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In an era defined by technological acceleration and geopolitical uncertainty, the 
boundary between innovation and militarization is rapidly dissolving. At the 
forefront of this transformation is Anduril Industries, a private defense technology 
firm that embodies the fusion of artificial intelligence, venture capital, and Silicon 
Valley’s disruptive ethos. Founded by Palmer Luckey in 2017, Anduril builds 
autonomous drones, surveillance towers, battlefield management software, and 
AI-powered targeting systems—tools that are reshaping how wars are waged and 
who gets to wage them. Unlike traditional defense contractors bound by legacy 
procurement models, Anduril moves with the speed and culture of a startup, 
designing and deploying military systems ahead of government demand. Its 
partnerships with firms like Meta and its expansion into foreign defense markets 
demonstrate a shift toward privatized and algorithmic warfare with global reach. 
This paper critically examines Anduril’s role in this new paradigm, exploring the 
ethical, legal, and political consequences of delegating lethal decision-making to 
machines and turning war into a scalable, investor-backed product. The future of 
warfare may not be fought by nations alone, but by corporations racing to 
automate the battlefield. 
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Abstract 

This paper examines the emergence of a new paradigm in military technology, 
with Anduril Industries at its center—a private defense contractor that exemplifies 
the convergence of artificial intelligence, venture capital, and Silicon Valley’s 
disruptive ethos. Founded by tech entrepreneur Palmer Luckey, Anduril is not a 
traditional arms manufacturer but a data- and algorithm-driven company whose 
core products include autonomous drones, battlefield surveillance systems, and 
the Lattice AI platform for real-time military decision-making. 

Unlike the state-centered military-industrial complex of the 20th century, this new 
model of defense innovation operates largely through private funding, rapid 
iteration, and a philosophy that frames warfighting as a technical problem 
solvable through software and automation. Anduril's rhetoric of deterrence is 
inseparable from a business model that thrives on conflict escalation, border 
militarization, and geopolitical instability. The company’s partnerships with the 
U.S. military, foreign governments, and even civilian tech giants like Meta signal a 
future in which the boundaries between defense and consumer technology, 
between surveillance and warfare, are increasingly blurred. 

This paper argues that Anduril’s operations are emblematic of a larger trend: the 
transformation of war into a scalable, exportable platform enabled by AI and 
incentivized by profit. The implications are profound. As AI reduces the friction 
and cost of lethal engagement, and as private actors replace traditional 
government contractors, the world moves closer to a condition in which perpetual 
conflict is normalized, automated, and largely insulated from democratic 
oversight. This analysis situates Anduril within the broader context of global 
militarism, AI ethics, and the economics of modern warfare—raising urgent 
questions about accountability, governance, and the future of peace in a world 
increasingly shaped by privately-developed war machines. 
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1. Introduction 

The term “AI War Machine” refers not to a single piece of hardware or software, 
but to a larger system of institutions, incentives, and technologies that collectively 
enable and accelerate the use of artificial intelligence in the domain of armed 
conflict. It is a conceptual framework that captures the increasing automation of 
warfare, the growing involvement of private actors in national security, and the 
shift from state-controlled defense development to decentralized, venture-backed 
innovation. This machine is not defined solely by its physical outputs—
autonomous drones, surveillance towers, battlefield algorithms—but by the 
systemic logic that underpins its growth: the commodification of conflict, the 
minimization of human oversight, and the framing of technological escalation as 
both necessary and inevitable. 

At the center of this emergent system is Anduril Industries, a defense technology 
company founded in 2017 by Palmer Luckey, best known as the creator of the 
Oculus VR headset. Anduril is not a traditional defense contractor. It represents a 
new breed of militarized startup—one that combines Silicon Valley’s disruptive 
culture with the strategic priorities of the U.S. Department of Defense and its 
allies. Rather than produce tanks or missiles in the conventional sense, Anduril 
builds software-defined warfighting tools: autonomous surveillance drones, AI-
powered targeting systems, real-time battlefield coordination platforms, and 
infrastructure designed for digital border control. The company’s mission, in its 
own words, is to "transform defense capabilities by creating cutting-edge 
technology for the military." 

What makes Anduril significant is not only its rapid rise—achieving multi-billion-
dollar valuations and major defense contracts in under a decade—but also its 
philosophy. It seeks to leverage AI to reduce latency in decision-making, increase 
automation in combat scenarios, and enable military dominance with fewer 
human operators. In doing so, it positions itself as both a technology innovator 
and a strategic necessity for Western defense forces confronting the rise of near-
peer adversaries like China and Russia. 
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The intersection of artificial intelligence, private enterprise, and national security 
creates a volatile mixture. On one hand, AI offers potential efficiencies in logistics, 
threat detection, and battlefield decision-making. On the other, it introduces 
profound risks: the dehumanization of war, the erosion of ethical boundaries, and 
the privatization of force itself. When military tools are designed, owned, and 
upgraded by private companies motivated by profit, the moral calculus of warfare 
is no longer set by elected governments or multilateral institutions—but by 
market incentives and investor expectations. 

The purpose of this paper is to critically examine the role of Anduril Industries 
within this broader transformation. It will investigate how the company's products 
function, how its business model aligns with geopolitical conflict, and how its 
rhetoric redefines war as a software problem. By situating Anduril within the 
larger context of the global arms race, the paper aims to illuminate the ethical, 
political, and economic implications of delegating military power to autonomous 
systems controlled by private interests. In doing so, it will argue that Anduril is not 
just a defense contractor—it is a symbol of the AI War Machine: a self-reinforcing 
system in which innovation and militarization advance hand in hand. 

 

2. From the Military-Industrial Complex to the Tech-Military Nexus 

In his 1961 farewell address, President Dwight D. Eisenhower famously warned 
the American public about the growing influence of what he called the “military-
industrial complex.” He feared that the convergence of defense spending, private 
contractors, and government policy could create a self-perpetuating system driven 
more by profit and political inertia than by actual security needs. At the time, 
Eisenhower’s concerns were rooted in the conventional arms industry—
contractors like Boeing, General Dynamics, and Lockheed Martin that built the 
planes, ships, and missiles of the Cold War. 

Sixty years later, Eisenhower’s warning remains prescient—but the landscape has 
evolved. We now face a tech-military nexus, a 21st-century version of the same 
systemic entanglement, but powered by artificial intelligence, machine learning, 
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and venture-backed software development. This new formation is not only faster 
and more adaptive than its Cold War predecessor, but also less transparent and 
less accountable. While traditional defense contractors are heavily regulated and 
bound to state procurement cycles, tech startups operate under a culture of 
secrecy, speed, and aggressive market disruption. Their entrance into the defense 
space has fundamentally altered the tempo, scale, and character of military 
innovation. 

