, Allah dispatches the ababil to repel a Yemeni SE._o.n.a (Abr _ 2)
and his army of elephants, which invaded Mecca, by droppin v__m.....
stones upon the invaders (Taj 2010). For many persons in m?ﬁ% th
are few other means to target those militants who are terrorizin , mw
of the ﬁ,:v& areas and the rest of Pakistan. There are no police ow%m ,
taw enforcement entities in the tribal areas, The Pakistani security ».o_nm_m_w
conduct ground offensives, artillery bombardment, and air strikes that
kill many innocents'? (Watson Institute 2014) and displace millions Qu.
ternational Crisis Group 2010; UNOCHA 2014b; Internal Displacement
Monitoring Centre 2¢14)."* The Stanford-NYU collaborative mmmonw_ :
and virtually every other advocacy-driven report for that matter—fails
1o ponder these other concurrent uses of force, even peremptoril M.m:
not enough simply to say that most Pakistanis oppose drones .Hw:m
espectially the case when this majority does not experience any o.m the |
ternalities of the drone program, the varied militants in the tribal :ﬂ.._f
and their predations, or the haphazard efforts of the Pakistani BE : %
to me& with the militants selectively while maintaining a mo<chmsnm.%_,
chitecture (FCR} that is conducive to sustaining the militancy. Arguabl
the views of those persons most exposed to the externalities of mu_;MW
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 realities deserve a privileged place in the policy, ethics, and political nar-

ratives surrounding these realities.
The authors of the Stanford-NYU report acknowledge that there is

fear of retribution “from all sides— Pakistani military, intelligence ser-
vices, non-state armed groups—for speaking with outsiders about the

1issues raised in this report” (International Human Rights 2012, 4). De-
spite this admission, the authors were surprisingly willing to take every
utterance by their interviewees at face value. The authors explain:

The research team has made extensive efforts to check information pro-
vided by interviewees against that provided in other interviews, known
general background information, other reports and investigations, media
reports, and physical evidence wherever possible. Many of the interview-
ees provided victims' identification cards and some shared photographs
of victims and strike sites, or medical records documenting their injuries.
We also reviewed pieces of missile shrapnel. {International Human Rights

2012, 5)

Alas, the team did not include forensic or munitions experts and thus
cannot verify that purported damage to human life or property was dae
to RPVs. There is no chain of custody surrounding these artifacts that

* can demonstrate that they came from a drone or that the fragment—or

jts parent missile—is responsible for the event in question. As lawyers,
the team well understands these evidentiary issues, but ignores them in
this report.

These concerns are significant. Pakistani media have reported indi-
viduals and groups who have circulated fraudulent photos of persons
who they alleged were injured by drones but were not (“Right-Wing
Bigots Circulating Fake Pictures of Drone Victims to Deflect Attention
From Taliban’s Attack on Malala” 2012; Khan 2012). Given pervasive
corruption in Pakistan, fake birth and death certificates can be easily
acquired for a small fee. There are also numerous other possible expla-
nations for ordinance debris and injuries. After all, drone strikes occur
where terrorists conduct operations and secure safe haven (Pakistan
Commission for Human Rights, 2012). Pakistan military and paramili-
tary organizations have also operated in the tribal areas, devastating the
agencies in which they operate. Not only can terrorists and Pakistan’s
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security forces account for some of the alleged injuries and debris; |
may also account for the post-traumatic stress disorder and other ¢

ruptions te ordinary life that the authors attribute solely to the pm;
present RPVg 1

Other studies make similar mistakes, In 2013, Amnesty _:Egmao,._.

conducted its own study of drones in Pakistan and published its find
S I A report provocatively titled “Will 1 Be Next? U.S, Drone Strikes
in Pakistan.” with a photograph of young giri looking wistfully at the
camera. The titie and cover of the report imply that drones are so indis
criminate that any child has a reasonable fear of dying in an RPV attach
Amnesty International explained that it interviewed some sixty “sur
a.dﬁm of drone strikes, relatives of victims, eyewitnesses, residents of af
fected areas, members of armed groups and Pakistani officials” between
{ate 2012 and September 2013 {2013). The Amnesty International tean
did conduct interviews in some parts of North 2»&1&&? in addition 1
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Islamabad, and Rawalpindi, and they did mads
efforts to account for the violence perpetrated by state and non-stals
actors in the region. Despite these methodological improvements over
the Stanford-NYU effort, Amnesty International focused mainly on tw
of the most controversial RPV strikes, which were clearly outliers. The
viganization made no effort to contextualize the RPY strikes in rel;
tion to all other drone strikes in Pakistan, even though the organization
notes that it reviewed “ali 45 reported US. drone strikes in Pakistan from
january 2012 to August 2013” {2013, 18). ;

