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ABSTRACT

War economics has been considered as social scibat@analyzes the economy in terms of war, viceand
destruction and its relationships with the econavhjch is determined by the production, distributiand consumption of
goods and services, i.e. Economic growth. Butdégnition is not as simple as it incorporates ésslike production,
distribution and consumptions or national growthther it encompasses other phenomena like natemwelomic growth
and its long term consequences. The aim of thigpapnot to assess the reasons and consequenees,afather this
paper would briefly examine the war economics asitppe science or not with specific examples froraditional

economy to modern political economy.
KEYWORDS: War Economics, Positive Science, Political Econpimaditional War Economics
INTRODUCTION

War economics is simply described as the contingsnendertaken by the modern state to mobilizedganomy
for war and military production. Sometimes it's aeged as a system of producing, mobilizing andcating resources to

sustain the violence. Actually the relationshipvimsn war and economic development is always coaitsiad.

War Economics (Le Billon, 2005; Joshua S, 2004) Rednanent war economics (Oakes, 1944; Vance, H81)
two terms frequently used in war economics. Whiler veconomics denotes the states to mobilize ecprfomwar
production, whereas permanent war economics i@ tessedescribe prolonged arms race which would mettaé character
of war economy in the disguise of semi-command egpnto be directed by corporate executives, basedniitary

industry, and funded by government.

Actually war economics has got several dimensitirdepends on several strategies like intrastats,viaterstate
wars (Civil wars) and even those protagonists wieocaeating wars to be benefitted (American waAighanistan and
Irag).Based on all these dimensions, war econoh@ssaken several different shapes which wouldhtezpreted to some
specific directions like in case of interstate wanslitical economy of the states engaged in whnes down as regular
economic activities suffer under the conditionsnsfecurity. Whereas in case of interstate warse stapacities focus on
the organizations and the fuelling of the militamyachine, and the civilian functions of the states aeglected
respectively. Furthermore, the third case is prett;mplex to explain.Because still economists amdpttotagonists of the

economy are not at all aware of the consequencé® afconomy both in positive and normative terms.

Economists still are inconsiderate of the result @onsequences of war economy, but still many @oists
believe that war economies create losers as wealirasers (schlichte: 2003, p-32).Even these winaegsalways prone to

continue the war which is obviously benefittedherh. This third case is termed as “Warlordism”(S$ihnet.al. 2007:137)
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Concerning the side of aggregate demand, it isetinto "military Keynesianism"(1919,2004a), in whitte
government's military budget is seriously concerméth the business cycles and fluctuations andéoused to fight
recessions. On the supply side, it is assumednataet sometimes have the effect of acceleratingrpesgof technology to
such an extent that an economy is greatly strengtheafter the war, especially if it has avoided tar-related
destruction. Not only that, sometimes countriesidet the war arena might be benefitted throughsiments and could

accelerate progress by international businesshandgh monetary and other several types of traiosesct

On the traditional dimension, war economics is agred as essentially distinctive. The transforomaiin life
and essentially the purpose of war economy invokesluation of socio-economic and political factlike society,
administration, politics and technical aspectss Ihot concerned with individual needs and wardaghar it encompasses
several other factors like state politics, economitvantages and disadvantages and reduces thetampmrof the

Economic “as we know it”.

This paper would not examine the advantages armtidisitages of war economics or any consequencearof
economics. Rather it actually would assess war @oigs as positive science based on the Friedmab3jldoctrine.
Based on Friedman’s doctrine, this paper would éxawar economics and its further rush into paitieconomy and the

traditional war economic theory which is relatedto current discussions.

POSITIVE SCIENCE

In the context of French social thought, the wopdsitive scienceavere first uttered, it seems, by Madame de
Staél (1766-1817), the eccentric thinker, writegialite, and associate of Romantic and scientifmpians of the late

eighteenth and early nineteenth century (Gordori 199271)

The term positive science was coined by Comte (L&&5his own conception of science as it shoulddbee
(a conception of science which he credited to Baaaeh Galileo). A major element of this conceptioaswhat science
should not go beyond what was evident from the mfasi®ns and experiments of the scientist. Hereoresider a similar

objective, not as a prescriptive scientific methaod as an exercise in philosophical reverse engimge

Milton Freidman’s (1953: 40) definition of positigeience is based on scientific explanation of wdttogies of
economics. As Friedman observes, “Economics asiiy@mscience is a body of tentatively acceptetkegalizations about

economic phenomena that can be used to predicbteequences of changes in circumstances”.

