Neoclassical economics is a pseudoscience that wishes to know nothing about warfare. The proliferation of interstate conflict is central to maintaining the mythos of peaceful economic growth. 
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The Peaceful World of Economics I The disinterest of economists in the themes of warlike conflict is particularly evident in university-level teaching of economics, generally undertaken by professors who take marginalist doctrine as their reference point. Neither in the past nor today has war been considered of interest in university textbooks. Besides, economic history texts, especially the more recent ones, have dedicated little or no space to the war economy, considering it more or less as an anomalous situation not worth taking up because it would not offer anything useful for developing interpretive ideas of a general character. The war economy was altogether particular, run by the “socialist” state (Mises’s definition) and orientated above all to furnish military supplies and obtain victory. It appeared as a break, as a cut-off, which bore no interest for the study of economic laws. While the silence in university courses in economic history and economics in the 1960s and 1970s received some justification, nowadays, war is not even mentioned, even though it still has a major influence on the economies of many countries. Similarly, the texts for management, company finance and company and industrial accountancy courses do not offer any particular idea about the companies that produce for war, evidently considering them as not unlike those who produce for the civil economy, in their management organization, independently of the fact that they may be state controlled or operate under a semi-monopolistic and/or monopsonic regime. As far as militarism and the arms race were concerned, along with their influences on the economy are concerned, it fell to Michael Mann (1980, pp. 27–28) to complain about the post-war silence of both liberal and Marxist economists. In particular, he analysed dozens of books and hundreds of articles written in the 1960s and 1970s by authors of the Marxist tradition that dealt with the capitalist state. Mann showed that almost none of them contained a single word on what was one of the principal activities of many capitalist states: “preparing for, or conducting war”. The same result can be obtained from the collection published by Bob Jessop in the “Cambridge Journal of Economics” in 1977 on theories related to the capitalist state and its functions. As far as the history of economic thought is concerned, Edmund Silberner published a book in Paris in 1939 on war in economic thought from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, extending this to the nineteenth century in 1957. In it, he complained that apart from his own studies, no exposé doctrinal had been dedicated, in France or elsewhere, to an examination of the relationships between wars and political economy. It does not seem that there have been subsequent studies of a general character, except for two very brief summaries, both in French: a “Que sais-je?” series book La Guerre by Gaston Bouthoul published in 162 R. Allio 1959 and the previously cited thick volume by Armelle le Bras-Chopard (1994) concerning theories and ideologies related to war, which includes a brief chapter on economic theories. In 1971, Seymour Melman, an engineer by training and Professor of Industrial Economics at Colombia University, published a collection of essays concerning the American military economy, the particular characteristics of war industries, their impact on the economy overall and the problem of reconversion of military production to civil production. He stressed in the preface how reflections, concepts and data that were presented on that occasion were not taken into consideration in economics texts. Just as well, studies in industrial management did not offer analyses of the administrative characteristics of military-oriented companies. More generally, he recalled that war and its massive economic implications on both micro- and macro-levels were systematically ignored by economists. Melman returned to the question of the “peaceful world of economics I” in 1974 (Melman 1974, p. 127), to show how university textbooks for first year economics students mentioned neither the war economy nor the existence of military industry corporations. His observation still holds perfectly true for today’s reality. The texts Melman examined in 1974, those in widest use at the time, did not deal in any way with the problem or at most conceded one to three paragraphs to the argument. In particular, none of the textbooks stressed the unproductive nature of economic growth that derived from war investments. Paul Samuelson provided some space for war in his well-known textbook Economics (1948), which had then reached its eighth edition. He criticized the general optimism derived above all from the studies made by Clive Trebilcock on the spin-off technology that cascaded down from the military sector to be adopted beneficially in civil industry. Samuelson also spoke of the inflationary role of expenditure on the war underway in Vietnam, but even he did not make any distinction between productive and unproductive economic growth, thereby underestimating the damage of the war economy. The peaceful world of economics I, according to Melman, appeared then as “an orderly civilian world, making and exchanging goods and services. In this world, individual consumers and private profit-making 6 firms dominate the field, although there is a ‘public sector’ and government ‘regulates’ industry and the levels of economic activity. Military industry, by implications, is one industry among others, and is not differentiated in quality, in terms of control, or in effects on the rest of the economy. The corporation serving the Pentagon is not distinct from other corporations” (Melman 1974, p. 147). None of the texts provided data on the worrying growth of American state enterprise in the military armaments sector. No one asked if this state capitalism, in its form of “Pentagon Capitalism”, was or was not becoming the dominant force in industrial capitalism in the United States and the effects that could derive from this domination. No one faced up to the problem of a new type of industrial enterprise controlled by the state, which, unlike private corporations, did not aim at reducing costs in order to maximize profits. Productivity was obviously recognized as a fundamental aspect in economic growth, but the damage caused by the military appropriation of capital and human resources was not correlated with progress in productivity. For the world of the economic experts in the President’s council, the war economy simply did not exist (Melman 1970, p. 151). The tools required in evaluating the operations of military industries and their management were not provided to the students of the day, as is still the case now, not just for American students, who as a result were and are kept far from making critical evaluations (Melman 1970, p. 151). Contemporary neoclassical economists do not ask about the relations between the economy and war, either historically or immutably. More simply, they do not ask why war takes place and persists in the capitalist world in a generally freetrading global economy. It is students of other disciplines or pacifist militants who operate outside the university environment who write more to ask what are the advantages of disarmament or rearmament or what are the economic causes and effects of wars. Nevertheless, recent years have seen the appearance of university courses and textbooks dedicated to peace economics, understood as a branch of economic science, which investigates latent or open conflicts between states, organizations and social groups. The research methods used are the instruments of rational choice and contemporary economic analysis. According to Caruso it is not limited just to the study of conflicts, but instead presents an intrinsically normative nature […] therefore peace economics enters with full rights in the modern economics of institutions, thanks to the fact that institutions, interpreted as ‘the rules of the game’ that discipline potential conflicts between rational actors, constitute, in the final analysis, the drivers in long-term of the development of society. (Caruso 2017, pp. 17– 18).
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