Amnesty International, like other advocacy organizations, put
enormous amount of weight upon the testimony of the alleged eye wii
nesses, including children as young as fifteen, eight, seven, and eves
five years of age.’* In the report’s study of the killing of a sixty-eight
year-old woman referred to as “Mamana Bibi” they rely heavily upo
the testimony of Zubair Rehman, one of her teenaged grandsons. Whil
the report details the ages of her other grandchildren cited in the report
nowhere does it state Zubair's age (he is depicted in a photo with his
father, and it appears as if he is a teenager). The reliance upon Zubair’s
testimony is problematic because he reports seeing things that sugges
that the aircraft that killed his grandmother could not have been a1
RPV. He claims, “The drone planes were flying over our village all day
and night, flying in pairs sometimes three together. We had grown used

STUDYING DRONES | 215

to them flying over our village all the time” (2013, 19). There are at least
two problems associated with this testimony, if it is accurate, RPV can-
not fly in formation as he suggests.'® Equally disconcerting is Amnesty
International’s claim, without reference to any particular witness, that

“Mamana Bibi was blown into pieces by at least two Hellfire missiles

fired concurrently from a U.S. drone aircraft” (2013, 19). As presumed
evidence, Amnesty International published photos that allegedly depict

“debris from the missiles fired from a U.S. drone aircraft that killed Ma-

mana Bibi” (2013, 22). However, David Axe, an American military corre-
spondent, notes of this report that the “mangled metal pieces could just
as easily have come from a TOW missile or another munition launched
vy a Pakistani military plane or helicopter” (2013)."’

- If Zubair Rehman'’s testimony is accurate, his account suggests that
his grandmother was killed not by an RPV, but by Pakistani fighter air-

craft (such as F-16s), which do fly together in formation and can launch
~munitions simultaneously as Zubair suggests. Indeed, Pakistan’s mili-

tary is quite active in the FATA. In November 2011, Pakistan’s then air

- chief marshal, Rao Qamar Suleman, stated that “in the first two years of

counter-insurgency operations, the air force conducted more than 5,500

strike sorties, dropped 10,600 bombs and hit 4,600 targets” (Trimble
2011).

A staple of nearly every advocacy-driven report on drones, includ-

ing the reports by Amnesty International and the Stanford-NYU Law
“S¢hool clinics, is to opine that residents of the tribal areas are trauma-
tized by the incessant sound of RPV's buzzing overhead. Amnesty Inter-
national quotes an interviewee who says, “When the drone plane comes

and we hear the sound of ‘ghommm’ people feel very scared. The drone

plane can launch missiles at any time” (2013, 29). Another interlocutor
- explains that “everyone is scared and they can't get out of their house
- without any tension and from the fear of drone attacks. People are men-
tally disturbed as a result of the drone flights. . .. We can't sleep because

of the planes loud sound. Even if they don't attack we still have the fear
ofattack in our mind” (2013, 31). This theme also figures prominently in
the report of the Stanford-NYU Law School Clinics. While these claims

are popular, they are untenable. Most of the RPVs that the United States

uses in the FATA are for surveillance. Not only are these RPVs flying in

- altitudes where they tend to be inaudible,' but such a noisy platform
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would be

included them in their report were litigating the defense, th
first to cry foul about their inclasion as evidence,

Fifth, these organizations need to be more conversant with the legal,
social, and political dynamics of the countries they wish to understand.
As noted above, these details matter not only for the contexts of these
studies, but also for the interpretation of events that these authors

vt e cremlocn Lo . . . .
would be a useless for surveillance (U.S. Air Force 20104, 2010b; Kelly

Conclusions: Can We Do Better?

M here is virtually no likelihood that the information environment in
Pakistan will improve. It is also unlikely that interest in the RPY @2%
gre ﬂ will disappear. The questions that the varied reports addressed
vm@: wé% not go away. It is imperative that all persons studying the use
of RPVs in Pakistan-—or elsewhere—attempt to be as rigorous as pes:
sible. There are a number of important improvements %w; %%mSM@?
and organizations can and should 3%%5%& .
First, as the work of Sebastion Abbot attests, it is possible to interview
persons in the vicinity of drone blasts. As his waork has demonstrated
judicious use of trained and professional stringers with local knowled m
and language skills provide insights that are invaluable. This does ﬁmﬁm
costs, but it also adds accuracy. o |
Second, authors should be aware of the problematic ways in whith
they draw their samp] w ci

observe.