Actually Friedman’s definition of positive scienisepretty much same to Comte and Staél. Positilenee could
be explained as a science with “value free judgésiahich is by nature pretty much similar to thestggns used in
natural sciences too. It helps predicting futureneenic phenomena through generalizations, validitg accuracy to
breed special knowledge of it. Scientific theopessent aspects of reality evaluated in term df gepe of applicability,

accuracy and reliability.

In positive science the scientist is always seagiior the truth through experiments and his reisuihterpreted

on the basis of his own experiments .His theofiesikl not go beyond the experiments experimented.

Friedman’s analysis (1953: 7) of the ultimate gofla positive science is still positively implacabio the
explanations of modern phenomena of economicshmeikplicitly or implicitly endorses the developmer a "theory”
or, "hypothesis". By thus positive science predititire phenomena not yet observed to yield vaiid aneaningful

reasoning based on systematic and organized methods

It enumerates a body of substantive hypotheseswihidesigned to abstract essential features opoameality.
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Based on hypotheses and generalizations, accunaaygh experiments and validity, a theory of ecoiesnis

logically constructed. Yet it needs cross effe@seen two different categories to substantiateiecapresults.
TRADITIONAL CONTEXTS OF WAR ECONOMICS

Based on Friedman’s definition of positive sciengar economics could be constructed as positivensei since
the issue is examined by the intersection betwheneconomic dimensions of conflict and more “tiiadial” factors,
including ideology, identity and geopolitical seityr as well as exploration of the prospects feweloping policy

approaches to address the political economy oémiatonflict.

The importance of “greed” relative to “need” andeed,” (Zartman, 2010: 2) is that of political, eomic, and/or
social exclusion, and ethnic and communal identitythe roots of conflict. Though Zartman'’s greeeed and creed are to
a considerable and growing extent true, which tesid “economics matters to conflicts”. Despite faet there is a
considerable amount of disagreements in the maamtkextents to which it is true. The former positscience hypothesis
of Friedman ensures this fact about scientific judgts whether it's properly and thoroughly testeith vgignificant
evidences and by thus it's a proved fact. The eémpsrted facts are not always proved by past reBeesavith significant
amounts of data and investigations and by thusarekers of economics are still doubtful of the $aat traditional war

economics approach.

An influential, if controversial, study by the WdrBank, under the research direction of Paul Qollfas

determined that “greed” rather than social or pElit“grievance” has been the primary cause ofl evair (Ibid, P-2).

Still there is a considerable amount of agreemantthis view expressed by Collier (2010:2). As thisw
essentially expressed that today’s war are waratalesources. Even this view has not gone unclggidnEven there are
scholarships among political theorists who viewetitigal factors as root causes of the outbreakasfflicts and war and
its perpetuations. Now as a positivist, the quastb economic causes of war and other relativeofaclike political,
cultural and strategic factors would rise amongrésearchers of war economics. Even the questidheofole of state,
land, natural resources, power seeking behavitieopoliticians and psychology of the peoples erddg armed struggle
and conflicts would be taken into serious attergidrhough there are certain study which revealtineelations between
abundant natural resources and war and still ekadwn about this correlation. The central ainpaditive economics is
to sustain this truth through scientific experingeahd through generalizations of facts based omthgses which are

properly tested and showed significant amountoafetations between the variables under considersati

The next is the historical evidences of emergingflas and war where the variables like primaryreoodity
exports and relative low level of transactions afthble resources where the interest of engagimtiep are involved
showed sometimes a degree of war and conflicts bEseevidence of such types of conflicts is amthiegformer colonies
where state is internally not only defragmented &lgb the tribal, ethnic, local and religious grsumave been at the

forefront of references for shared identities indmflicts and war.

Even another dimension of war economics is the esicommitted by the engaging parties in conflictsase of
intrastate war, this situation thrives several disiens like crimes in leading and distributing rgees as well as state
formations. Not only that, it could sometimes dietthe engaging parties to such violence whichdceulsure state decay.
Even this same view is also expressed by Kaldd®gL8But still there is disagreements on the viepregsed by KLDOR.

