Beforemaths: an agenda for research on wars to come

This editorial calls for a reorientation of scholarly approaches to war by
proposing the concept of ‘beforemaths’. While existing research has
documented the effects of war and developed conceptualisations of
military violence, the authors identify three shortcomings in current
scholarship: the limited impact of documenting transgressions in a climate
of impunity; the gradual uptake of conceptual interventions; and a
tendency to study war retrospectively, beginning from its sites of violence.
In response, the editorial proposes shifting attention from where military
violence goes to where it is made. The notion of beforemaths refers to
communities and places implicated at war's illusory beginnings and to the
complex supply chains involved in preparing for war, including extraction,
procurement, engineering, testing, and logistics. This perspective highlights
how contemporary warfare is rooted in geological processes, particularly
the extraction and use of critical minerals and fossil fuels, and how these
processes already involve ecological degradation and public health effects.
Focusing on beforemaths also enables an understanding of the war
industry as ubiquitously local yet globally interconnected. Extensive
networks of suppliers, contractors, and production sites link diverse
communities to military production prior to combat. This orientation
opens methodological possibilities, including the use of accessible data
such as disclosure requirements and Freedom of Information requests, as
well as engagement with civil society actions that trace and disrupt military
supply chains. By foregrounding the anticipatory dimensions of war, the
concept of beforemaths provides a way to connect extractive origins,
industrial processes, and eventual military violence, and to orient research
toward accountability and the conditions that enable war.
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Extraction, industry, and the making of military violence

As scholars and witnesses, we are horrified at the acceleration of military violence globally. Currently,
in Gaza, Iran, Lebanon, and Ukraine, Yemen and elsewhere, already-vulnerable populations are
threatened by the world’s most powerful militaries. Those of the United States, Israel, and Russia have
recently carried out attacks of pronounced destruction. In response, scholars have carefully
documented the effects of war on targeted land and populations (e.g., Kireitseva et al. 2023; Khayyat
2026; Rubaii 2026) and made calls for more engaged research and teaching (Agha et al. 2024; Dader
et al. 2024). We have also developed sophisticated conceptual interventions in the logics of war;
military violence is lucidly elaborated as bio-/thanato-/necro-political (e.g., Fluri 2014; Griffiths 2022a),
as rooted in settler colonialism (Pasquetti et al. 2024), the pretences of dual use (Jones et al. 2026), or
part of a ‘humane’ liberalism (Moyn 2022). It goes without saying that these are crucial works for the
ways they reveal the transgressions of contemporary warmakers and the violence they distribute.
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In this editorial we wish to provoke, collegially, with a charge that our collective scholarly labour on
militarism and war has three key shortcomings. First, there can be no ‘revelation’ in a climate of
impunity (Mogstad 2025). Documenting military transgressions has little purchase in an era where
there are few checks and balances. This is not to negate the imperative to document, only to point out
that evidence of war crimes is not the problem, accountability is. Second, as captivating as rich
conceptualisations are, their work in the world is gradual. It takes time for ideas to take hold and for
the next generations of graduates to operationalise decisions, especially as a cohort of belligerent
world leaders cling onto power by perpetuating war. Third, a large part of our knowledge of war is
preceded by war; military violence has always already taken place, it provides the prompt for scholarly
attention. Even as we examine ever more diverse trajectories of military violence — for instance, in
terms of ecological aftermaths (Nixon 2011; Dajani 2025; Rubaii & Griffiths 2025) or long-term public
health effects (Abuawad et al. 2025; Dewachi 2020; Rubaii 2020) — our gaze remains trained on the
sites of battles. In an important sense, we chase war, one step behind, taking cues from military
combat as a starting point for scholarly inquiry (see Griffiths & Redwood 2024).