The rise of startups like Anduril, Palantir, and SpaceX signals a dramatic 
reorientation of power within the defense ecosystem. These companies have 
proven that they can move more quickly than legacy contractors, deliver scalable 
software-first solutions, and attract enormous investment from private capital 
markets. Palantir, for instance, emerged from the post-9/11 intelligence 
environment to become a central player in military data analysis and predictive 
modeling. SpaceX has undercut traditional aerospace monopolies and now plays a 
critical role in national security space launches and satellite deployment. Anduril, 
for its part, aims to be the vanguard of autonomous defense—where AI systems 
monitor borders, hunt enemy drones, and manage battlefield awareness without 
requiring direct human input. 

One of the most important developments enabling this shift is the growing role of 
venture capital in defense innovation. Unlike traditional contractors that rely on 
government R&D grants and procurement contracts, firms like Anduril are funded 
by elite venture firms such as Founders Fund, Andreessen Horowitz, and General 
Catalyst. These investors are not motivated by national security per se, but by the 
promise of high returns and market domination. In this environment, peace is not 
a business model. Product-market fit depends on the persistence of conflict, the 
expansion of surveillance infrastructure, and the international race for AI 
supremacy. 

This profit-seeking logic introduces profound distortions into the ethics of defense. 
When the development of autonomous weapons and surveillance systems is 
guided by startup logic—speed, iteration, and disruption—the burden of 
deliberation, regulation, and accountability often falls away. Traditional defense 
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contractors are slow not only because of bureaucracy, but because they operate 
under legal and political oversight. Startups, by contrast, are rewarded for rapid 
deployment and adaptation—qualities that may be desirable in software markets, 
but dangerous in the context of war. 

Thus, the tech-military nexus marks a shift not only in who builds the weapons of 
war, but in how those weapons are conceived, developed, and deployed. It 
represents a world in which Silicon Valley becomes the new Pentagon—not in 
authority, but in capability. In this world, warfare becomes less a function of 
national policy and more a reflection of technological opportunity. The 
implications for global stability, democratic accountability, and the ethics of 
artificial intelligence are profound—and the rise of Anduril Industries places these 
tensions in sharp relief. 

 

3. Anatomy of Anduril: Origins, Products, and Philosophy 

Founded in 2017 by Palmer Luckey, the controversial creator of the Oculus Rift 
virtual reality headset, Anduril Industries emerged as a new breed of defense 
company: not a bloated legacy contractor burdened by red tape, but a fast-
moving, ideologically driven startup aimed at radically modernizing military 
capabilities. After being ousted from Facebook in 2016, Luckey partnered with 
Trae Stephens (a former Department of Defense official and partner at Founders 
Fund) and other Silicon Valley figures to pursue what he described as the urgent 
need to “build weapons that work.” Disillusioned with what he saw as the slow, 
inefficient, and risk-averse behavior of traditional defense contractors, Luckey 
aimed to inject the principles of software engineering, rapid iteration, and 
aggressive innovation into the defense industry. 

From the beginning, Anduril’s mission was not merely to sell products, but to 
fundamentally transform how the military approached problems of surveillance, 
border security, and battlefield operations. Its business model was built around 
building and deploying entire systems from scratch, rather than waiting for 
government contracts to define requirements. This “product-first” approach, 
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borrowed from Silicon Valley startups, allowed Anduril to innovate faster than 
competitors and to preemptively build capabilities the military didn’t yet know it 
needed. 

Flagship Technologies 

Anduril’s core offerings revolve around integrated systems that combine 
hardware, software, and AI into modular, scalable platforms. At the heart of its 
ecosystem is: 

• Lattice AI: A battlefield management system that acts as an artificial 
intelligence operating system, integrating inputs from drones, towers, 
radars, and other sensors to provide real-time situational awareness and 
autonomous decision-making. Lattice uses machine learning to track 
potential threats, classify objects, predict behaviors, and suggest or execute 
responses—ranging from monitoring to neutralization. It is the nerve center 
of Anduril’s ecosystem, linking all other products into a coherent, 
autonomous surveillance and response platform. 

• Ghost Drones: Silent, long-endurance autonomous aircraft used for 
reconnaissance, surveillance, and targeting. These drones are designed for 
rapid deployment and low observability, making them useful for contested 
or denied airspace operations. Their autonomous capabilities allow them to 
be launched, navigated, and tasked with minimal human intervention. 

• Anvil Interceptors: Designed to neutralize enemy drones using kinetic 
impact. These high-speed autonomous vehicles can detect, track, and 
collide with incoming threats, serving as a last-line defense in drone-
saturated environments. By automating both target identification and 
interception, Anvil reduces the need for human response in high-pressure 
situations. 

• Sentry Towers: Deployable, AI-enabled surveillance towers equipped with 
cameras, radar, and thermal imaging. Initially developed for border security, 
they can autonomously detect and track movement over long distances and 
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across difficult terrain. These towers were used by U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection as part of a larger push toward “virtual walls.” 

• Barracuda Cruise Missiles: Though less publicized, the Barracuda represents 
Anduril’s expansion into autonomous munitions, combining low-cost 
production with high maneuverability and autonomous targeting. These 
weapons blur the line between traditional missiles and self-guided drones. 

Product Characteristics: Automation, Scalability, Modularity 

Anduril’s systems are unified by several key design principles: 

• Automation: Most of its platforms are designed to operate with little or no 
human input. From drones to towers to targeting systems, the company 
prioritizes autonomy as a force multiplier—one that reduces manpower 
needs and reaction times, while enhancing operational effectiveness. 

• Scalability: The modular design of Anduril’s ecosystem allows for rapid 
scaling, both in quantity and function. Whether monitoring a small base or 
coordinating a multi-domain battlefield, Lattice and its associated tools are 
built to scale across contexts and geographies. 

• Modularity: Systems are interoperable and component-based, allowing 
them to be upgraded, reconfigured, or replaced without requiring new 
infrastructure. This reflects a software-like approach to defense 
engineering—continuous deployment, iteration, and adaptation. 

Core Rhetoric: Deterrence Through Dominance 

Anduril’s public communications consistently frame its mission as one of defense 
through deterrence, echoing Cold War-era logic but updated for an AI-centric 
world. Palmer Luckey has argued that peace is maintained not by diplomacy 
alone, but by overwhelming technological superiority. In this vision, AI-enabled 
systems don’t just react to threats—they deter them through persistent 
surveillance, rapid response, and decisive control of information. 

However, this “deterrence through dominance” narrative is deeply intertwined 
with the company’s commercial strategy. By positioning its technologies as 
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essential to national security in an age of great power competition, Anduril makes 
a case not only for its relevance, but for its necessity. In doing so, it encourages a 
technological arms race—one where speed, automation, and autonomous 
decision-making are prioritized over deliberation, restraint, and international 
consensus. 

In short, Anduril’s anatomy reveals more than a collection of high-tech tools. It 
reveals a philosophy of war born in the logic of Silicon Valley—one that sees 
conflict as a solvable engineering problem and believes that algorithmic speed 
and AI supremacy are the cornerstones of national survival. 