In case of interstate wars, the scenario is sirdfffgrent from the previous scenario of intrastase. In case of interstate
wars, the variables are more importantly amongrsteeonomies of the states, politics and adminigeaystems as well

as cultural factors are more explicitly or impligiranked impressive. But the war-inflicted plighié the societies are
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always into the unrestricted economic constraifitsomsumptions, productions and distributions arsddavvis. Though
this view is not supported by all. Still there @aleo other views of interstate wars where the eagnoould be thrashed

down and the decay of economic markets would adsantwther possibility.

Still there are traditional views in economy whigthtes war economics is beneficial for the econdrhys view
is expressed by Paul Poast (2006) in his recerk tIoonomics of War”. The layman view is expressede again as war
breaks out; there must be production of weaporisingaout larger army, navy and air forces, by tleusating more
employments. This is true, on the other handsgthee certain pitfalls of this view. Because of whe economy would
face inflation in the local markets which have samgative effects on the production and consumptadrihe consumers.
The direct economic effect of war is it is exparsand it assumes less consumptions and investotedtinvesting on
war related business. The negative effects on engprewre not long term. But this view on economic larption has
certain loopholes, as this research is based mideuthe war and the economy outside war got few@blems and can
easily recover after a certain period of times. Bt society where the war broke out has certajolynegative effects on

the economy.

MARXISTS CONTEXTS OF WAR ECONOMICS AND THE METHODOL OGICAL PITFALLS OF
CAPITALISM

The rhetorical peaceful logic of war economics @tcadicted by the violence-prone historical evizks of
capitalism: unheroic though bourgeoisie societytingvertheless needed heroism, sacrifice, tecigil, war and national
wars to bring it into being (Marx, 1852:116).

The same view as Marx is expressed by Kidron (196@nd known as the theory of the permanent arms
economy. Kidron recognized the fact that during wiam permanent arms economy, a large portiormeftotal surplus-
value is extracted from workers to spend into tlae @r in permanent arms economy which is the bagiblem Marx has
identified as the root of capitalists’ crises. smething like the tendency of over accumulatiaital to bring down the
rate of profit. This theory also argued that peremrarms economy shows only a temporary stabitinatif the economy

which in long terms creates instability, violencel@reates worst of civilization.

Even Marxist explanation of the theory is in petfeerspective of World War Il. The sustained ecoimognowth
after World War Il in the developing nations andicipated stagnation after World War | did not ocdBut after World
War Il, the same capitalist’s crises started wiith oil crisis in 1973 with a new period of deepgnatagnations which is

typical with the development of capitalism.

The theory of Marxism is just well compatible witke theories of war economics as it entails quesiemy and
the institutional patterns. The so-called compmtitof markets and production of imperialist's hegesn are causing
difficulties like war in humanhood with would be sfed away through revolution of the proletariassés. But the basis
loop holes of this system is Marxism also discusg#s revolution (war or war like phenomena throughich bourgeoisie
would be replaced) which has got the loopholes #tsamperialism. Even Marxism did not reply tagtguestion, if such
revolution happened, the proletariat would takerdkie bourgeoisie, but what are the consequencesadf revolution in

the economy?

But the most pleasant aspect of such explanatimm farxist perspectives is that it fits with theepent war
economy of USA. Marxist war economics commence$ Wit difference between the period after the FWstld War
and the period after the Second World War. Tab##tdws the expenditure of USA during war times. Bgrihe World
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War |, the total direct cost of war economy wasb#Bon dollars which is just 20% of the told GDBut during World
War Il, The direct cost of the war was 288 Billidallars which is 31%, of the total GDP of USA. Bafterwards, during
Korea, Vietnam and Persian Gulf War, the cost legshbninimized to only 1% of the total GDP.

After World War |, the economy spent more on armd aeapons due to the advent of war technology and
weapons technology and cold war which is supposdaetbased on the theory of permanent arms econdrich had
been stable up to the 1990s during the demiseeofdimer Soviet Union. The economy currently facargeconomic
recession could also be explained with this Mareigilanation of war economy too. The very high edfsattacking Iraq
and Afghanistan is one of the causes to have lighamic recession in the USA economy. This vieal$® supported by
later economists Professor Joseph Stieglitz (Colanumiversity,) and Professor Linda Bilmes (Harvaddiversity)
corroborate the latter figure of Nordhaus and Jébnneth Galbraith. Interestingly, the recently pslitd report entitled
“The Economic Costs of the Iraq War: An Appraidake Years after the Beginning of the Conflict,”thgse professors
corroborate with the same views. Even Galbraitimalfbook “The Economics of Innocent Fraud” thewseshowed is just
unimaginable where he showed that nearly half efttital US governmental discretionary expendituees \spent for
“Defense”(Toronto Star, 17.10.2004).