Sixth, they must become more knowledgeable about the weapons
tem they are studying. The Stanford-NYU effort does reproduce many
technical specifications, Despite this, the authors proliferate the canard
of the incessant buzzing of drones hovering above hapless civilians living
in distress below. As this chapter shows, there is an enormous amount of
5, and numerous avi-

open source commercial information about dron
onics experts who can be consulted. Amnesty International could have
saved itself some embarrassment had it run Zubair’s claims by persons
knowledgeable about different aircraft platforms and their capabilities.
Seventh, advocacy organizations should consult with munitions,
s. Some advocacy organizations want 1 o ?wgﬁ , and even ,,wmgmmm :ﬁmma@ mwwg,; .?m% ﬁz«w%ﬁ,‘éém can
upon the most salacious and outrageous ﬂ . Smréww,& ﬁ , i%w 5 o,:%i@ provide some ﬁ%%Smi of %w Wx‘@g@ﬁw‘@ that w given S,%mw is due to
sible and disingenuous, Consumers of %a? o ,v,,,,wsx‘mwz. ) % m; %?%gz ; _ anevent %@iw?@ by an @wﬁ% e58. @m.@dﬁ ?s% of %;E:;:ﬁ ?wi,
how typical or atypical a particular mwﬂas,ﬁ . poris are entitied to kriow ; —different explosive characteristics mwg may inflict %miﬁﬁ fﬁ% of inju-
Third, all researchers need to treat %,m%:gwg%o}v accounts witk ries, Q%ﬁﬁ:ﬁ upon the %%:?m from the point & wxnréan . Mw%am:mc
s for the various reasons noged at meroeutors \aﬁ: 5 ﬁnz , o %w SQQ, ion, and other %g% about the alleged victim and hisor b
of these advocacy-driven aceen e . ed above. The implied assumption . - Jocation with respect to a given blast.
ways Qﬁm,&i wﬁ: wzMMMMMm»%WMMMMMNMMMMMM“MMWMMMMMHM.M”SSA.M@ ﬁww 4&% ) Finally, w@\cga% imﬁwwgﬁezw should work with social @a%ihﬁ,@ to
Organizations should demur fr om relying u ,cxf M: e ﬁﬁ untr E, w?w | improve @SM. methods. For example, why not choose Z% studies of
dren. Countless research into the : &wwm M ﬁME ;me.w Mﬁ ,535\ ,i chil: . _drone strikes based upon a random sample of drone strikes, as %ag
shows that they have difficulty .éwmw @?3%5 ?w%mw w@,ww witnesses science norms dictate? The answer is clear: a random sample of RPV
to suggestion. These wﬁ,@@wﬁ:% ﬁgzﬁim é,? s M.Mow Mza »wmsmw able strikes may not mm @ eﬁﬁwmwo@ ? ,m% ?ﬁ,,:miﬁ ﬁ.w,,;%@ that attract %m
search on children must obtain special %%msﬁm&% mégﬂ 1 m ﬁw :w W@a%g ﬁggﬁ\ @m%&mxcsm. While it is :é,%ém%a to do a “.gﬁﬁ:ﬁ gmﬁ%w
boards, although this is typically hard - € ﬁé Qﬁ@g of drone witnesses for any number of reasons, the exclusion of pro-
child that can result frc ,;v f - rard 5 o z&w ?@x% the risk o the drone Pakistanis is simply unethical,
exceed m.wm %%ww,wmm,H gwwwww Wwwmwr%mm%Wwwwmmmmwgg rese ) If m&%@&@ Emwégréw do not want to adhere to the best standards
Fourth, simple photo sraphs of injuries gm . ,s.wﬁmm - } ; wm mwmg.w mgﬁfww possible, they ?,zmm »z,zﬁm% agwsgm mﬁm %w% are rﬁﬂ
dence, and they should be 1ot reat e Mw et are not evi- ficking in public outrage and ,ﬁ,ﬁ% referring to ,m;i efforts as “research
. ot treated as such. If the same lawyers and “analysis” The public should treat these efforts accordingly.
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s are popularly known as “drones” in this chapter 1 mostly use the
termn "REV” 1o remind the reader that these ve hicles are indeed piloted, albeit
ely. Many human rights orga
in their publications, which gives the impression that these are