 

4. AI as a Force Multiplier in Modern Conflict 

Artificial intelligence is rapidly becoming the defining feature of next-generation 
warfare. No longer a futuristic abstraction, AI is now deployed across a spectrum 
of military applications—from autonomous surveillance and reconnaissance to 
real-time targeting and kinetic operations. In this context, AI is not simply a tool; it 
is a force multiplier—a system that amplifies a military’s ability to project power, 
gather intelligence, and respond to threats with unprecedented speed and 
precision. However, this amplification comes at a significant cost: ethical 
ambiguity, reduced human oversight, and the normalization of high-risk 
engagement strategies. 

The Promise and Peril of Autonomous Decision-Making 

One of the most transformative aspects of AI in military contexts is its capacity for 
autonomous decision-making. Systems like Anduril’s Lattice AI are designed to 
analyze massive streams of data from drones, sensors, satellites, and radar feeds, 
distill that information in real-time, and either suggest or carry out a course of 
action. This could involve tracking an object of interest, initiating a drone 
intercept, or coordinating a multi-platform response to a perceived threat. 

The promise of such autonomy is clear: faster decisions, greater operational 
efficiency, and the ability to act in complex environments without needing 
continuous human supervision. In contested or degraded communication 
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environments—such as those found in near-peer conflicts—autonomous systems 
could mean the difference between success and failure. 

Yet the peril is equally significant. The delegation of life-and-death decisions to 
machines, particularly in kinetic operations, raises profound ethical and legal 
concerns. Autonomy can create a disconnect between decision and accountability. 
If a drone misidentifies a civilian as a combatant and kills them without human 
intervention, who is responsible? The engineer? The commanding officer? The 
company? The algorithm? The fog of war becomes digitized, and moral 
responsibility becomes diffused across a network of systems and actors. 

AI’s Role in Surveillance, Targeting, and Combat Without Human Input 

AI has already been integrated into the full targeting cycle—the so-called “kill 
chain”—in several advanced militaries. Surveillance drones powered by AI can 
track human movement patterns, predict behaviors, and flag anomalies for 
further inspection. Combined with facial recognition, gait analysis, and other 
biometric techniques, AI enables the persistent tracking of individuals across time 
and terrain, often without their knowledge or the possibility of redress. 

More controversially, AI systems are now capable of initiating autonomous 
targeting and engagement. An example is Anduril’s Anvil drone interceptor, which 
can detect and destroy hostile drones without awaiting human confirmation. In 
the future, offensive weapons such as the Barracuda cruise missile could carry AI 
payloads that make autonomous decisions mid-flight based on changing 
conditions—what the U.S. military calls "onboard dynamic targeting." 

These capabilities represent a qualitative shift in warfare: from human-directed, 
rule-based engagement to machine-driven, probability-based action, where the 
system optimizes for efficiency and success rather than ethical deliberation. 

Strategic Advantage vs. Moral Hazard 

From a purely strategic perspective, AI offers obvious advantages. It compresses 
decision cycles, reduces cognitive load on operators, and increases the scalability 
of military operations. A single AI system can manage dozens—if not hundreds—
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of drones or sensors simultaneously, providing an unprecedented level of 
situational awareness and tactical control. 

However, these advantages come with what military ethicists call a “moral 
hazard.” When AI systems absorb the cost of decision-making and execution, it 
becomes easier—psychologically and politically—for leaders to authorize actions 
that would otherwise require deep scrutiny. AI becomes a shield for questionable 
decisions, allowing officials to claim they are simply following the 
recommendations of their systems. 

Moreover, the black-box nature of machine learning algorithms means that 
decisions made by AI may be inscrutable even to their developers. This lack of 
transparency undermines legal norms like proportionality and distinction under 
the laws of armed conflict. It also creates opportunities for adversaries to 
manipulate or spoof AI systems, leading to accidental escalation or unintended 
engagements. 

How AI Lowers the Threshold for Engagement by Minimizing Human Cost 

Perhaps the most dangerous implication of AI in warfare is that it lowers the 
threshold for the use of force. Traditional military action carries political and 
ethical burdens—soldiers may die, civilians may be harmed, public opinion may 
turn. But AI-driven systems operate at a distance, without fatigue, emotion, or risk 
to friendly personnel. This decoupling of action from risk creates a temptation: to 
engage preemptively, to act without deliberation, and to escalate conflict because 
the immediate cost appears low. 

This is not hypothetical. Border surveillance systems like Anduril’s Sentry Towers 
and Lattice AI have already been deployed to track, predict, and manage human 
movement across the U.S.-Mexico border—a domain that blurs the line between 
military and domestic use. The same technologies used for migration control can 
be—and are—used in combat zones, where the stakes are life and death. The 
scalability and adaptability of AI platforms mean they can be quickly reconfigured 
for new theaters and purposes, often without robust oversight or regulation. 
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In summary, AI offers tactical efficiency at the cost of strategic and ethical clarity. It 
makes military action faster, cheaper, and more scalable—but also more opaque, 
less accountable, and dangerously tempting. As companies like Anduril continue 
to develop and deploy these systems, the international community must confront 
the question: What does it mean to wage war when the machines are ready 
before the diplomats? 

 

5. Financial Incentives for Perpetual War 

The rise of Anduril Industries must be understood not only as a technological 
phenomenon but also as a financial strategy. It operates at the intersection of 
national security and venture capital, a space where conflict becomes a growth 
market and war-capable technologies are treated as scalable products. While the 
company publicly frames its mission in terms of national defense and deterrence, 
its underlying economic model—like any startup backed by venture capital—is 
driven by the imperative to grow revenue, maximize returns on investment, and 
increase company valuation. This creates a structural alignment between the 
persistence of conflict and the profitability of the enterprise. 

Anduril’s Valuation, Revenue Streams, and Funding Sources 

Anduril has grown rapidly in both influence and value. As of 2025, it is estimated 
to have a valuation exceeding $30 billion, with annual revenues surpassing $1 
billion, most of it derived from defense and national security contracts. The 
company has secured high-profile deals with the U.S. Department of Defense, U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection, the U.K. Ministry of Defence, and the Australian 
Defence Force. These contracts span a wide range of applications, from battlefield 
drone systems to AI-powered border surveillance towers. 

Crucially, Anduril is privately funded through some of Silicon Valley’s most 
prominent venture capital firms, including Founders Fund, Andreessen Horowitz, 
and General Catalyst. These firms are not investing out of patriotic duty; they are 
investing because they anticipate massive financial returns. This means that 
Anduril’s future depends on its ability to continually secure defense contracts, 
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expand into new conflict zones, and adapt its systems for new military and 
paramilitary applications. 

Unlike traditional defense contractors that typically follow slow, bureaucratic 
procurement cycles, Anduril’s model is built around preemptive product 
development—designing and deploying new technologies without waiting for 
government solicitation. This approach allows it to shape, rather than merely 
respond to, military demand. But it also deepens its dependency on a world in 
which security threats are persistent, if not expanding. 