Table 1: Cost of Major Wars to the United States

. . Total GDP Cost Average
TotaCIODsltrect GVI\DI;mYZg?I During_ War Cost as | of GDP Per
Period % GDP Year
e e In Billions of In Billions of In Billions of [ A Al
Current Year | Current Year | Current Year el COSWOF&I
Dollars Dollars Dollars VEEL o dur_lng
War Period
World War | 2 years 26 71.3 128 36% 20%
World War Il 4 years 288 218 923 132% 31%
Korea 3 years 54 380 1375 14% 4%
Vietham 10 years 111 1383 9677 8% 1%
Persioan Gulf 8years 61 5917 5917 1% 1%
10/mo
Iraq 3years + 120/year N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source through Persian Gulf:Paul Coast, Economics of War, McGraw-Hill-Irwin,d8)
Source for Iraq Costs:Jonathan Weissman, Wasington Post, April 2000
Courtesy: Ghista, Garda (2006:2)

MILITARY KEYNESIANISM

Economist John Maynard Keynes (1936) expressedi¢hethat the 1930s depression was caused by #indlity
for private demand which is composed of consumptma investments which would help to purchase dthhea
economy’s production at a reasonable price. By thesessential for government in such situation®iprovide the
needed demand which would be financed throughitisfiending. Such manipulation of interest ratesugpply of money

would make the economy more stable.

According to this theory of Keynes, Government sjdieg would be on social investments as subsidized
education and housing or into several public ptsjéke bridges, highways and dams. Even after Wavhr 11, the same
theory had been applied to the military spending 8A which made the economy flamboyant for the ri#kyears. Even

the same theory was applied by the Europeans taih heory is termed as “Military Keynesianism”.

The US economy, more specifically, was guided by BX (Military Expenditures).Actually the MILEX triagle

showed the basis of US economy which is guided [ditdvly Keynesianism. The combination of milex athe later on
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Cold War before the demise of Soviet Union caukediS economy to thrive for the next 50 years. fidu@e-1 describes
the dynamics of military Keynesianism with its thrdifferent threads. The milex triangle first ildt@wed by James M.
Cypher (2002) necessarily describes three diffevanfbles like the first one is civilian. It desxs the role of civilian
Corporations which are engaged in the military Bidas. In USA as many as 85000-90000 corporataresdirectly

benefitted from the military contracts and aftemgatheir direct political influences in WashingttnC. They further

contribute to the senate directly or indirectly oingh lobbyists and through their political reprea#uwes. These
corporations directly pressurize the governmertiaee military expenditures (Government budget)hiem mame of their
workers security.

The Iron Triangle

Civilian govemment agencies; 7N Military institutions;;

President's Office / Joint Chiefs of Staff

National Security Council 1 Top men in Air Force, Army,

Senate 7/ N Mannes and Navy

House Armed Serices \ Regional commands
Committes Fd A Veterans' organizations

CIA N

NSA / '

80,000 private corporations that henefit from military contracts
SourceGhista, Garda (2006:2)
Figure 1. MILEX Triangle

The next variable to the Iron Triangle comprises thvilian governmental agencies that are comprisedS
military policy including the President’'s officehd National Security Council, the senate, the Holilseed Services
Committees, the CIA and NSA.

The third component to the Iron Triangle is theitanil institutions. This is comprised of the JoGtiiefs of Staff,
the top men in the Air Force, Army, Marines and {ahe powerful regional commands (CINCs) and #fsoveterans’
organizations. From figure-1, it's pretty clear uaderstand that these three sides, the civiliararoegtion, the civil
government bodies and the military have had thet mower conglomeration in Washington D.C. The nelxetsveen the
weapons industry, Military contractors, the militdsureaucracy, the Pentagon and the Politicianstfsene Congress,

they have become super-powerful in the world.

If we analyze the pattern of American military emgtures with the economic “add-ons”, the scenafimilitary
Keynesianism would be clearer. There is always lgamy budget in the US fiscal and monetary econpand the most
interesting feature of this economy is the “add-dike foreign military sales, military space pragns, veteran benefits,
military retirements, foreign military aids andeéngst in national debts from past deficits relatethilitary spending. If we

take into account these add-ons, we could easlyteereal features of military economy of USA.

