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The	
  United	
  States	
  has	
  been	
  involved	
  in	
  some	
  form	
  of	
  warfare	
  or	
  conflict	
  for	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  period	
  since	
  1941	
  ,	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  
conEnuously	
  at	
  war	
  since	
  September	
  11,	
  2001—nearly	
  a	
  decade	
  and	
  a	
  half.	
  The	
  United	
  States	
  has	
  never,	
  however,	
  come	
  
to	
  grips	
  with	
  the	
  reality	
  of	
  its	
  involvement	
  in	
  such	
  conflicts.	
  Its	
  official	
  reporEng	
  on	
  each	
  conflict	
  has	
  been	
  erraEc	
  at	
  best,	
  
and	
  has	
  never	
  really	
  addressed	
  the	
  details	
  of	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  its	
  wars,	
  nor	
  has	
  it	
  ever	
  really	
  addressed	
  its	
  strategies	
  and	
  how	
  
they	
  were	
  intended	
  to	
  be	
  implemented.	
  Furthermore,	
  U.S.	
  official	
  reporEng	
  has	
  not	
  provided	
  net	
  assessments	
  of	
  the	
  
forces	
  involved,	
  nor	
  has	
  it	
  provided	
  a	
  clear	
  picture	
  of	
  the	
  effecEveness	
  of	
  its	
  military	
  and	
  civil	
  efforts.	
  

Examining	
  the	
  Cost	
  of	
  Wars	
  
This	
  study	
  by	
  the	
  Burke	
  chair	
  at	
  CSIS	
  examines	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  fighEng	
  in	
  Afghanistan,	
  Iraq,	
  Syria,	
  and	
  other	
  “wars”	
  
related	
  to	
  terrorism	
  and	
  extremism	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  is	
  reported	
  in	
  U.S.	
  budget	
  data	
  on	
  Overseas	
  ConEngency	
  OperaEons	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
budget.	
  It	
  puts	
  these	
  cost	
  esEmates	
  in	
  the	
  broader	
  context	
  of	
  esEmates	
  of	
  the	
  past	
  cost	
  of	
  U.S.	
  wars,	
  the	
  relaEve	
  size	
  of	
  
U.S.	
  military	
  efforts	
  compared	
  to	
  other	
  powers,	
  the	
  overall	
  burden	
  that	
  military	
  spending	
  puts	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  economy,	
  and	
  
how	
  spending	
  on	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  compares	
  to	
  the	
  overall	
  levels	
  of	
  spending	
  on	
  defense.	
  It	
  shows	
  that,	
  

The	
  cost	
  of	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  since	
  2001	
  has	
  been	
  substanEal,	
  and	
  high	
  relaEve	
  to	
  past	
  limited	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  as	
  measured	
  in	
  constant	
  
dollars.	
  The	
  U.S.	
  sEll	
  dominates	
  global	
  military	
  spending,	
  however,	
  	
  in	
  spite	
  of	
  recent	
  cuts	
  in	
  U.S.	
  spending,	
  and	
  its	
  
spending	
  on	
  war	
  has	
  sEll	
  	
  been	
  a	
  comparaEvely	
  small	
  part	
  of	
  that	
  expenditure.	
  

Moreover,	
  both	
  spending	
  on	
  war	
  and	
  total	
  defense	
  spending	
  have	
  steadily	
  dropped	
  as	
  a	
  burden	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  economy	
  in	
  
spite	
  of	
  the	
  comparaEvely	
  high	
  cost	
  of	
  recent	
  U.S.	
  wars,	
  and	
  a	
  steadily	
  rising	
  U.S.	
  deficit	
  and	
  debt	
  have	
  been	
  –	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  
–	
  driven	
  by	
  federal	
  spending	
  on	
  civil	
  enEtlement	
  programs	
  like	
  Social	
  Security	
  and	
  medical	
  programs.	
  

Drawing	
  on	
  work	
  by	
  Amy	
  Belasco	
  of	
  the	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  esEmates	
  that	
  the	
  total	
  military	
  and	
  civil	
  cost	
  of	
  
Overseas	
  ConEngency	
  OperaEons	
  (OCO)	
  in	
  the	
  Afghan	
  War	
  rose	
  to	
  $686	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2001/2002	
  to	
  FY2015.	
  These	
  costs	
  
have	
  dropped	
  sharply	
  since	
  the	
  U.S.	
  withdrew	
  most	
  forces	
  in	
  2014.	
  Meaningful	
  data	
  are	
  lacking	
  on	
  non-­‐Defense	
  OCO	
  
spending,	
  but	
  the	
  planned	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  porEon	
  of	
  OCO	
  spending	
  has	
  since	
  risen	
  by	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  some	
  $83	
  billion	
  
in	
  FY2016	
  and	
  FY2017.	
  This	
  brings	
  the	
  direct	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  Afghan	
  war	
  to	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  some	
  $770	
  billion	
  through	
  FY2017.	
  