War as a Growth Market: Linking Investor ROI to Global Conflict 

In the logic of venture-backed capitalism, growth must be continuous, aggressive, 
and market-expanding. For Anduril and its investors, this means identifying not 
just current battlefields but future ones—whether in Eastern Europe, the South 
China Sea, the Arctic, or cyberspace. In such a framework, peace becomes a form 
of stagnation, a scenario where demand for autonomous surveillance, drone 
interceptors, and AI combat management platforms could plateau or decline. 

Indeed, investor presentations and strategic briefs often point to geopolitical 
instability as a tailwind, not a headwind. Rising tensions with China, continued 
instability in the Middle East, and renewed investments in homeland security are 
all framed as opportunities for market expansion. When global conflict becomes a 
source of investor confidence, the incentives to pursue peace are structurally 
undermined. 

This dynamic mirrors earlier critiques of the 20th-century military-industrial 
complex, but with a critical difference: speed and scale. Anduril can iterate its 
technologies as quickly as a software company, update them via the cloud, and 
deploy new products without the need for massive physical infrastructure. This 
enables the company to treat conflict as a flexible market environment, rather 
than a set of fixed logistical challenges. 

Border Militarization, Defense Exports, and Dual-Use Platforms 

Anduril’s technologies are notable not only for their military applications but also 
for their dual-use potential—that is, their capacity to function in both military and 
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civilian contexts. For example, the same Sentry Towers and Lattice AI system used 
in combat scenarios are also deployed along the U.S.-Mexico border to track 
human migration. These systems can be easily adapted for urban policing, critical 
infrastructure security, and crowd control. 

This flexibility allows Anduril to expand its market share beyond the battlefield, 
embedding its products into the infrastructure of domestic surveillance and civil 
enforcement. As militarized borders become politically normalized in the U.S. and 
Europe, Anduril positions itself as the go-to provider of “smart” security—systems 
that promise safety but often intensify the conditions of social and geopolitical 
division. 

Internationally, Anduril’s products are being exported to allied nations under the 
banner of interoperability and technological parity. But these exports often land in 
regions where democratic oversight is weak, and where the introduction of 
autonomous systems can exacerbate local tensions, entrench authoritarian 
control, or provoke arms races with neighboring states. The company’s strategic 
partnerships with foreign militaries may be profitable, but they also globalize the 
logic of automation, preemption, and surveillance. 

The Risk of Peace Being Economically Unfavorable 

Perhaps the most troubling implication of this economic model is that it creates a 
world in which peace is not only politically elusive, but economically undesirable. 
If Anduril’s continued growth depends on sustained demand for AI-enabled 
warfighting systems, then its financial success is structurally tied to the absence of 
geopolitical resolution. In such a model, de-escalation becomes a threat to 
valuation, and diplomacy becomes a drag on innovation. 

This does not imply that Anduril or its investors consciously promote war. But it 
does mean that their economic interests are best served in a world where threats 
remain unresolved, where borders are constantly monitored, and where military 
engagement remains a routine feature of international relations. The risk is not 
malevolence—it is indifference. In the drive to optimize, automate, and scale, the 
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moral calculus of peace is rendered invisible, replaced by performance metrics, 
funding rounds, and shareholder expectations. 

In sum, the financial architecture surrounding Anduril—its valuation, its funding 
model, and its business logic—encourages a world where war is not a last resort, 
but a continuous opportunity. By monetizing insecurity and exporting autonomy, 
Anduril exemplifies the transformation of conflict into capital—an evolution that 
redefines not only how wars are fought, but why they are fought in the first place. 

 

6. Political and Ethical Implications 

The rapid rise of private defense technology companies like Anduril Industries—
and their increasing reliance on artificial intelligence—has outpaced the 
development of political, legal, and ethical frameworks necessary to govern them. 
As AI-enabled systems play a greater role in surveillance, targeting, and combat 
operations, they bring with them a host of concerns related to democratic 
accountability, ethical responsibility, and international law. These concerns are not 
speculative—they are urgent, complex, and largely unresolved. Anduril, by virtue 
of its role at the forefront of this transformation, serves as a case study in the 
political and ethical hazards of privatized, autonomous warfare. 

Lack of Democratic Oversight and Transparency 

Traditional defense contractors, while powerful, are at least nominally subject to 
rigorous public oversight. Their procurement processes, budgets, and 
development roadmaps are scrutinized by legislative bodies, watchdog 
organizations, and, to a limited extent, the public. By contrast, Anduril and similar 
companies operate under a Silicon Valley startup model, where secrecy, speed, 
and competitive advantage are prioritized over transparency. 

Anduril’s products are often developed preemptively, without direct government 
requests, and then marketed to military and law enforcement agencies. This 
approach circumvents many of the deliberative and consultative processes that 
are supposed to govern the adoption of lethal or surveillance technologies. As a 
result, powerful systems like the Lattice AI platform or Ghost drones can be 
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fielded with little or no public debate, and often without meaningful review by 
elected officials. 

Moreover, Anduril’s private ownership structure insulates it from shareholder 
activism and public reporting requirements. Unlike publicly traded companies, it is 
not obligated to disclose the ethical impact of its products or the full scope of its 
international contracts. The result is a democratic blind spot: technologies that 
affect fundamental questions of war, peace, and civil liberties are being developed 
and deployed largely out of sight and beyond reach. 

Exporting Automated Warfare to Authoritarian or Unstable Regimes 

One of the most ethically fraught aspects of Anduril’s operations is the export of 
its autonomous technologies to foreign governments, including those with limited 
democratic safeguards or histories of internal repression. While the company 
primarily works with U.S. allies, its modular, scalable platforms—such as the 
Sentry Towers and AI-driven drones—can be deployed anywhere. In the hands of 
authoritarian regimes or unstable states, these technologies can be used not for 
defense, but for domestic control, extrajudicial violence, or political suppression. 

Autonomous systems lower the barriers to military and paramilitary power. They 
enable governments to surveil, track, and even eliminate dissenters with reduced 
reliance on trained personnel and without the political risk of using domestic 
troops. This technological outsourcing of repression is one of the most dangerous 
dimensions of AI militarization. Unlike nuclear technology, which is heavily 
regulated by international treaties, autonomous systems are relatively easy to 
transfer, reprogram, and adapt, making them highly attractive to illiberal actors. 

Anduril’s potential complicity in this dynamic raises urgent questions: Who vets 
the end users of its technologies? What restrictions—if any—are placed on their 
deployment? And what responsibility does a private company bear when its 
products are used to violate human rights or international law? 

Ethical Concerns in Removing Human Judgment from Combat Decisions 

Perhaps the most fundamental ethical issue raised by Anduril’s technologies is the 
removal of human judgment from life-and-death decisions. Autonomous systems 
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are not just tools; they are decision-makers, capable of identifying targets, 
determining threat levels, and initiating kinetic responses without direct human 
input. This shift is often framed as a tactical advantage—minimizing delays, 
reducing human error—but it also represents a profound departure from 
centuries of ethical and legal norms governing the use of force. 

