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Preface
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This book brings together twelve essays written over several months. They are not separate arguments. They form a single argument across different angles. Each chapter exposes the same process: modern war made invisible, profitable, and permanent.

That process does not operate in isolation. The destruction of the natural environment follows the same logic: organised, financed, and sustained by the same concentrations of power. The extraction of resources, the degradation of ecosystems, and the displacement of populations are not separate from war. They are part of the same system of ownership and control, operating through different expressions but producing converging outcomes.

The title is not a metaphor. The Doomsday Clock, maintained by the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, measures how close humanity is to self-annihilation. It moves toward midnight not only because of nuclear weapons, but because of climate breakdown, the erosion of international law, and the normalisation of continuous war. This book argues that these dangers are not separate. The same underlying logic produces them: one that profits from extraction and conflict, hides civilian harm behind language, and presents war as a necessity rather than a choice.

The chapters are arranged deliberately. Reading them sequentially is not accidental. The sequence moves from the personal to the structural, from the historical to the contemporary, and from diagnosis to a call for interruption.

Chapters One through Seven establish the foundations. They begin with personal testimony: why I write against war, the family losses that shape my understanding, and the recognition that war is not an event but a durable feature of our world. These early chapters examine the language that hides violence, the legal selectivity that permits it, and the power dynamics that sustain it. They trace the trajectory of the Israeli state, expose the myths that legitimise displacement, examine the systematic civilian harm in Gaza and the West Bank, and document how even distant nations like Australia are drawn into conflicts they did not choose. Chapter Seven shows how a single decision to escalate can unleash forces beyond any controller’s reach. Originally written during unfolding events, Chapter Seven has been revised here as a retrospective analysis, retaining its core argument while clarifying its position within the broader sequence.

Chapters Eight through Ten broaden the lens. They place the current moment within the longer arc of the American empire. Chapter Eight provides a reference timeline of eight decades of intervention, regime change, and covert war, emphasising recurrence over exhaustive detail. Chapter Nine aggregates the human cost, millions of lives, counted and uncounted, direct and indirect. Chapter Ten then asks the question that most anti-war writing avoids: who profits? It traces the flows of capital, the structures of finance, and the concentration of ownership that make war and environmental destruction profitable and therefore repeatable.

Chapter Eleven is the capstone. It synthesises everything that came before: the permanence of military production, the language that reframes violence as necessity, the displacement of civilian cost, the interdependence of rival powers, and the moral gap between knowledge and action. It shows that war is not hidden because it is invisible; it is made invisible through framing, distance, and fragmentation.

Chapter Twelve shifts from diagnosis to direction. It names the civilian experience in direct, unmediated terms, not as statistics but as lived reality. It sketches four points of interruption: reclaiming language, applying financial pressure, holding governments to their own laws, and building a positive vision. It also acknowledges that the architecture described is not limited to the United States and Israel; China and Russia operate within the same logic. The book ends not with certainty but with a question: will those who see the system clearly organise to change it, or will they watch it continue?

I have written these chapters to understand better. The understanding I reached was not one I sought, but one the evidence made unavoidable. This book is offered to readers who are willing to see war as it is: a process that produces foreseeable, repeated, and disproportionate harm.

The process will not change itself. The only question is whether we will.

Terry Malone
2026
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Why I Write Against War

“It doesn’t finish. There is no finish to a war.” Ernest Hemingway (1899–1961), novelist and journalist

War Does Not Ennoble

“Even philosophers will praise war as ennobling mankind, forgetting the Greek who said: ‘War is bad in that it begets more evil than it kills.’” Immanuel Kant (1724–1804), German philosopher

My opposition to war is not theoretical, and it is not something I can set aside. I have seen enough of its consequences to know they do not end when the fighting stops. I have seen who makes these decisions, and I cannot turn away from them. I will continue to name them, because responsibility does not disappear into language or institutions. As long as war continues to shape human life in this way, the argument against it remains unfinished.

I grew up with stories of war and family loss. My father brought back from the Second World War not stories of victory, but memories that haunted him all his life. War does not finish when it is declared over. It continues among those who survive it and within the families who live with them.