The	
  total	
  military	
  and	
  civil	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  wars	
  in	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Syria	
  reached	
  $815	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2001/2002	
  to	
  FY2015.	
  The	
  OCO	
  
defense-­‐only	
  cost	
  of	
  returning	
  to	
  Iraq	
  and	
  the	
  Syria	
  conflict	
  is	
  reported	
  to	
  be	
  $14	
  billion	
  from	
  FY2016	
  through	
  FY2017.	
  This	
  
raises	
  the	
  total	
  cost	
  to	
  $778	
  billion,	
  but	
  these	
  costs	
  would	
  be	
  almost	
  certainly	
  be	
  over	
  $790	
  billion	
  if	
  meaningful	
  reporEng	
  
was	
  available	
  on	
  the	
  civil	
  porEon	
  of	
  U.S.	
  spending,	
  including	
  humanitarian	
  aid.	
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These	
  spending	
  totals	
  are	
  not	
  Eed	
  to	
  any	
  meaningful	
  breakout	
  of	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  U.S	
  military	
  effort,	
  and	
  the	
  full	
  nature	
  of	
  
U.S.	
  support	
  to	
  Afghan,	
  Iraqi,	
  and	
  U.S.	
  forces.	
  The	
  cuts	
  in	
  U.S.	
  military	
  support	
  have,	
  however,	
  been	
  far	
  sharper	
  than	
  the	
  
total	
  cuts	
  in	
  OCO	
  spending,	
  and	
  raise	
  serious	
  quesEons	
  as	
  to	
  the	
  adequacy	
  of	
  these	
  efforts	
  in	
  allowing	
  Afghan,	
  Iraqi,	
  and	
  
Syrian	
  rebel	
  forces	
  to	
  win.	
  

Total	
  civil	
  and	
  military	
  OCO	
  spending	
  includes	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  addiEonal	
  efforts	
  that	
  include	
  other	
  fighEng	
  against	
  terrorists	
  
and	
  extremists,	
  but	
  also	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  other	
  poorly	
  defined	
  programs.	
  The	
  civil	
  costs	
  of	
  OCO	
  efforts	
  were	
  $9	
  billion	
  in	
  
FY2015,	
  $15	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $15	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  	
  The	
  military	
  costs	
  were	
  $64	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $59	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  
and	
  $59	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  The	
  totals	
  were	
  $73	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $74	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $74	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

The	
  public	
  reporEng	
  on	
  OCO	
  spending	
  and	
  budget	
  is	
  so	
  limited,	
  contradictory,	
  and	
  poorly	
  defined	
  that	
  these	
  esEmates	
  are	
  
quesEonable	
  even	
  as	
  esEmates	
  of	
  direct	
  OCO	
  costs.	
  They	
  oden	
  seem	
  to	
  include	
  costs	
  unrelated	
  to	
  the	
  wars	
  and	
  they	
  do	
  not	
  
include	
  the	
  longer	
  term	
  costs	
  of	
  military	
  medical	
  and	
  pension	
  payments	
  coming	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  war,	
  the	
  full	
  costs	
  of	
  replace	
  
combat	
  equipment	
  losses,	
  and	
  other	
  costs.	
  They	
  also	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  poliEcized	
  efforts	
  to	
  exaggerate	
  war	
  costs	
  like	
  
opportunity	
  costs.	
  

There	
  are	
  no	
  meaningful	
  ExecuEve	
  Branch	
  projecEons	
  of	
  OCO	
  costs	
  beyond	
  FY2017.	
  The	
  data	
  reported	
  is	
  ligle	
  more	
  than	
  
meaningful	
  placeholder	
  or	
  straightline	
  projecEons.	
  More	
  broadly,	
  even	
  Baseline	
  defense	
  data	
  through	
  FY2021	
  seem	
  
unrelated	
  to	
  any	
  meaningful	
  Future	
  Year	
  Defense	
  Plan	
  or	
  Program	
  Budget.	
  The	
  projecEons	
  that	
  are	
  available	
  make	
  no	
  
allowance	
  for	
  conEnued	
  or	
  new	
  U.S.	
  wars,	
  and	
  seem	
  more	
  of	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  game	
  limited	
  increases	
  in	
  the	
  Budget	
  Control	
  Act	
  
levels	
  of	
  spending	
  than	
  anything	
  approaching	
  real	
  plans.	
  