Historically, the moral legitimacy of warfare has been tied to human intentionality, 
accountability, and restraint. Soldiers are trained in rules of engagement. 
Commanders are expected to weigh proportionality, necessity, and collateral 
damage. Autonomous systems—no matter how sophisticated—do not understand 
morality. They do not feel hesitation, remorse, or compassion. They operate 
according to probabilistic thresholds and algorithmic logic, not human conscience. 

This raises the possibility of injustice by automation: civilians misidentified and 
killed by drones; actions taken too quickly for human intervention; escalation 
triggered by misinterpreted data. And unlike human soldiers, machines cannot be 
held accountable in any meaningful way. This absence of responsibility risks 
severing the link between power and ethics—a condition in which war becomes 
easier to wage precisely because it is harder to judge. 

Legal Gray Zones in Autonomous Warfare 

The legal frameworks governing the conduct of war—such as the Geneva 
Conventions, the Laws of Armed Conflict (LOAC), and various United Nations 
protocols—were designed in an era when combatants and civilians could be 
clearly distinguished, and when decision-making was assumed to be human. AI-
enabled systems like those produced by Anduril strain or outright exceed these 
frameworks. 

For instance, international humanitarian law requires the principle of distinction—
that military forces distinguish between combatants and civilians—and the 
principle of proportionality, which mandates that attacks avoid excessive harm to 
civilian life relative to the anticipated military advantage. But AI systems may not 
be able to assess context, cultural nuance, or the presence of non-combatants 
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with sufficient reliability. If an AI-controlled drone strikes a convoy based on 
sensor inputs misclassified by an algorithm, who is legally liable? 

Moreover, preemptive use of force, especially in autonomous systems that act on 
predictive modeling, may violate norms surrounding imminent threat and self-
defense. The ability of these systems to operate independently blurs the chain of 
command and complicates legal attribution. In many cases, the operators may not 
fully understand how an AI system reached its decision—what is often referred to 
as the “black box” problem in machine learning. 

To date, there is no comprehensive international treaty governing lethal 
autonomous weapon systems (LAWS), and efforts at regulation—such as those 
proposed by the United Nations Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons 
(CCW)—have been stalled by geopolitical divisions. This regulatory vacuum allows 
companies like Anduril to innovate and deploy in a legal gray zone, advancing 
capabilities whose ethical and legal boundaries remain undefined. 

 

In sum, the political and ethical implications of Anduril’s business model are as 
disruptive as its technology. The lack of democratic oversight, the exportability of 
repressive tools, the removal of human conscience from combat, and the absence 
of legal clarity together signal a dangerous evolution: a world in which war is not 
only automated and privatized, but also increasingly unmoored from public 
accountability, ethical constraint, and international law. If left unchecked, this shift 
could permanently alter the moral and political landscape of conflict in the 21st 
century. 

 

7. Strategic Partnerships and the Blurring of Civilian-Military Lines 

One of the most disconcerting trends in the evolution of modern warfare is the 
increasing convergence between civilian technology platforms and military 
systems. Companies once associated solely with social networking, advertising, 
and consumer electronics are now entering into deep strategic partnerships with 
defense contractors to develop war-fighting technologies. Anduril Industries sits at 
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the nexus of this convergence, actively collaborating with consumer tech giants 
such as Meta (formerly Facebook) to bring commercial interfaces, design 
principles, and virtual systems into the sphere of military operations. 

This merging of civilian and military technologies has profound implications—not 
only for how wars are fought, but for how warfare is perceived, legitimized, and 
integrated into the fabric of everyday life. The strategic partnerships between 
Silicon Valley and the defense sector are rapidly eroding the traditional boundary 
between "combatant" and "citizen," transforming both the nature of military 
power and the role of technology in society. 

Meta’s Collaboration with Anduril on AR/VR Military Systems 

In 2025, Meta and Anduril announced a partnership to jointly develop AI-powered 
augmented and virtual reality systems for the U.S. military. Building on Meta’s 
long-standing investments in immersive digital experiences through Oculus and 
Reality Labs, the collaboration aims to produce wearable combat systems that 
overlay battlefield data in real time, enhancing situational awareness, targeting, 
and mission coordination. These AR/VR tools are designed to interface seamlessly 
with Anduril’s Lattice AI system, enabling soldiers to interact with autonomous 
drones, surveillance feeds, and tactical maps through intuitive, head-mounted 
displays. 

While Meta originally pursued AR/VR for entertainment, gaming, and social 
connectivity, this pivot toward defense signals a significant reframing of the 
company’s mission. Meta executives have justified the partnership as a way to 
support national security through technological innovation, mirroring arguments 
made by other tech firms that have re-entered the defense space after previous 
ethical withdrawals (e.g., Google’s initial exit from Project Maven). 

This collaboration represents more than just a technical integration—it’s a cultural 
and symbolic fusion of consumer technology with instruments of war. 

Use of Consumer-Tech Aesthetics and Platforms for War-Fighting Tools 

Anduril and Meta both come from a design tradition rooted in user experience, 
minimal interfaces, and intuitive interactivity. These features, while innocuous in 
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the context of social apps or gaming platforms, take on a more disturbing 
character when applied to lethal technologies. A drone operator using a sleek AR 
interface, modeled after video game aesthetics, may become increasingly 
detached from the ethical weight of real-world violence. The smoothness of the 
experience—the lack of friction—can diminish the natural pause that 
accompanies moral judgment. 

Consumer-tech aesthetics also serve to sanitize and normalize the tools of 
surveillance and warfare. Instead of intimidating command consoles or hardened 
military interfaces, users now interact with familiar software patterns: swipes, 
taps, heads-up displays, voice commands. This design continuity makes the 
transition from civilian to military use almost seamless—and deeply troubling. 
When the interface for tracking and eliminating a target looks and feels like the 
interface for ordering food or navigating social media, the psychological distinction 
between leisure and lethality becomes dangerously thin. 

Implications of Merging Social Tech with Defense Infrastructure 

The implications of blending social technology with defense infrastructure go 
beyond interface design. Social platforms like Facebook (now Meta) have long 
been criticized for enabling surveillance capitalism—harvesting user data to fuel 
targeted advertising and behavioral prediction. When these same capabilities are 
repurposed for military use, they extend the logic of surveillance from consumer 
manipulation to battlefield dominance. 

By partnering with Meta, Anduril is gaining access to some of the most 
sophisticated spatial computing, behavioral modeling, and real-time analytics 
infrastructure ever built. These tools—originally developed to monitor and 
influence civilian behavior—are now being optimized to track adversaries, model 
combat scenarios, and guide autonomous systems in real-time. In effect, the same 
algorithms used to predict your shopping preferences are now helping predict 
enemy movement patterns or flag potential combatants for drone surveillance. 