killing machines with little human os rsight. Most Paldistanis use the expression

yzations, in

contrast, prefer

“and, for this reason, 1 also use this aﬁ,:;ﬁ,ics as context dictates.
This chapter is based upon C. Christine Fair, “Drones, Spies, Terrorists and
Second Class Citize nship in Pakistan” QE% and Christine Fair, “The
with Studying Civilian Casualties from Drone U
Know” {z011)

roblems
sage in Paldstan: What We Cant

The peculiarity of this region and the laws that go

1 it are discussed herein,
There are two kinds of covert armed RPV attacks that are used in Pakistan and
M sewhere: personality strike

s and signature strikes. While the covert armed
PV program has garnered domestic and international criticism generally, the
EQ& sing use of “signature strikes” has been particularly controversial becaise
such strikes are targeted at “men belipved to be militants associated with terroiist
groups, but whose identities aren’t always known” (Entous, Gorman, and Barnes
201). Whereas personality strikes require the operator to develop a high level
rlainty about the farget’s id entity and location, based on multiple ,ch,?, o5
“imagery, cell 2,5,:5 intercepts and informants on the ground” (Miller
s Operators may

be w nvior (CLS 2012, 32-33). Simply put, “The CIA had approval from the White
House to carry out missile strikes in Pakistan even when CIA targeters weren't

vertain about exac tly who it was th

y were killing” (Mazzerti 2013, 290). In prin-
signatare strikes, the United States assesses whether the
indi a?r&% in question exhibit behaviors that mateh a pre-identified “signature”
{that is, 2 pattern of observable activities and/or personal networks) that suggests
that z e associated with al-Qaeda and/or the Pakistani or Afghan Taliban
organizations (Zenko 2013). Because the identi ity of the tar get is unknown, ever
during and after the strike,

<iple, when conductin Y

innocent civilians may die in :,% strikes—a likeli-
hood that ?v% current and former US, government officials concede (THR 2012
While the Bush administration employed personality strikes from 2004 and
signature ::Wﬁ,,, from 2008 in Pakistan, the Obama administration redoubled
the use of both types until the end of 2013, when RPV strikes sharply declined in
Paki nd Barnes 2013). Whe
offers apologies and compensation for ci

tan mw;x;?, SOTITNAY,

s the United States routinely
vilian a%gwx 5 in Irag and Afghanistan,
the United States has no mechanism to ¢ cognize civilian harm much Tess mak
amends for the same in Pakistan.

cting U8, ambassador to Pakistan met with anti-drone Code Pink activists in

November 2011, Pven dise ussing the existe )

probably just, you know

> of the program and the possible

outcames of the strikes cansed Hoagland to remark,

to use the expres-.

“initiate a signature strike after obs Serving certain patterns of

& The “traumas” included several incidents that rai

=
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assador to Pakistan

got into big trouble with what 1 just said" A,,?:zﬁ LS, Aml
Met v I Drone Casualty Coun
2013 the Obama administration offered its first detailed justification of a program

»y

). In April

code Pink, Discussed ‘Classifie

it had previously refused 1o discuss.
d tensions between the United

States and Pakistan. For example, on January 27, 2011, a CLA agent, Raymond
Davis, killed three Pakistani alsh 2011). Later in the vear, in
November, a NATO “attack” caused the deaths of at least twenty-four Pakistan

Pakistan and led to a two-month sus-

civilians in Lahore {W

soldiers in the Mohmand tribal region of

pension of RPV strikes in Pakistan (Masood and Schmitt 2011)
In essence, the United States ts colluding with the military over the expressed wishes
of Pakistan’s elected officials and exploiting the peculiar situation that prevails with

v and i

respect to civil-military relations in Pakistan. In Pakistan, it is the milits
intelligence agencies that make all pertinent nations I security decisions, not the
elected officials. The US
tion in Pakistan and civilian control over th

government officially professes to support demacratiza-
Unfortunately, thi

is just one

militar

of several cases in which the United States has pursued priorities that undermine
longer term prospects for civilian control over the military and democratiza-

tion, However, ultimately, the United States does not control who makes the most

germane decisions, even if it is in a position to benefit from the prev ailing situation

s in control. (As su
dence to Thomas Nicholss argument about the erosion of s overeignt
Militants in the FATA operate against international forces in A fghanistan and
reportedly responsible for killing some 43,000 Pakistanis since /1 (Pak Institute
for Peace Studies). Like many databases, that of the Pak Institute for Peace Studies
is mot always clear about what sorts of attacks it tallies and what criteria it uses to

code different kinds of violence. The following numbers are from the institute’

1, the case of Pakistan provides counterevi
Chapter 4).

in which the army is

;10,003 in

»107 Pakistanis were killed in 20

anpual reports from 2008 and 2011;
2010; 12,632 in 2009; 7,997 in 2008; 3,448 in 20 207; 907 in 2006; and 216 in 2005
for a total of 42,310.