None	
  of	
  the	
  previous	
  costs	
  include	
  the	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  costs	
  in	
  the	
  “war	
  on	
  terrorism,”	
  which	
  would	
  have	
  to	
  include	
  total	
  cost	
  
of	
  at	
  least	
  the	
  federal	
  porEon	
  of	
  homeland	
  security.	
  An	
  analysis	
  by	
  OMB	
  shows	
  that	
  they	
  totaled	
  -­‐-­‐or	
  are	
  planned	
  to	
  total	
  -­‐-­‐	
  
$71.8	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $71.7	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $70.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

The	
  OMB	
  analysis	
  indicates	
  that	
  many	
  of	
  these	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  costs	
  are	
  totally	
  unrelated	
  to	
  Homeland	
  defense	
  are	
  
consist	
  largely	
  of	
  efforts	
  to	
  fund	
  unrelated	
  programs	
  under	
  the	
  guise	
  of	
  the	
  “war”	
  on	
  terrorism.	
  OMB	
  esEmates	
  that	
  the	
  
porEon	
  being	
  spent	
  on	
  “prevenEng	
  and	
  disrupEng	
  terrorist	
  agacks”	
  is	
  only	
  $41.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $36.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  
and	
  $36.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

If	
  the	
  total	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  budget	
  is	
  added	
  to	
  the	
  total	
  OCO	
  budget,	
  however,	
  the	
  total	
  cost	
  of	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  rises	
  to	
  $144.8	
  
billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $145.7	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $144.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

The	
  data	
  supporEng	
  these	
  conclusions	
  are	
  laid	
  out	
  in	
  detail	
  in	
  the	
  report,	
  as	
  are	
  the	
  source	
  materials	
  from	
  which	
  each	
  table	
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and	
  graph	
  are	
  drawn.	
  It	
  is	
  criEcal	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  the	
  source	
  material	
  contained	
  long	
  warnings	
  and	
  explanaEon	
  about	
  the	
  limits	
  
to	
  the	
  data	
  and	
  its	
  uncertainty	
  that	
  would	
  more	
  than	
  triple	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  the	
  report	
  if	
  they	
  were	
  fully	
  quoted.	
  The	
  reader	
  
should	
  be	
  aware	
  that	
  U.S.	
  official	
  reporEng	
  is	
  anything	
  but	
  reliable	
  and	
  transparent,	
  and	
  someEmes	
  borders	
  on	
  
dysfuncEonal	
  rubbish.	
  	
  

Fi<een	
  Years	
  of	
  War	
  Without	
  Effec4ve	
  Official	
  U.S.	
  Repor4ng	
  
The	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  has	
  issued	
  reports	
  on	
  the	
  conduct	
  of	
  the	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Afghan	
  Wars,	
  and	
  these	
  have	
  at	
  some	
  point	
  
covered	
  the	
  civil	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  conflicts.	
  These	
  reports	
  have,	
  however,	
  always	
  been	
  retrospecEve,	
  have	
  never	
  provided	
  a	
  clear	
  
picture	
  of	
  U.S.	
  strategy	
  and	
  have	
  oden	
  failed	
  to	
  report	
  negaEve	
  developments	
  in	
  depth.	
  The	
  Iraq	
  reports	
  ended	
  with	
  the	
  
withdrawal	
  of	
  U.S.	
  combat	
  troops	
  in	
  2011,	
  and	
  the	
  Afghan	
  reports	
  have	
  had	
  increasingly	
  limited	
  detail	
  and	
  increasingly	
  
ignored	
  negaEve	
  developments,	
  and	
  failed	
  to	
  provide	
  a	
  clear	
  picture	
  of	
  the	
  overall	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  insurgency.	
  	
  

(For	
  an	
  example	
  of	
  the	
  DoD	
  report	
  see	
  Enhancing	
  Stability	
  and	
  Security	
  in	
  Afghanistan,	
  December	
  2015,	
  
hgp://www.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/1225_Report_Dec_2015_-­‐_Final_20151210.pdf.	
  The	
  closes	
  thing	
  to	
  a	
  
U.S.	
  official	
  report	
  on	
  the	
  current	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Syria	
  wars	
  is	
  a	
  site	
  on	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  web	
  page’s	
  lit	
  of	
  top	
  issues	
  
called	
  Target	
  OperaEons	
  Against	
  ISIL	
  Targets,	
  
hgp://www.defense.gov/Portals/1/Documents/pubs/1225_Report_Dec_2015_-­‐_Final_20151210.pdf.	
  InteresEngly,	
  the	
  
afghan	
  War	
  is	
  no	
  longer	
  a	
  “top	
  issue”	
  and	
  has	
  been	
  dropped	
  from	
  the	
  list.)	
  	