This convergence also raises the specter of dual-use mission creep: where 
platforms developed for national defense quietly filter back into domestic use 
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under the guise of public safety, crowd control, or border security. The 
infrastructure for military surveillance—once established—is rarely 
decommissioned. Instead, it is often repurposed for internal governance, eroding 
civil liberties and expanding the reach of the state. 

The Normalization of AI Militarism Through Familiar Interfaces 

Perhaps the most insidious consequence of this civilian-military convergence is 
the normalization of AI militarism. By embedding war-making tools within familiar 
consumer frameworks, companies like Anduril and Meta make the presence of 
surveillance and autonomous force feel ordinary, even inevitable. Users and 
citizens become desensitized to the presence of drones, facial recognition, and 
predictive targeting—especially when those tools are mediated through the sleek, 
non-threatening surfaces of modern interface design. 

This normalization is not accidental. It is part of a cultural strategy that rebrands 
militarism as innovation, repackages surveillance as safety, and presents 
automation as progress. When the tools of war are marketed with the same 
language and aesthetic used to sell phones or VR headsets, public scrutiny 
diminishes. War becomes just another use case for emerging technology. 

In this environment, ethical and political questions—about civilian casualties, 
accountability, democratic control—are reframed as technical challenges: 
problems to be optimized, debugged, or patched. The social and psychological 
distance between technology users and the real-world consequences of military 
systems widens. And as that gap grows, the moral cost of war is increasingly 
buried beneath a veneer of technological sophistication. 

 

In summary, the strategic partnership between Meta and Anduril represents more 
than a collaboration between two companies—it signals a broader cultural shift, 
in which the tools, aesthetics, and ideologies of consumer technology are 
absorbed into the machinery of war. This convergence blurs the lines between 
civilian and combatant, between app and weapon, and between convenience and 
complicity. If left unexamined, it will lead to a future in which the conduct of war 
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is not only automated and privatized—but fully normalized within the digital 
habits of everyday life. 

 

8. Anduril’s Public Narrative: Deterrence or Domination? 

Anduril Industries has worked diligently to shape a public narrative that casts its 
technologies and business strategy in the most favorable light. At the heart of this 
narrative is a powerful rhetorical pivot: the rebranding of offensive capabilities as 
defensive necessities. Through high-profile media appearances, keynote speeches, 
and strategic op-eds, founder Palmer Luckey and other company executives have 
positioned Anduril as not a builder of war machines, but as a bulwark against 
geopolitical instability—a moral actor safeguarding the free world through 
superior technology. Yet beneath this narrative of deterrence lies a more complex 
and unsettling reality: the pursuit of technological dominance through weapons 
that require perpetual readiness, permanent surveillance, and a willingness to 
strike first. 

Palmer Luckey’s Public Statements and Ideology 

Palmer Luckey is not just a technologist—he is a highly visible ideological figure 
who blends Silicon Valley libertarianism with military futurism. In interviews and 
public forums, he has stated unequivocally that America’s survival depends on 
technological supremacy in warfare, arguing that traditional defense contractors 
are too slow, too bloated, and too beholden to outdated models of procurement 
and development. He claims that Anduril exists to “fill the gap” left by these 
legacy players—moving fast, building hard tech, and solving problems that the 
government cannot solve on its own. 

Luckey has spoken openly about his belief that AI-enabled defense is not merely 
strategic but moral—that building tools which allow the U.S. and its allies to win 
wars quickly and decisively is an ethical imperative. He has stated that "the only 
way to avoid war is to be so good at war that no one wants to fight you." This logic 
of deterrence-through-dominance is a cornerstone of Anduril’s public posture: if 
potential adversaries know they cannot win, they won’t start a conflict. 
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But this framing glosses over the deeper implications of such a stance. To be “so 
good at war” in the AI era requires systems that are autonomous, always on, and 
capable of global reach. It means building a constant infrastructure of surveillance 
and strike capability—one that is indistinguishable, in both form and function, 
from an offensive posture. 

Framing Offensive Capability as Defensive Necessity 

The rebranding of warfighting capability as “defensive technology” is a central 
feature of Anduril’s communications strategy. Drones that can strike targets 
without human oversight, software that identifies enemies based on behavior 
patterns, towers that track human movement across borders 24/7—all of these 
are marketed as tools of deterrence, not aggression. The message is clear: we 
don’t want to use them, but we must have them ready. 

This framing sidesteps a crucial issue: readiness itself can be provocative. An 
infrastructure built to respond instantly to threats can also act preemptively. The 
very existence of these systems—their scale, automation, and autonomy—can 
heighten tensions, trigger arms races, and reduce the time available for diplomacy 
or de-escalation. 

In Anduril’s vision, the battlefield is never distant, never dormant, and never fully 
disengaged. AI systems are always watching, always learning, always prepared to 
act. This continuous operational readiness is not merely defensive—it is a form of 
constant low-grade war in which the line between threat and response is blurred 
by algorithmic thresholds and probabilistic decision-making. 

Silicon Valley Exceptionalism Applied to Global Conflict 

Anduril is deeply rooted in the culture of Silicon Valley, and this is evident not only 
in its technology stack but in its worldview. Like many tech entrepreneurs, Palmer 
Luckey espouses a version of technological exceptionalism—the belief that 
innovation, disruption, and rapid iteration can solve problems that traditional 
institutions have failed to address. In the case of defense, this means bypassing 
what he sees as outdated rules, sluggish contracting, and the red tape of 
democratic deliberation in order to deliver “real results.” 
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This mentality treats geopolitics as a technical challenge, reducible to engineering 
solutions. Complex issues of sovereignty, human rights, and international law are 
reframed as problems of system latency, bandwidth, and data integration. The 
implicit assumption is that superior technology, deployed quickly and decisively, 
will produce better outcomes than diplomacy, deliberation, or restraint. 

This form of Silicon Valley militarism imports the startup playbook—move fast, 
break things, iterate endlessly—into a domain where the cost of failure is not lost 
users or missed revenue, but human lives and geopolitical escalation. It is an 
ideology that privileges performance over principle, speed over scrutiny, and 
dominance over dialogue. 

Branding War as Innovation 

Perhaps the most effective and troubling aspect of Anduril’s public narrative is its 
branding of war as innovation. In its marketing materials, investor 
communications, and press engagements, Anduril portrays its work as part of a 
broader mission to advance the frontier of technology. It is not just building 
tools—it is pushing the limits of AI, robotics, computer vision, and real-time 
analytics. Defense is recast not as a grim necessity, but as a crucible for 
innovation, an industry that can deliver not only strategic advantage but 
technological progress writ large. 

This narrative has enormous appeal—especially to investors, engineers, and 
policymakers who see defense as both a business opportunity and a proving 
ground for emerging tech. It allows Anduril to recruit top talent, secure massive 
funding rounds, and attract favorable media coverage. But it also obscures the 
reality of what these technologies are built to do: track, target, disable, and 
destroy. 

When war is marketed as innovation, it becomes a product category, a growth 
sector, a platform for advancement. The ethical and human costs are hidden 
behind language that emphasizes efficiency, automation, and disruption. Public 
discourse is shaped not by the voices of victims or critics, but by technologists and 
strategists who speak in the language of metrics, networks, and optimization. 