Our simple provocation here is to reorientate: to pursue an agenda that complements currently
prevailing questions of where military violence goes with the question of where it is made. If aftermaths
are made up of toxified landscapes and social repercussions that broaden ourideas of the temporalities
and spatialities of war (e.g., Nixon 2011; Griffiths 2022b), then what precedes these ‘post-war’
conditions? In an attempt to capture something of this, we forward here the idea of military
‘beforemaths’, referring to communities and places at war’s illusory beginnings and the complex
supply chains that are implicated in similar patterns of ecological and public health effects (also
Griffiths & Rubaii 2025). To prepare for war, states and weapons companies pursue manifold activities:
raw materials procurement; harnessing of engineering and materials sciences, testing, marketing,
logistics. Especially in comparison to aftermaths, we know very little about beforemaths in relation to
war. We see this not merely as an intellectual gap but a practicable necessity. Let us explicate with
three main points: once we understand that war is geological, we are brought to its extractive origins;
a focus on beforemaths unlocks theoretical and practicable potential in understanding the war
industry as highly local; and beforemaths is an approach that can call on accountability.

The idea that war is geological stems from the fact that modern technologies of war are dependent
upon ‘technology critical minerals’ extracted from the earth before being processed, packaged, and
returned in the form of bombs. While war has always been tied to extraction — from the metallurgy
of gun manufacture (Satia 2018) to the development of coal- and oil-powered steam warships (Malm
2025) — this era is marked by a newly prominent scramble to capture the supply of certain resources
that power ‘defence’. For example, a European Commission (2016) report identified 39 different raw
materials and 47 alloys that are crucial for member states’ defence industries and subsequent
regulation. The European Union’s Critical Raw Materials Act of 2024 sets out a framework for supply
chain resilience to protect the bloc's green transition and defence sector. In the United States (US), the
Department of Defense (2021, 158-159) lists 58 “non-fuel commodity” imports it relies on “to maintain
technical dominance over adversaries”, and lawmakers are currently pursuing the Critical Minerals
Security Act of 2025 through Congress that would create stockpiles and tax incentives for onshoring
extraction and processing. These moves are importantly diagnostic of a newly important relationship
between geology, extraction, and war.

While there is a general readiness to imagine consumer goods producers (e.g. Apple, Samsung,
Tesla) as drivers of the technology critical minerals market, Lockheed Martin, Elbit, BAE Systems, and
other weapons manufacturers are powerful actors too. As we have shown in recently published
research (Rubaii et al. 2025), so-called ‘conflict minerals’ tantalum, tin, tungsten, and gold (also known
as the '3TGs') are not only associated with war in and around the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
they are also used by major weapons companies in their wares. Aside these minerals, that older
commodity — oil and its derivatives — is predictably crucial to the massive logistical activities of major
militaries that ensure preparedness for war. As meticulous work by geographers and political scientists
has shown, the US military consumes as much petroleum as a mid-sized country. Crawford (2022, 6),
for example, makes the following ‘conservative’ calculation:
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U.S. military and military industry emissions for the top twelve U.S. military manufacturers totalled
105.7 MMTCO2e in 2019 [...] about equal to the combined emissions of the world's forty-five

smallest emitting countries [also Belcher et al. 2020].

Extraction, we learn from this scholarship, is a condition of war, and it is marked by the ecological
degradation we also find ‘after’ war. In this sense, war’s beforemaths are an essential underpinning
structure to its aftermaths.

Another lesson to be learnt from this work is methodological. Two decades ago, Masco (2006, 336)
wrote that “there is more knowledge that is classified than is not, more knowledge that is produced
and locked up in the military industrial state than is offered by all non-military academic literatures”.
This is obviously still true, but we might dig around in the remnants of democratic structures that can
offer some insight. One important example is the use of Freedom of Information requests that have
enabled the robust and precise account of the use of fuel by the US military (Belcher et al. 2020;
Crawford 2022). Another has to do with minerals where US legislation requires the disclosure by all
companies, including weapons manufacturers, of procurement of conflict minerals (Rubaii et al. 2025).
From the fact that war is importantly geological, we are thus led to a coterie of actors that enable and
constitute contemporary war machines and their activities in the beforemath.