  

The	
  U.S.	
  has	
  established	
  Lead	
  Inspector	
  General	
  reports	
  on	
  the	
  Afghan	
  conflict	
  (OperaEon	
  Freedom’s	
  SenEnel)	
  and	
  Iraq	
  and	
  
Syria	
  Conflicts	
  (OperaEon	
  Inherent	
  Resolve)	
  that	
  agempt	
  to	
  integrate	
  the	
  views	
  of	
  the	
  inspector	
  generals	
  from	
  the	
  
Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  State,	
  and	
  USAID.	
  These	
  reports	
  have	
  slowly	
  improved	
  over	
  Eme,	
  but	
  sEll	
  focus	
  on	
  audits	
  more	
  
than	
  strategy	
  and	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  conflict,	
  and	
  provide	
  ligle	
  insight	
  into	
  the	
  nature	
  or	
  effecEveness	
  of	
  U.S.	
  and	
  allied	
  civil	
  
and	
  military	
  efforts.	
  	
  

(For	
  recent	
  reports	
  see	
  
hGp://www.dodig.mil/IGInforma4on/archives/LIG%20OCO_OFS_RPT_Oct2015_w_SIGNATURES_V2.pdf	
  and	
  
hGps://oig.state.gov/system/files/oir_quarterly_march2016.pdf.)	
  

Much	
  of	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  U.S.	
  official	
  reporEng	
  has	
  consisted	
  of	
  press	
  briefings	
  on	
  the	
  immediate	
  combat	
  situaEon.	
  These	
  have	
  
provided	
  some	
  insight	
  into	
  the	
  immediate	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  war,	
  but	
  –	
  like	
  the	
  data	
  on	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  website	
  -­‐-­‐	
  
they	
  have	
  oden	
  consisted	
  of	
  “spin”	
  designed	
  to	
  jusEfy	
  the	
  conflict	
  and	
  provide	
  a	
  favorable	
  picture	
  of	
  U.S.	
  and	
  allied	
  military	
  
efforts.	
  	
  



5/10/16	
   6	
  

The	
  U.S.	
  Congress	
  has	
  held	
  repeated	
  hearings	
  on	
  the	
  wars	
  and	
  strategy,	
  but	
  they	
  have	
  been	
  largely	
  poliEcal	
  efforts	
  focusing	
  
only	
  on	
  the	
  broadest	
  trends	
  and	
  aspects	
  of	
  strategy.	
  They	
  have	
  had	
  ligle	
  substanEve	
  data,	
  and	
  have	
  failed	
  to	
  examined	
  the	
  
details	
  of	
  how	
  strategy	
  is	
  being	
  implemented,	
  the	
  cost-­‐effecEveness	
  of	
  U.S.	
  efforts,	
  or	
  net	
  assessments	
  of	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  
war.	
  	
  

Congress	
  has	
  established	
  Special	
  Inspector	
  General’s	
  for	
  the	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Afghan	
  conflicts,	
  but	
  the	
  Special	
  Inspector	
  General	
  for	
  
Iraq	
  	
  (SIGIR)	
  ceased	
  to	
  funcEon	
  ader	
  U.S.	
  forces	
  withdrew	
  in	
  2011.	
  ReporEng	
  by	
  the	
  Special	
  Inspector	
  General	
  for	
  
Afghanistan	
  (SIGAR)	
  reporEng	
  has	
  oden	
  provided	
  major	
  insights	
  into	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  war,	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  Afghan	
  
forces,	
  and	
  the	
  effecEveness	
  of	
  given	
  military	
  and	
  civil	
  aid	
  programs.	
  SIGAR’s	
  mandate,	
  however,	
  focuses	
  on	
  audiEng	
  U.S.	
  
military	
  and	
  civil	
  aid	
  to	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  only	
  indirectly	
  on	
  the	
  overall	
  conduct	
  of	
  the	
  war.	
  	
  

(For	
  the	
  latest	
  SIGAR	
  report	
  on	
  the	
  Afghan	
  War,	
  see	
  April	
  30,	
  2016	
  Quarterly	
  Report	
  to	
  Congress,	
  hgps://www.sigar.mil/
quarterlyreports/.	
  