In USA, the total interest payments annually areflar 200 plus and the share of the departmemnefgy’s
expenditures on milex including nuclear developn@erd military nukes comes to minimum US dollar Awaily (Garda,
2006:1). In 2002, the federal budget listed Us &0M60 Billion as social security expenditures.sThocial security
benefits are not added into the public spending thisl helps American war economy sustainable. Wesv is also

supported by Dowd (2006:2).Actually the reason betii is to camouflage the real debt to reducenied to issue bonds.
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If this social security surplus is finished or eragtthen the government has to issue bonds to pagfils. The most
important effects in the economy would be to raieeeral income taxation. Therefore the increaseatitsn will be added

and deducted from the citizen’s paychecks alonp adgfcial security deductions.

The next direct effect on MILEX in the war econopfyUSA is the hidden MILEX expenditures, such @®ign
aid, the CIA, Space research. The CIA budget isuaiiyy US Dollar 40 billion annually. But they regei US dollar 5.6
billion to keep the documents secret (Ed VulliarB9P0). This helps American war economy more livehiaying the

economic downturns underground by reaching the-tauk! of the USA war economy.
POSITIVE ECONOMICS AND THE METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSING WAR ECONOMY

The concepts of positive science as utilized heradically different from the other sciences aggplinto reality.
In economics and even in war economics, human behesvused to discuss rational choice and in todividual behave
rationally to select the choices from a groups ltdraatives. As a whole, it's not different froml ather sciences as
economics and even war economics has been develapedolitical economy though the rational choafeindividuals
as well as the political and social apparatus Bkate, political institutions, administration andltare and even the
economic institutions through which economy is riiirwe consider economics and war economy as aemattsciences

and social sciences, we could differentiate theeis®f war economics as positive science into diifterent categories:

» Economic analysis of war economy. This is the tradal analysis of war economy. Actually we havelgred

the third parts of this paper under this criteradpositive science.

e The non-economic or sociological, political or psglogical analysis of war economics and we haveaaly
established this parts of war economic analysis tine Marxist concepts which really adds the ess@ficsocio-
psychological and even politico-social analysisapitals and profits as well as the similar typéarmalysis of

positive science.

* The economic analysis of non-economic factors keial, political and cultural factors as well asvl This
essentially includes the pattern of intrastate wracivil war or interstate war where thousands whammics are
involved and even factors involved into it carriesg term or short terms consequences which aralggc

politically and culturally economic in nature.

e The non-economic analysis of non-economic factdhss is the interesting phase of positive economibgch
includes certain fields outside the traditional mmmics and includes certain factors which are edlato

sociology, politics and psychology, law or otheiesces.

The analysis of positive science essentially isewsibod in terms of science or scientific methodas and war
economy or in general economics is not always basettie scientific process only, but non-scientfficientific in nature
and not necessarily exactly scientific) methods ae® involved to explain the economic scenariod esue of war

economics.

The possibility of using such techniques involvied tonsumer behavior and supply-demand scenadfefent
consumerism. Not only that sometimes, economicsson could get into the shape which would beampt through
the non-scientific aspects of scientific analysisiali is not fully scientific, but scientific in nate. Particularly, the
situations and behavior of mobs during war is n@icly determined by the scientific explanationd amen the consumer

behavior during the war times. Because this invibltvee psychology of the war affected mobs and nlignend economic
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downturns which is not at all measurable to thereleof traditional economic theories. This viewalso supported by
Elias (1994:335).

Even the war economics pattern in European statdsttee colonized states still differs with a certdiegree
based on the economic downturns of the war. Asy Til990:206 ) observed: “The contradictions of E@an state
formations were manifested in the central paradakat.the pursuit of war and military capacity ,afteving created

national states as sort of by-products ,led toséization of governments and domestic politics”.