This takes us to our second point: a focus on beforemaths unlocks theoretical and practicable
potential in understanding the war industry as ubiquitously local. Between the mine, derrick, and the
bombarded target are myriad sites of refinement, smelting, logistics, and components manufacturing
that supply militaries. Our own research has taken us to smelters in Rwanda and Philadelphia — just
two disparate places drawn together in the provision of tantalum to major weapons organisations, as
well as to all manner of avionics and aeronautics engineering companies. Some of these are
subsidiaries, some are sub-contractors, and others are sub-sub-contractors. For manufacturing in
2021, Lockheed Martin (2022) declared 13,700 suppliers of conflict minerals based in 55 countries;
Raytheon’s 2022 report listed 14,000 ‘globally dispersed’ suppliers (RTX 2022). On the F-35 fighter jet
programme, the world's largest weapons project, there are more than 1,900 different suppliers across
10 states (and 49 US states) that are brought together in the manufacture of F-35s (F-35.com). The
complex network of contractors and subsidiaries first appears an overwhelming research object, but
this vastness is also an advantage: while war is everywhere, it is also therefore always local, always
somewhere (see e.g., Jones 2022).

Shifting the analytical gaze to beforemaths can unlock our theoretical and empirical interventions.
Because the war machine is so diversely supplied, most communities, and their ecological struggles,
have ties with weapons research and development, mining, refining, manufacturing, or logistics long
before they are deployed in combat. Instead of taking a lead from when war ‘officially’ begins —
meaning, from the belligerent state — we might look to civil society for the important work carried out
in tracing economic involvement in war. We have most recently seen this turn in response to Israel’s
occupation of Palestine and its current war on Gaza that has extended to Lebanon, Iran, and other
territories. The International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU) at the Port of Oakland has
repeatedly refused to unload weapons shipments destined for Israel (Press 2021), and a 2025
shipment of guns purchased by Elbit Systems (Israel's largest weapons manufacturer) has been
blocked from docking in Genoa by the Genoa Port Workers’ Collective (CALP) (Rosoman 2025). In the
United Kingdom and US, the supply chains of Elbit Systems have been disrupted by local communities,
forinstance at UAV Tactical Systems (in Leicestershire) and Elite KL (Staffordshire) and Instro Precision
Ltd (Kent, UK) and at an Elbit research and development “Innovation Center” in Cambridge,
Massachusetts (EI-Shewy et al. 2025, 13). These efforts are brought about by tracing the beforemaths
of war, from extractive origins to the actors who fashion minerals into the instruments of military
violence. They illustrate an anticipatory agenda that connects mines and smelters to the eventual
delivery of war-ready hardware. Our scholarly work on the geographies of war would do well to turn
more attention to these preceding sites of military violence in the interest of informing a wider
orientation to beforemath communities and the accountability of actors profiting from war.

Finally, this takes us to the ambitious yet realisable objective of making the complicity of beforemath
sites more widely known. In so many towns, there are industrial facilities whose smelting or recycling
or pre-processing roles are functionally essential to military supply chains. Often, these smaller
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operations serve wider civilian economies with workers who may be unionised and environmental
practices that will be subject to municipal and national standards. The production of explosives (e.g.,
TNT), the refinement of metals (technology critical elements, titanium, aluminium, etc.), and the
assembly of components are each industrial processes that produce significant toxic waste that can
pose risks to local ecologies and public health. In a conceptual sense, we thus see how war is doubly
destructive (i.e., both before and after), but we can also think in terms of genuine research impact,
asking challenging questions about procurement, occupational health, and environmental regulation.
A beforemaths approach can take what we learn about war’s toxic aftermaths to ask critical questions
at anticipatory points, where a vision of preventing military violence is still possible. We can name
names, call to account the metallurgy and engineering companies whose work damages landscapes
and lives at sites of production before enabling military violence during and after combat.