In	
  spite	
  of	
  its	
  mandate	
  to	
  examine	
  and	
  control	
  the	
  federal	
  budget	
  and	
  spending,	
  Congress	
  has	
  never	
  publically	
  focused	
  on	
  
the	
  steadily	
  rising	
  cost	
  of	
  given	
  conflicts.	
  The	
  one	
  major	
  excepEon	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  Amy	
  Belasco	
  of	
  the	
  Congressional	
  
Research	
  Service,	
  who	
  has	
  agempted	
  to	
  cost	
  the	
  Afghan	
  and	
  Iraq	
  Wars	
  on	
  the	
  basis	
  of	
  the	
  budgets	
  for	
  U.S.	
  Overseas	
  
ConEngency	
  OperaEons	
  Reports.	
  These	
  studies	
  provide	
  the	
  core	
  of	
  official	
  U.S.	
  reporEng	
  on	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  wars	
  through	
  
FY2014,	
  but	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  regularly	
  updated,	
  and	
  –	
  as	
  Ms.	
  Belasco	
  makes	
  clear	
  in	
  her	
  reports	
  –	
  face	
  limits	
  because	
  of	
  major	
  
limits	
  and	
  uncertainEes	
  in	
  the	
  official	
  data.	
  

(For	
  the	
  most	
  recent	
  publically	
  available	
  report	
  by	
  Ms.	
  Belasco,	
  see	
  The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  
Terror	
  Opera:ons	
  Since	
  9/11,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.	
  )	
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The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Past	
  Wars	
  
There	
  is	
  no	
  agreed	
  esEmate	
  of	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  past	
  wars,	
  and	
  no	
  official	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  esEmate	
  of	
  
such	
  costs.	
  The	
  best	
  generally	
  available	
  data	
  seem	
  to	
  come	
  from	
  work	
  by	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg	
  of	
  the	
  
Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  which	
  is	
  oden	
  quoted	
  by	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  speakers.	
  	
  

(This	
  publicaEon	
  is	
  enEtled	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  is	
  dated	
  June	
  10,	
  2010,	
  and	
  is	
  available	
  on	
  the	
  web	
  
at	
  hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.)	
  
•  Figures	
  One	
  to	
  Three	
  show	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  wars	
  before	
  World	
  War	
  One.	
  These	
  wars	
  took	
  place	
  when	
  

America	
  was	
  a	
  radically	
  different	
  naEon	
  in	
  every	
  way,	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  these	
  esEmate	
  
do	
  not	
  include	
  irregular	
  wars	
  between	
  the	
  U.S.	
  Government	
  and	
  NaEve	
  Americans.	
  The	
  civil	
  war	
  is	
  
the	
  only	
  war	
  reflecEng	
  a	
  massive	
  U.S.	
  effort,	
  and	
  one	
  that	
  placed	
  a	
  meaningful	
  burden	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
economy.	
  

•  Figures	
  Four	
  to	
  Six	
  display	
  recent	
  and	
  current	
  wars	
  and	
  display	
  a	
  more	
  accurate	
  and	
  relevant	
  impact	
  
on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  economy.	
  These	
  figures	
  show	
  that	
  World	
  War	
  Two	
  came	
  as	
  close	
  to	
  total	
  war	
  as	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
has	
  ever	
  come,	
  although	
  the	
  percentages	
  of	
  economic	
  effort	
  must	
  be	
  strikingly	
  lower	
  than	
  those	
  of	
  
other	
  major	
  combatants.	
  

The	
  key	
  message	
  in	
  these	
  figures,	
  however,	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  growth	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  economy	
  has	
  steadily	
  reduced	
  
the	
  burden	
  that	
  limited	
  wars	
  are	
  likely	
  to	
  place	
  upon	
  it.	
  	
  

The	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  peak	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  Iraq	
  War	
  only	
  amounts	
  to	
  some	
  one	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  GDP.	
  A	
  cost	
  
of	
  $784	
  billion	
  in	
  constant	
  FY2011	
  dollars	
  from	
  FY2002	
  to	
  FY2011	
  is	
  sEll	
  a	
  massive	
  amount	
  of	
  money,	
  but	
  
it	
  scarcely	
  represented	
  a	
  criEcal	
  burden	
  on	
  the	
  U.S.	
  economy,	
  and	
  –	
  as	
  the	
  following	
  Figures	
  show	
  –	
  
these	
  costs	
  have	
  become	
  far	
  smaller	
  now	
  that	
  the	
  U.S.	
  relies	
  on	
  air	
  power	
  and	
  limited	
  train	
  and	
  assist	
  
missions	
  on	
  the	
  ground,	
  rather	
  than	
  deploying	
  major	
  combat	
  forces.	
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Figure	
  1:	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Military	
  Cost	
  of	
  Wars	
  Un4l	
  World	
  War	
  I	
  

Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
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  Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
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Figure	
  2:	
  Total	
  Military	
  Cost	
  of	
  Past	
  Wars	
  (1776-­‐1900)	
  in	
  $	
  Millions	
  

Dollar	
  Amount	
  Adjusted	
  to	
  2011	
  

Actual	
  Dollar	
  Amount	
  at	
  Current	
  Time	
  



11	
  Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
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Figure	
  3:	
  Total	
  Defense	
  Spending	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP	
  in	
  Peak	
  Year	
  of	
  War	
  
(1776-­‐1900)	
  



12	
  

Figure	
  4:	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Military	
  Cost	
  of	
  Wars	
  From	
  World	
  War	
  I	
  Onwards	
  

Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  



13	
  Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
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Figure	
  5:	
  Total	
  Military	
  Cost	
  of	
  Past	
  Wars	
  (1901-­‐2010)	
  in	
  $	
  Billions	
  

Dollar	
  Amount	
  Adjusted	
  to	
  2011	
  

Actual	
  Dollar	
  Amount	
  at	
  Current	
  Time	
  



14	
  Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
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Figure	
  6:	
  Total	
  Defense	
  Spending	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP	
  in	
  Peak	
  Year	
  of	
  War	
  
(1901-­‐2010)	
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Key	
  Qualifica4ons	
  in	
  the	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  the	
  Cost	
  of	
  Past	
  War	
  

This	
  CRS	
  report	
  provides	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  major	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  from	
  the	
  American	
  Revolu4on	
  through	
  current	
  conflicts	
  in	
  
Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  elsewhere.	
  It	
  presents	
  figures	
  both	
  in	
  “current	
  year	
  dollars,”	
  that	
  is,	
  in	
  prices	
  in	
  effect	
  at	
  the	
  4me	
  of	
  each	
  
war,	
  and	
  in	
  infla4on-­‐adjusted	
  “constant	
  dollars”	
  updated	
  to	
  the	
  most	
  recently	
  available	
  es4mates	
  of	
  FY2011	
  prices.	
  All	
  
es4mates	
  are	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  military	
  opera4ons	
  only	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  costs	
  of	
  veterans	
  benefits,	
  interest	
  paid	
  for	
  borrowing	
  
money	
  to	
  finance	
  wars,	
  or	
  assistance	
  to	
  allies.	
  The	
  report	
  also	
  provides	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  each	
  war	
  as	
  a	
  share	
  of	
  Gross	
  
Domes4c	
  Product	
  (GDP)	
  during	
  the	
  peak	
  year	
  of	
  each	
  conflict	
  and	
  of	
  overall	
  defense	
  spending	
  as	
  a	
  share	
  of	
  GDP	
  at	
  the	
  peak.	
  	
  

Comparisons	
  of	
  war	
  costs	
  over	
  a	
  230-­‐year	
  period,	
  however,	
  are	
  inherently	
  problema4c.	
  One	
  problem	
  is	
  how	
  to	
  separate	
  costs	
  
of	
  military	
  opera4ons	
  from	
  costs	
  of	
  forces	
  in	
  peace4me.	
  In	
  recent	
  years,	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  (DOD)	
  has	
  tried	
  to	
  iden4fy	
  
the	
  addi4onal	
  “incremental”	
  expenses	
  of	
  engaging	
  in	
  military	
  opera4ons,	
  over	
  and	
  above	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  maintaining	
  standing	
  
military	
  forces.	
  Figures	
  used	
  in	
  this	
  report	
  for	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  Vietnam	
  War	
  and	
  of	
  the	
  1990-­‐1991	
  Persian	
  Gulf	
  War	
  are	
  official	
  
DOD	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  incremental	
  costs	
  of	
  each	
  conflict.	
  Costs	
  of	
  post-­‐9/11	
  military	
  opera4ons	
  in	
  Afghanistan,	
  Iraq,	
  and	
  
elsewhere	
  are	
  es4mates	
  of	
  amounts	
  appropriated	
  to	
  cover	
  war-­‐related	
  expenses.	
  These	
  amounts	
  appear	
  to	
  reflect	
  a	
  broader	
  
defini4on	
  of	
  war-­‐related	
  expenditures	
  than	
  earlier	
  DOD	
  es4mates	
  of	
  incremental	
  Vietnam	
  or	
  Persian	
  Gulf	
  War	
  costs.	
  	