My grandfather fought in the First World War; he and his brother were both wounded during the Gallipoli Campaign. They lost their father there, and another brother was later killed on the Western Front. At the centre of that loss was their father, a leader and family patriarch, my great-grandfather, William George Malone, a lieutenant colonel in the Wellington Battalion of the New Zealand Expeditionary Force, killed at Chunuk Bair in 1915. He resisted orders that would have exposed his men to immediate danger without clear strategic gain, insisting on preparation before action. His actions form part of New Zealand’s national history and the wider ANZAC story, where he is remembered for leadership, discipline, and sacrifice under conditions that have come to define that campaign.

That public memory does not cover what happened within the family. His death was not an isolated incident. It removed the patriarch everyone relied on, triggering repercussions well beyond the battlefield. The loss of a family leader left women to mourn; fathers, brothers, husbands, and sons carried effects not recorded in military histories: economic hardship, shifted responsibilities, and lives permanently altered. These do not end with the war; they continue for generations.

The war itself killed between 16 and 20 million people. It was organised by men who believed it could be controlled and concluded within a defined strategic framework. What emerged instead was prolonged, impersonal destruction in which individual lives were absorbed into a process that offered little control and even less certainty. Survival depended less on planning or skill than on conditions that reduced human agency to chance.

The national story records achievement. The family carries the absence. My father’s war expanded that destruction. Between 70 and 85 million people died. Civilian populations became targets. Entire cities were destroyed. War moved from the battlefield into the fabric of daily life.

My nephew went to the American war in Afghanistan and did not return. He died in a conflict presented as necessary, extended without resolution, and concluded without clarity. The scale is smaller than the world wars. The loss is not.

This is not a sequence of unrelated events. It is a recurring pattern that can be traced through the way wars are justified, conducted, and concluded. Each conflict is presented in its own terms, with its own reasoning and urgency. The underlying architecture remains recognisable. Decisions are made within a limited circle, implemented on a large scale, and followed by consequences that extend far beyond the original objectives.

Across these conflicts, different leaders appear, including Winston Churchill, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Joseph Stalin. Their circumstances differed. Some faced real and immediate threats. But the pattern remained the same. A small number of men made decisions that moved millions into war.

That continuity did not end in 1945. It adapted to new political conditions, new technologies, and new forms of justification. The mechanisms became more complex, but the essential relationship between decision and consequence remained unchanged. Military action continued to be authorised within conditions capable of sustaining it, even when its outcomes were uncertain or prolonged.

In the second half of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first century, the justification changed. War was no longer framed solely as survival, but as stability, containment, intervention, or the defence of values. Under the language of American exceptionalism, the United States positioned itself as both judge and enforcer, extending military power across regions far removed from its own territory.

The result has been a continuation of war in different forms. Across these conflicts, civilian deaths have accumulated into the hundreds of thousands, establishing a scale of harm that is neither incidental nor rare, but the predictable outcome of methods repeatedly applied despite their known consequences. The language surrounding each conflict varies, but the effects remain consistent: civilian populations are exposed, homes and essential services are damaged or destroyed, and instability persists long after formal objectives have been declared achieved.

I have watched this unfold across my lifetime. I have seen war presented as necessary, again and again, while its consequences accumulate in places far from those making the decisions.

These are not the result of uncontrollable events; rather, they stem from policy decisions that enable and uphold the use of force as a common tool. The same conditions that sustain war also drive environmental destruction. The extraction of resources, the degradation of ecosystems, and the displacement of populations operate through those same concentrations of power, the same financial stimuli, and the same distance between decision and consequence. War and environmental collapse are not separate crises. They are different expressions of the same underlying system. It is sustained not only by individual decisions but by the conditions that allow those decisions to be repeated. Institutional processes, economic interests, and political narratives combine to ensure that war remains an option, even when its long-term consequences are known.

I write not only from what has been lost, but from what remains at risk. My children, my grandchildren, and my great-grandchild will inherit the consequences of decisions made long before they have any voice in them. The dynamics that shaped the past have not disappeared. Without change, they will repeat.