25 
 

In sum, Anduril’s public narrative is both strategic and seductive. It presents a 
vision of technological defense that is morally justified, economically attractive, 
and politically palatable. But behind this rhetoric lies a deeper reality: a company 
that is building the infrastructure for continuous, automated conflict under the 
guise of protection. In doing so, Anduril is not simply deterring war—it is 
reshaping the conditions under which war becomes thinkable, acceptable, and 
even desirable. The line between deterrence and domination, once firm, is now 
algorithmically fluid—and increasingly hard to detect. 

 

9. Comparative Analysis: Anduril vs. Traditional Defense Giants 

Anduril Industries’ emergence as a dominant force in the defense technology 
sector has not occurred in a vacuum. It represents a direct and disruptive 
challenge to legacy defense contractors such as Lockheed Martin, Raytheon 
Technologies, and Northrop Grumman—the so-called “Big Three” of the U.S. 
military-industrial complex. These corporations have shaped modern warfare for 
decades through their development of fighter jets, missile systems, radar 
platforms, and nuclear deterrence infrastructure. Yet they now face existential 
competition from a new breed of defense company that operates not according to 
Cold War paradigms but to the logic of Silicon Valley. 

This comparative analysis explores how Anduril diverges from its predecessors—
not merely in product design or cost structure, but in speed, ideology, and ethical 
posture. In doing so, it reveals deeper transformations in the structure of military 
engagement, raising critical questions about accountability, innovation, and the 
future of warfare. 

How Anduril Challenges Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, and Northrop Grumman 

The legacy defense giants maintain massive institutional infrastructures, 
multibillion-dollar government contracts, and deeply entrenched relationships 
within the Pentagon and congressional committees. Their processes are highly 
formalized, governed by strict federal procurement protocols, and often mired in 
bureaucratic cycles. Innovation within these firms tends to be incremental, with 
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development timelines stretching across decades—as seen in Lockheed Martin’s 
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter program, which was initiated in the 1990s and is still 
evolving today. 

Anduril, by contrast, bypasses this slow, requirement-driven development model. 
Rather than waiting for the Department of Defense (DoD) to issue specific 
solicitations, Anduril builds and deploys full-stack products—such as its Lattice AI 
system or Anvil drone interceptors—on its own initiative, then markets them as 
ready-made solutions to emerging security threats. It seeks not to respond to 
military demand, but to shape it. 

Whereas legacy firms maintain a tight focus on heavy machinery and precision 
munitions, Anduril’s portfolio is software-first, data-driven, and platform-based. Its 
value proposition lies in creating interoperable systems that integrate surveillance, 
targeting, and engagement through AI. In doing so, it appeals to a military 
increasingly concerned with information dominance, rapid response, and 
network-centric warfare. 

Speed, Cost, and Agility as Competitive Edges 

Anduril’s greatest advantages lie in the speed, cost-efficiency, and adaptability of 
its operations. It adheres to the development rhythms of a startup: rapid 
prototyping, continuous software updates, and aggressive field-testing. It is not 
uncommon for Anduril to move from concept to operational deployment in under 
18 months—a timeline unthinkable for the legacy primes. 

Moreover, its cost structure is leaner. Anduril’s drones, for example, are produced 
at a fraction of the cost of the complex aerospace platforms developed by 
Northrop or Raytheon. While the latter may produce exquisitely engineered 
systems with global reach, those systems are often prohibitively expensive and 
vulnerable to obsolescence in the face of fast-moving technological change. 
Anduril builds expendable, swarming-capable systems that are relatively cheap, 
modular, and scalable. 

Agility is not only a function of speed or cost—it is also cultural. Anduril can 
quickly pivot in response to new threats, emerging technologies, or shifts in U.S. 
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foreign policy. This adaptive posture allows it to function more like a Silicon Valley 
innovator than a defense bureaucracy. As a result, it has attracted the attention of 
younger defense officials, policy reformers, and futurists within the military 
establishment who are eager to break free from the inertia of legacy defense 
acquisition systems. 

Ethical Double Standards Between Old and New Defense Actors 

Despite its disruptive posture, Anduril has largely escaped the public moral 
scrutiny applied to traditional defense contractors. Companies like Lockheed and 
Raytheon have faced decades of criticism for their roles in controversial arms 
deals, civilian casualties, and the perpetuation of global conflict. Protest 
movements, academic boycotts, and legislative challenges have frequently 
targeted these firms as symbols of militarized capitalism. 

Anduril, by contrast, has cultivated an image of clean, technological modernity. It 
is not associated with bombers or cluster munitions, but with drones, sensors, and 
data platforms. Its marketing language emphasizes “deterrence,” “situational 
awareness,” and “smart security.” Yet many of the same ethical questions apply: 
Who is targeted? Who is surveilled? Who decides? The fact that Anduril operates 
through algorithms and autonomous systems does not diminish its capacity to 
enable human suffering—it may in fact obscure that capacity behind a façade of 
clinical efficiency. 

This ethical double standard is further enabled by a generational shift in attitudes 
toward military technology. While earlier anti-war activism focused on visible 
violence—airstrikes, invasions, and occupation—today’s defense tech is often 
invisible, abstract, or hidden behind layers of code. Anduril benefits from this 
aesthetic and functional distancing of its tools from traditional notions of warfare, 
making its activities harder to oppose on moral grounds. 

Influence of Startup Culture on Military Engagement 

Anduril's rise must also be seen as a reflection of startup culture’s incursion into 
the defense sphere. The company borrows heavily from the lexicon of Silicon 
Valley: disruption, iteration, scale, automation. Its offices resemble tech campuses 
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more than military factories. Its engineers come from Google, Apple, and Palantir. 
And its leadership speaks more about efficiency and optimization than strategy or 
doctrine. 

This culture brings undeniable energy and innovation to defense—but it also 
reorients military engagement around speed and software. The emphasis shifts 
from deliberative strategy to tactical problem-solving, from political vision to 
technological acceleration. Wars become exercises in systems integration. Victory 
becomes an issue of faster response times and better analytics. The moral and 
geopolitical complexity of warfare is flattened into a series of engineering 
challenges. 

Startup culture also imposes a new economic timeline on military operations. 
Investors expect returns. Market share must grow. Technological relevance must 
be maintained. These pressures are fundamentally incompatible with the goals of 
peace, diplomacy, and strategic patience. Whereas Lockheed and Raytheon can 
survive peacetime through long-term maintenance and R&D contracts, Anduril 
thrives best in an atmosphere of urgency, instability, and innovation-driven 
conflict. 