  

Before	
  the	
  Vietnam	
  conflict,	
  the	
  Army	
  and	
  Navy,	
  and	
  later	
  the	
  DOD,	
  did	
  not	
  iden4fy	
  incremental	
  expenses	
  of	
  military	
  
opera4ons.	
  For	
  the	
  War	
  of	
  1812	
  through	
  World	
  War	
  II,	
  CRS	
  es4mated	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  conflicts	
  by	
  calcula4ng	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  
expenditures	
  of	
  the	
  Army	
  and	
  Navy	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  the	
  three	
  years	
  before	
  each	
  war.	
  The	
  premise	
  is	
  that	
  increases	
  
reflect	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  a	
  temporary	
  buildup	
  to	
  fight	
  each	
  war.	
  Costs	
  of	
  the	
  Revolu4onary	
  War	
  and	
  of	
  the	
  Confederate	
  side	
  in	
  the	
  Civil	
  
War	
  are	
  from	
  other	
  published	
  sources.	
  Costs	
  of	
  the	
  Korean	
  War	
  were	
  calculated	
  by	
  comparing	
  DOD	
  expenditures	
  during	
  the	
  
war	
  with	
  a	
  trend	
  line	
  extending	
  from	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  three	
  years	
  before	
  the	
  war	
  to	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  three	
  years	
  a<er	
  the	
  war.	
  	
  

Figures	
  are	
  problema4c,	
  as	
  well,	
  because	
  of	
  difficul4es	
  in	
  comparing	
  prices	
  from	
  one	
  vastly	
  different	
  era	
  to	
  another.	
  Infla4on	
  is	
  
one	
  issue—a	
  dollar	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  would	
  buy	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  dollar	
  today.	
  Perhaps	
  a	
  more	
  significant	
  problem	
  is	
  that	
  wars	
  appear	
  
vastly	
  more	
  expensive	
  over	
  4me	
  as	
  the	
  sophis4ca4on	
  and	
  cost	
  of	
  technology	
  advances,	
  both	
  for	
  military	
  and	
  for	
  civilian	
  
purposes.	
  	
  

The	
  es4mates	
  presented	
  in	
  this	
  report,	
  therefore,	
  should	
  be	
  treated,	
  not	
  as	
  truly	
  comparable	
  figures	
  on	
  a	
  con4nuum,	
  but	
  a	
  as	
  
snapshots	
  of	
  vastly	
  different	
  periods	
  of	
  U.S.	
  history.	
  	
  

	
  
Source:	
  Stephen	
  DaggeG,	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  CRS	
  RS22926,	
  June	
  10,	
  2010,	
  
hGps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.)	
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Sources	
  

Sources:	
  	
  Stephen	
  Daggeg,	
  	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  Congressional	
  Research	
  Service,	
  RS22926,	
  	
  June	
  29,	
  2010,	
  
hgps://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RS22926.pdf.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  

All	
  es4mates	
  are	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  military	
  opera4ons	
  only	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  reflect	
  costs	
  of	
  veterans’	
  benefits,	
  interest	
  on	
  war-­‐related	
  debt,	
  or	
  assistance	
  to	
  
allies.	
  Except	
  for	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  American	
  Revolu4on	
  and	
  the	
  Civil	
  War	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  Confederacy,	
  all	
  es4mates	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  U.S.	
  government	
  budget	
  data.	
  
Current	
  year	
  dollar	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  War	
  of	
  1812	
  though	
  World	
  War	
  II	
  represent	
  the	
  increase	
  in	
  Army	
  and	
  Navy	
  outlays	
  during	
  the	
  period	
  of	
  
each	
  war	
  compared	
  to	
  average	
  military	
  spending	
  in	
  the	
  previous	
  three	
  years.	
  For	
  the	
  Civil	
  War	
  costs	
  of	
  the	
  Confederacy,	
  the	
  es4mate	
  is	
  from	
  the	
  
Sta4s4cal	
  Abstract	
  of	
  the	
  United	
  States,	
  1994.	
  For	
  the	
  American	
  Revolu4on,	
  the	
  es4mate	
  is	
  from	
  an	
  unofficial	
  financial	
  history	
  of	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  
published	
  in	
  1895.	
  For	
  the	
  Korean	
  War,	
  the	
  es4mate	
  represents	
  increased	
  expenditures	
  of	
  the	
  DOD	
  during	
  the	
  period	
  of	
  the	
  conflict	
  compared	
  to	
  the	
  
projected	
  trend	
  from	
  the	
  average	
  of	
  three	
  years	
  before	
  the	
  war	
  to	
  three	
  years	
  a<er.	
  	