I. On Just War

“War is a racket.”  Smedley Butler (1881–1940), Major General, U.S. Marine Corps

Some readers will object that I have not distinguished between wars. They will point to the Second World War against Nazi Germany, or to interventions to stop ethnic cleansing, as evidence that military force can be justified. They are not wrong in principle. The just war tradition, discrimination between combatants and noncombatants, proportionality, reasonable chance of success, right authority, and last resort, offers a framework that has been used to both restrain and justify force.

I accept those principles as a starting point. But I do not accept that the wars I have witnessed meet their requirements.

The problem is not that just war theory exists. The problem is that it is invoked more than it is observed. The same language of last resort and proportionality has been used to authorise interventions in Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Gaza. In each case, the actual conduct of war, the bombing of cities, the siege conditions, and the civilian death tolls departed from the theory’s limits. The theory became a rhetorical shield rather than an operational constraint.

This matters because dismissing just war theory entirely would be a mistake. It contains real moral insight: that not all violence is equivalent, that civilians must be protected, and that force must be proportional. But acknowledging that insight does not require me to endorse the wars fought in its name. It requires me to hold those wars against the standards they claim to meet.

When I argue against war, I do not argue against the hypothetical possibility of a perfectly just war. I argue against the wars that actually occur, under the conditions that actually exist, with the consequences that actually follow. Those consequences, foreseeable civilian harm, intergenerational trauma, and the insulation of decision-makers from the effects of their choices, are incompatible with the just war tradition properly understood.

If a war cannot be fought without systematically violating the principles meant to constrain it, then the burden shifts. It is no longer enough to claim justification. One must show that the justification has not been abandoned in practice. That showing has not been made for any major conflict of the past century.

II. War as Policy

“War don’t ennoble men, it turns ’em into dogs. It poisons the soul.” James Jones (1921–1977), American author

War is presented as a response to conditions that leave no alternative, as though it arises from necessity rather than decision. Such framing obscures the role of policy. In practice, war follows a sequence of choices in which alternatives are considered and set aside.

In the modern period, military intervention has repeatedly been justified as necessary to maintain stability, protect interests, or prevent greater harm. In the case of America, this reasoning has been applied across multiple conflicts, from the Vietnam War to Iraq, Libya, and ongoing tensions involving Iran. These interventions are not spontaneous. They are developed through institutional processes that assess risk, allocate resources, and define objectives.

It does not imply that all such decisions are identical or that all conflicts arise from the same motivations. It does indicate that the consequences of military action are considered in advance. Civilian casualties, displacement, and long-term instability are recognised as likely outcomes. These effects are not unforeseen and do not fall outside the scope of planning.

At the same time, the broader geopolitical environment in which these decisions are made has been shaped by decades of strategic positioning. Vladimir Putin operates within a framework shaped by NATO’s expansion and the perception of strategic encirclement following the end of the Cold War. Actions interpreted externally as aggression are framed internally as measures to prevent further loss of influence.

This does not justify war. It demonstrates that decisions are taken within contexts that can be interpreted to support the use of force. The effect is to narrow the range of viable options, making military action appear not only possible but necessary.

When war is framed in such a way, it shifts from being an exception to becoming an instrument of policy, applied when other approaches are judged insufficient or too costly in political terms.

Current support for Israel and military operations involving Iran is estimated to cost around $1 billion a day, with further billions in ongoing aid and commitments, costs borne by the American public. Donald Trump argues that welfare, education, and health are not federal responsibilities. War, on the other hand, is funded without limit, within a defence budget approaching a trillion dollars a year. The constraint is not financial. It is political.

III. Leadership and Distance

“Nearly all men can stand adversity, but if you want to test a man’s character, give him power.” Abraham Lincoln (1809–1865), 16th President of the United States

Modern warfare allows those who authorise conflict to remain distant from its immediate effects. The distance is not only geographical; it is also social and economic.

Donald Trump did not serve in Vietnam, having received five deferments available to individuals with access to wealth, education, or medical certification. The disparity reflects a broader societal divide in which exposure to war is unevenly distributed. Those with fewer resources are more likely to serve and to face direct risk. Those with greater access are more likely to avoid it.