The very interesting features of this war econonmcterms of positive science lies with its shagnsistencies
with the economic and non-economic factors whiclk geounds to include conflicts, fear of the comnmmoples
economic and non-economic benefits to have theliequm of local, national and international marlkdtnamics. This
combination of dynamic showed the sharp realitfesar economics to loose or to gain economy andptiréies far away
from war are always benefitted. This has alwayspkapd in case of USA and other European statesialdygtthis is
scenario we have discussed with USA military exjienels (MILEX) and the economic downturns of 193@slate and

surely what we have termed as Military Keynesianism

CONCLUSIONS

Explaining whether war economics is a positive rsoéeor not from the traditional to modern politieglonomy
analysis we have analyzed MILEX showing the ratiateice of the economy of USA with the strong prese of the
triangle model of milex as well as we have analy#tegl non-economic factors of war economics. In socfuels of
analysis we have shown the individual as well atesievel rational choice of war economics and rotfe —economic
aspects. Economics and war economics in sociah@eseis always positive one with rational explamatiBut even in

political science and sociology, war economics amsta certain paths of analysis.

costofwar.com (as accessed today off E&bruary, 2011, 21.31 PM) showed the Total CosiVafs of USA
Since 2001 is $1,150,963,042,251.Now the questionldvbe automatically arisen in the minds of mary WBA is
spending in war economy as there is a on-goingsséoe in the US economy during the last few yeacsually under the
aspects of positive science, we have tried to aealy Though this analysis does not still showrésons and causes of
USA economic recessions and its relationships thighwar Economics and yet economists like Joseiglglt and Linda
Bilmes (2008), Phyllis Bennis and Erik Leaver (20Qthd other non-economists like Suzanne Golden{@6), Pascal
Riche (2006), Jamie Wilson (2006), Bryan Bender@PTom Regan(2006) showed the view that duever spending
at Iraq war, the economic recession in the US emgnis rampant. This is a single aspect of analyis. still we could
not ignore the analysis of psychological, socialjtigal and cultural factors which would cause eomic recession and
even cause Irag invasion by USA, leave alone wieathe cost is for the war. Actually war economypasitive science
includes economic factors as well non-economicofactvhich have consequences of both short andtknngs. Even the
pattern of analysis from the non-economists abmeitbst of war is pretty clear that Iraq war haad hegative impacts on
US economy. So this positive science of war econbesyon not only the economic analysis of the eoaists, but also
on economic analysis of the non-economists andby this analysis have got strongest grounds dfig@science. This
is the fourth stream of our positive science arslggwar economics where we have analyzed thage theght be analysis
which is not truly scientific but scientific in naes with the secondary data sources and resowtiek has direct impacts

on the analysis of economy and surely with war eauns.

This pattern of analysis should have some socdaltigal, psychological, and cultural and law fubligations

which in turn make economics or war economics ‘d$reque Science”. Because in pure scientific analgscio-political,
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psychological and cultural factors are verily igeabrand war economics as a social science commfsal the streams

with rational choice which makes this science ueiffom all other pure scientific research.

Even the similar types of backdrops in economics war economics research might be found with
“interdisciplinary” or “Transdisciplianry” researobf similar kinds. Because it might cause greatigle& difficulties in
communicating each and every streams of sociahsege For these reasons, while examining war ecimsoas positive
science, we have carefully determined the levalistussions and degree of determinedness to ensurdarity of the

topic.

Even while analyzing war economics, we have carefid the philosophical reasoning into our consitiens
to make the definitions of positive science inte framework of positivism. This has eventually ¢tegaa better scope for
understanding and examining the world war econorimits the scenario of politics, economics, socgtieultures and
communications. Even non-economic factors likeéaaitreasoning and justifying of similar events lhaen incorporated
into the analysis on a comparative basis to haveibphilosophical understanding. Furthermore #nslysis has been
under the auspicious of rational economic reasoningh has been implicated into the analysis ofN&itheorem of war
economics and even in the analysis of Military Kesianism. While analyzing the traditional war eaoigs, we have
considered non-economic analysis of non-economitofa into the cross-comparison of events with aterievents

analysis which is similar to Cross impact analygiéch is more scientific.

With Unique Science, we have compared several eomnand non-economic factors which are scientific i
nature and have analyzed the networks and driveishwhave enabled the process to generate theefatigmarios. Like
the Milex analysis has enabled the economists amdeconomists to analyze the future economic saew@érAmerican
war economy over the next 50 years. By thus sualysis has made war economics as “Unique ScieiBid"the problem
raised by economists and non-economists when USiAnamld economy faced economic recession. Yet thesegroups
of economists who showed that it is due to the obstar, though yet it does not satisfy our demasidsnderstanding.
Despite the facts, war economy as a “Unique Scleiscstill satisfying our demands and needs of @coig, political,
social, cultural and psychological needs. Evenghidbosophical understanding of the analysis is caugreater deal of
spaces for more scientific research in future. Thianother uniqueness of war economics as a pestience to show

future pathways of research in both social scieaoessscientific fields.
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