 

In conclusion, Anduril is not simply a challenger to traditional defense giants—it is 
a sign of systemic realignment. It brings speed, adaptability, and software-centric 
design to a sector long dominated by hardware behemoths. But it also brings with 
it a new set of ethical dilemmas, cultural assumptions, and strategic risks. Its 
ability to outpace Lockheed, Raytheon, and Northrop Grumman does not 
necessarily make it a more ethical or stabilizing force—only a more agile one. In 
many ways, Anduril is what happens when the startup ethos collides with the 
battlefield: fast, efficient, and potentially catastrophic. 

 

10. Conclusion: The Future of War in the Age of AI 

The rise of Anduril Industries—and the broader transformation of the defense 
sector it represents—signals a profound shift in the nature, conduct, and 
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economics of modern warfare. This paper has traced how Anduril, through its 
fusion of artificial intelligence, private venture capital, and Silicon Valley startup 
culture, has reshaped the defense landscape into a faster, leaner, and far more 
automated machine. It has argued that Anduril is not merely supplying tools of 
war, but actively redefining what war looks like, how it is waged, and who profits 
from it. 

Through the deployment of autonomous drones, surveillance systems, and real-
time decision-making platforms like Lattice AI, Anduril has introduced a model of 
warfare in which machines—not humans—take center stage. Its partnerships with 
consumer tech firms like Meta blur the lines between civilian and military, 
between social platforms and war-fighting interfaces. Its business model, driven 
by investor expectations and product-market fit, aligns corporate success with 
continued conflict and instability. And its public rhetoric—grounded in deterrence, 
innovation, and inevitability—masks the deeper ethical and political implications 
of privatized, autonomous force. 

The consequences of unchecked private AI militarization are far-reaching and 
deeply troubling. When companies like Anduril are free to operate outside of 
meaningful democratic oversight, they reshape the battlefield according to 
technological capability and market logic—not public deliberation or legal 
constraint. Autonomous systems developed for war can be—and often are—
repurposed for domestic surveillance, border enforcement, and suppression of 
dissent. Decision-making becomes opaque, responsibility diffused, and 
accountability weakened. The traditional moral framework of war—based on 
intention, proportionality, and human judgment—is steadily replaced by a calculus 
of algorithmic efficiency. 

This transformation demands a robust and urgent response. International 
regulation must catch up with the pace of AI weapons development. Agreements 
akin to the Geneva Conventions must be extended to encompass lethal 
autonomous weapon systems (LAWS), predictive targeting platforms, and AI-
driven surveillance infrastructure. National governments must reassert civilian 
oversight over military procurement, especially when it involves private actors and 
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dual-use technologies. Ethical frameworks must be established to ensure that 
human dignity, civilian protection, and the rule of law remain central to military 
operations—no matter how advanced the tools become. 

Equally important is the need for public debate. The future of war should not be 
decided in venture capital boardrooms or behind closed doors at defense 
summits. It should be a matter of democratic conversation, ethical reflection, and 
informed consent. Citizens must understand what it means when machines are 
authorized to kill, when surveillance is constant, and when technological 
supremacy becomes a pretext for geopolitical aggression. 

The final warning is this: when war becomes a platform, it ceases to be a last 
resort and becomes a perpetual product. Innovation, divorced from ethical 
constraint, risks serving conflict rather than resolving it. AI may make war faster, 
more precise, and more survivable for some—but it also makes it easier to start, 
harder to stop, and increasingly difficult to regulate. In this new paradigm, 
progress and peril are indistinguishable unless governed by firm ethical 
boundaries and collective restraint. 

Anduril’s model of warfare is not inevitable—but it is fast becoming normalized. 
The challenge now is to resist the seduction of seamless violence, to question the 
logic that equates deterrence with dominance, and to demand a future in which 
technology serves peace—not just power. Without such vigilance, the “AI war 
machine” will not only change how wars are fought—it may fundamentally alter 
what it means to be human in a world where machines decide who lives and who 
dies. 

 

Epilogue: Is Anduril Really Disconnected from Unit 8200? 

On the surface, Anduril Industries and Israel’s Unit 8200 appear entirely 
unconnected—operating in different geopolitical spheres, with no publicly 
disclosed partnerships, shared leadership, or joint development initiatives. 
Anduril, headquartered in Orange County, California, builds autonomous defense 
systems for the United States and its allies. Unit 8200, meanwhile, is an elite 
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cyber-intelligence arm of the Israeli Defense Forces, widely credited with 
launching Israel’s high-tech sector through a stream of veteran-led startups. 

But to conclude that these entities are fundamentally disconnected may miss the 
more subtle, systemic linkages that characterize 21st-century military innovation. 
Both organizations are anchored in the same strategic logic: that artificial 
intelligence and data supremacy are decisive in modern warfare. Both emphasize 
preemptive threat detection, autonomous systems, and real-time operational 
control. And both rely—though in different ways—on the cloud-based AI 
infrastructure of major U.S. tech platforms such as Microsoft Azure and OpenAI. 

There is also a cultural resemblance. Like Anduril, Unit 8200 cultivates a startup-
like ethos within its military hierarchy—an agile, engineering-first culture that 
favors rapid iteration over traditional command-and-control. In both cases, elite 
engineers are granted extraordinary latitude to develop tools that blur the line 
between intelligence gathering and kinetic action. 

What’s more, both Anduril and Unit 8200 are deeply embedded in transnational 
networks of AI research, venture capital, and defense policy. While no formal 
bridge connects them, the paths they walk are parallel and often intersect at 
higher levels—whether through conferences, white papers, or quiet coordination 
between U.S. and Israeli defense sectors. 

Thus, the lack of visible connection should not be mistaken for isolation. In the era 
of distributed warfare, where AI models and surveillance architectures proliferate 
across borders, influence does not require direct partnership. The ideologies, 
techniques, and infrastructures of modern conflict often mirror each other across 
nations, shaped less by overt alliances than by a shared belief: that the battlefield 
of the future is built not with boots and bullets, but with code, cameras, and 
predictive algorithms. 

If Anduril and Unit 8200 are not formally connected, they may nonetheless be 
part of the same larger system—the emergent AI war machine that is shaping 
global conflict from Silicon Valley to Tel Aviv. 
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Historical and Legal Frameworks 

To assess the legality and ethical boundaries of AI militarization, it is crucial to 
anchor the discussion in well-established international legal norms and treaties, as 
well as recent policy efforts to address autonomous weapons systems. 

• Geneva Conventions (1949) and Additional Protocols (1977): 
The core legal framework governing the conduct of war, emphasizing the 
principles of distinction, proportionality, and military necessity. 
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actions of companies like Anduril must be measured. While gaps remain—
particularly around emerging technologies—these conventions still serve as 
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ethical and legal baselines for evaluating whether the militarization of AI adheres 
to or violates the principles of just war and international humanitarian law. 

 

Conclusion of References 

This multi-tiered referencing strategy allows for a comprehensive analysis of 
Anduril’s role in the AI defense ecosystem. It draws from corporate self-
presentation, investigative journalism, policy research, philosophical ethics, and 
international law—weaving these threads into a coherent critique of how AI, 
private enterprise, and war are becoming increasingly and perhaps dangerously 
entangled. 
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