Distance does not end with avoidance of service. As Commander in Chief, Trump has shown a readiness to authorise the use of force, directing others into conflicts from which he was personally exempt.

The imbalance shapes how war is understood. When decision-makers are insulated from its effects, military action is evaluated in abstract terms such as leverage, deterrence, or strategic positioning. The consequences remain known, but they are experienced indirectly.

Political language mirrors that abstraction. Civilian harm is recognised, but it is framed as secondary to broader objectives. Pressure on populations is discussed as a means of influencing political outcomes; civilian deaths are termed collateral damage. Historical evidence indicates that such strategies do not consistently achieve their intended results. Populations subjected to sustained external pressure tend to consolidate rather than fragment.

Benjamin Netanyahu operates within a belief system that draws on ancient tribal theology, in which land is understood as divinely promised thousands of years ago, within narratives that include the demand that a man prove his obedience by being willing to sacrifice his son. These are not neutral stories; they function as propaganda in the strict sense: narratives used to legitimise authority, shape collective identity, and narrow what outcomes can be publicly accepted. Once modern conflict is framed in those terms, compromise is no longer a practical option but a violation of identity. Policy becomes an extension of belief, and negotiation gives way to preservation.

In both cases, decisions are made within logics that justify the use of force, even when alternatives exist.

IV. Civilian Exposure in Modern War

“The world in arms is not spending money alone. It is spending the sweat of its labourers, the genius of its scientists, the hopes of its children.” Dwight D. Eisenhower (1890–1969), 34th President of the United States

The nature of modern conflict has shifted toward environments in which civilian populations and military objectives cannot be clearly separated. Urban density and the interdependence of infrastructure mean that military action is conducted in areas where civilians live, work, and depend on essential services for survival.

There was a time when the deliberate targeting of civilians was understood to be beyond the limits of war. That principle was not always upheld, but it existed as a constraint on how force was justified and applied.

In the Second World War, this principle was breached. London and Dresden are examples. The most extreme targeting of civilian populations occurred in Japan, culminating in the nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, where hundreds of thousands died immediately and many more later from radiation.

In modern conflict, that boundary has weakened in practice. Civilian populations are no longer outside the frame of military planning; they are increasingly exposed to it through the methods used and the environments in which war is conducted.

That condition is not incidental. It is understood in advance and incorporated into planning. Military operations in urban environments are assessed with full awareness that civilian populations will be exposed to risk, that essential services will be affected, and that displacement will follow. These outcomes are not unknown variables. They are anticipated consequences of the methods being employed.

The condition is not only visible in planning; it is audible in the language used to justify it. Donald Trump, who received five draft deferments during the Vietnam era, has spoken of war in terms that trivialise its consequences. He called the assault on Iran a “short-term excursion” and said further strikes on Kharg Island might be carried out “just for fun.” Reports have also quoted him threatening to send Iran back to the “Stone Age” by destroying essential services. Language of that kind does not itself constitute a war crime, but it can help show intent. Where attacks are directed at civilian systems rather than lawful military targets, international humanitarian law treats that as a potential war crime.

The issue is not rhetorical excess alone; it is the combination of rhetoric, target selection, and foreseeable civilian harm.

Such language does not arise from ignorance. It reflects a detachment so profound that war becomes a game, coercion without cost, destruction without duration. That is not merely callous. It reflects a level of detachment incompatible with the realities of war.

A similar pattern appears in Benjamin Netanyahu’s language. In the course of operations in Gaza, he has repeatedly framed the campaign in terms of achieving “total victory” and has linked military pressure to political outcomes within the territory. The framing has been articulated alongside the scale of civilian harm, including tens of thousands of deaths and the widely reported loss of large numbers of children. These outcomes are not absent from public discussion; they are acknowledged and positioned within the broader justification of the campaign.

The significance lies in how civilian suffering is understood. Rather than functioning as a limit on action, it is absorbed into operational logic. The expectation that intensified conditions will alter political behaviour within
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