Speaking on the ongoing war with Iran, The US Secretary of Defense, Pete Hegseth, claimed: “we've
got no shortage of munitions, or stockpile of defensive and offensive weapons allow us to sustain this
campaign as long as we need to” (US Department of Defense 2026). We should take this as a signal not
only of long-term war but an intensified and prolonged aftermath - one that requires, therefore, an
expansive beforemath. As operations are ramped up, so will extraction and manufacturing, increasing
war'’s geological and ecological burden on the planet. The key is to read this planetary threat as also
local; a global war machine that is paradoxically accessible, accountable. We elaborate the idea of
‘beforemaths’ here as a formative frame towards more practicable knowledge of wars to come.
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Content of the issue

In this issue we continue in our decade-long innovation of the journal by building upon our use of
dialogical approaches and draw attention to long-standing geographical concerns related to war, the
environment, landscape, and social justice. Two dialogical book forums are central to this issue and
represent a further step in expanding the opportunities for engagement with the journal in the form
of reviews and essays. Moreover, as the first step in multilingual publishing (see our previous editorial,
Hammond et al. 2025), this issue presents Anssi Huoponen's Lectio Praecursoria in both English and
Finnish. As the article-based thesis is written in English, including one article published in Fennia
(Huoponen 2025), this bilingual publication provides Finnish readers with easy access to it. We will
continue to develop the multilingual format and welcome any feedback or suggestions that could help
us with this work.

In addition to the two book forums, this issue of Fennia features six original research papers. The
first one of them draws from a Fennia panel discussion on planetary urbanisms (previous contributions
include Pikner 2024; Ala-Mantila 2024). Hailing from the Swedish urban studies context, this paper is
authored by Burcu Yigit Turan and is titled Countermapping planetary urbanization(s): socio-spatial
ontologies of hegemonic whiteness, sustainability narratives, and grassroots solidarity praxis in Malmé.
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Secondly, Antti Tiilikainen's article Finnish active reservists’ militarism and voluntary national defence
participation falls within the field of military geographies. The third article is by Eveliina Lyytinen, and
it connects migration and refugee studies with geographical enquiry in the Finnish context: “Two small
people in a war against the whole state”: Feminist geolegal analysis of mixed-citizen couples’ accounts of
deportability. This is followed by a co-authored paper by four French academics: Jean Gardin, Alice
Franck, Sophie Moreau and Jean Estebanez. They introduce an analytical perspective to animal
geographies in The pet transition: towards a new regime of anthropozoological relations. The fifth article
offers an economic geographical, historical analysis entitled Mobile ideas of economic science: The
coming of Keynes’s General Theory to Finland, written by Jussi Ahokas. Returning to the urban context in
Finland, Simo Hayrynen's paper Locality and environmental differences in cycling: symbolic struggle
between small-town transport subcultures in Finland is included as the final research article in this issue.

Two book forums follow the original research papers. The first one is centred upon the book The
Begging Question: Sweden’s Social Responses to the Roma Destitute by Erik Hansson (2023). Four reviews
of this book by Matthew Hannah, Anna Secor, Erik Swyngedouw, and Chris Philo are engaged with by
Erik Hansson in an author’s reply. The second book forum is arranged around the book Landscape,
Law and Justice: 20 Years edited by Michael Jones, Amy Strecker, Gunhild Setten and Don Mitchell
(2024). Four reviews by Stephen Przybylinski, Maunu Hayrynen, Richard Schein, and Victoria Jenkins,
are responded to by the editors of the book led by Michael Jones.

To complete this large issue of the journal, the Reflections section includes six pieces. Firstly, Brian
Griffiths reflects upon education and conservation practices in Geography educators and conservation
practitioners should partner for solutions-oriented training of emerging conservationists. Secondly, Per
GoOransson writes a short piece on Carl Sagan called Framing planetary geographies: A geographical
reading of Carl Sagan’s Pale Blue Dot. Thirdly, Ella Mustakangas responds to a paper published in the
journal by Landby and Godtman Kling (2025) titled The importance of spatial attachments among older
adults — a commentary to Landby and Godtman Kling. Fourthly, Anssi Huoponen shares a Lectio
Praecursoria called Pathways to pro environmental education (including a Finnish translation), and
fifthly, Rijal Ramdani also shares a Lectio Praecursoria named Fire, peat, and power: governing socio-
environmental change in Indonesia’s oil palm frontier.
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FENNIA EDITOR-IN-CHIEF
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