While the United States typically takes the blare for the near total information

blackout about who is targeted and with what outcomes, Pakistan is perhaps

equally if not more culpable. From the inception of the program, Pakistan insisted
that it be covert and restricted to FATA, which is difficult to access. As e plained
above, Pakistanis cannot go to FPATA unless they have fa mily ties, It is almost im
possible for foreigners to go to FATA legally without the approval and even escort
of Pakistan’
Q% to South and North Wazirtstan in Angust 2010.) Pakistant newspape
casualty figures based upon Taliban self-reports or even Pakistani government
officials’ staternents, and these figures are in turn picked by international papers.
s rarely any attempt to independently confirm details, and often the details

”;mmxm? and intelligence agencies. {The author went on one such
report

There is
of these accounts are contradictory about numbers of casualties and other aspects

of the strikes, such as the exact location and the persons who were targeted.
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unmmanned aircrafi do not have the ability to ‘sense and avoid’ nearby ai

craft. ... The Air Force cant install sense-and-avoid equipment on the Preda-

below. —is

tors because the necessary gear—radars, infrared cameras, transponde
1. A Predator equipped with sense-

Moreover, given that Reprieve and FFR are staunch drone foes, readers should be
dubio tions would provide an unbiased selection of interview
sublects for the study. (After all, would anyone be persuaded by the findings of 2
studly of the health effects of cigarette smoking fanded and facilitated by a com-
pany that produces and/or sells cigarettes?) Howe

either too big or consumes oo much pov
and-avoid equipment can’t carry anything else, said Dave Bither, Mavé’s vice

president for strategic development. ‘Right now, the technology is a generation
away.”

17 Palkistar's air force uses Lockheed Martin F-165 as well
helicopters, which also fly in groups of two and even four.

er, even if the organizations in
question had intended to provide an unbiased sarple, the methodology of select-
ing interviewees obviates any such intention.

Al Cobra attack

18 The Reaper has a ceiling altitude of 50,000 feet. The Predator has a ¢ iling of
‘The Watson Institute at Brown University estimates that Pakistan’s armed forces 25,000 feet. While these aircraft can fly at higher altitudes, they tend to fly at
have killed at least 52,000 Pakistanis (combatant and none ymbatant) and injured
more than 50,000 since 2004.
By July 200y, there were some 2.8 million persons who were internally displaced
due to military operations in the Malakand region of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.

in Seprember 2009, the military undertook operations in Khyber agency that

much lower altitudes in theater. For example, according to one report, the Preda-
tor is “most effective at about 10,000 feet, within range of most anti-aircraft fire”
{Relley 2002). This comports with the claim of Army General Raymond Odierno

«
"

who said that the “Predator flies at about 10,000 feet)” adding that “its so high up

{the insurgents] have trouble hearing it” {Axe 2013).

displaced between 56,000 and 100,000 persons in less than ene month, Later, in

October 2009, the Pakistan military commenced military operations in South BIBLIDGRAPHY

Abbot, Sebastian. 2012 "AP Impact: New Light on Drone War’s Death
Press, February 26. http://news.yahoo.com/ap-impact-light-drong-wars-death-

in Orakzal and Kurram, which displaced another 528,000, After the summer 2014 ; toll-150321926. himl.

Pakistan military operation in North Waziristan, at least 457,000 PErsons were

displaced, a

ziristan, causing 428,000 residents, or more than half of the agency’s populas Toll” Associated

tion, to flee. In March 2010, the military began a second major military offensive

Abbottabad Commission. 2013. Repory of the Abbottabad Commission. http.//

rding to the United Nations Office for Coordination of Husmani-
tarian Affairs (UNOCHA). Since 2004, the Internal Displacement Monitor-
ing Centre estimates that some five million persons have been displaced from

sa.documentclond.org/documents/y24833/aljazeera-bin-laden-dossierpdf,
“Acting 1.8, Ambassador to Pakistan Met with Code Pink, Discussed ‘Classified’
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