  
For	
  the	
  Vietnam	
  War	
  and	
  the	
  Persian	
  Gulf	
  War,	
  figures	
  are	
  DOD	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  incremental	
  costs	
  of	
  opera4ons,	
  meaning	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  war-­‐related	
  
ac4vi4es	
  over	
  and	
  above	
  the	
  regular,	
  non-­‐war4me	
  costs	
  of	
  defense.	
  For	
  opera4ons	
  since	
  September	
  11,	
  2001,	
  through	
  FY2009,	
  figures	
  reflect	
  CRS	
  
es4mates	
  of	
  amounts	
  appropriated	
  to	
  cover	
  war-­‐related	
  costs.	
  For	
  FY2010,	
  figures	
  are	
  DOD	
  es4mates	
  of	
  war-­‐related	
  appropria4ons.	
  The	
  current-­‐year	
  
dollar	
  es4mates	
  are	
  converted	
  to	
  constant	
  prices	
  using	
  es4mates	
  of	
  changes	
  in	
  the	
  consumer	
  price	
  index	
  for	
  years	
  prior	
  to	
  1940	
  and	
  using	
  Office	
  of	
  
Management	
  and	
  Budget	
  and	
  DOD	
  es4mates	
  of	
  defense	
  infla4on	
  for	
  years	
  therea<er.	
  The	
  CPI	
  es4mates	
  used	
  here	
  are	
  from	
  a	
  data	
  base	
  maintained	
  at	
  
Oregon	
  State	
  University.	
  The	
  data	
  base	
  periodically	
  updates	
  figures	
  for	
  new	
  official	
  CPI	
  es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  Department	
  of	
  Commerce.	
  	
  
a.	
  Totals	
  for	
  post-­‐9/11	
  opera4ons	
  include	
  all	
  funds	
  appropriated	
  through	
  the	
  enactment	
  of	
  FY2010	
  appropria4ons	
  plus	
  $33	
  billion	
  in	
  requested	
  addi4onal	
  
supplemental	
  appropria4ons	
  for	
  FY2010.	
  Totals	
  are	
  for	
  ac4vi4es	
  of	
  the	
  DOD	
  only	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  costs	
  of	
  reconstruc4on	
  assistance,	
  diploma4c	
  
security,	
  and	
  other	
  ac4vi4es	
  by	
  other	
  agencies.	
  Figures	
  for	
  post-­‐9/11	
  costs	
  are	
  for	
  budget	
  authority—all	
  other	
  figures	
  	
  
are	
  for	
  outlays.	
  	
  
b.	
  Most	
  Persian	
  Gulf	
  War	
  costs	
  were	
  offset	
  by	
  allied	
  contribu4ons	
  or	
  were	
  absorbed	
  by	
  DOD.	
  Net	
  costs	
  to	
  U.S.	
  taxpayers	
  totaled	
  $4.7	
  billion	
  in	
  current	
  
year	
  dollars.	
  Source:	
  “Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  Annual	
  Report	
  to	
  Congress	
  for	
  Fiscal	
  Year	
  1994,”	
  January,	
  1993.	
  	
  
c.	
  Reflects	
  funding	
  for	
  “Opera4on	
  Enduring	
  Freedom,”	
  the	
  bulk	
  of	
  which	
  is	
  for	
  opera4ons	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  but	
  which	
  also	
  includes	
  amounts	
  for	
  opera4ons	
  
in	
  the	
  Philippines,	
  the	
  Horn	
  of	
  Africa,	
  and	
  other	
  areas.	
  	
  
d.	
  Based	
  on	
  data	
  available	
  from	
  DOD,	
  CRS	
  is	
  not	
  able	
  to	
  allocate	
  $5.5	
  billion,	
  in	
  current	
  year	
  dollars,	
  in	
  FY2003	
  by	
  mission.	
  That	
  amount	
  is	
  included	
  here	
  in	
  
the	
  total	
  for	
  all	
  post-­‐9/11	
  opera4ons.	
  The	
  total	
  also	
  includes	
  $28	
  billion,	
  in	
  current	
  year	
  dollars,	
  for	
  enhanced	
  security	
  at	
  domes4c	
  U.S.	
  military	
  bases	
  
from	
  FY2001-­‐FY2009.	
  	
  
Comparisons	
  of	
  costs	
  of	
  wars	
  over	
  a	
  230-­‐year	
  period,	
  however,	
  are	
  inherently	
  problema4c.	
  One	
  problem	
  is	
  how	
  to	
  separate	
  costs	
  of	
  military	
  opera4ons	
  
from	
  costs	
  of	
  forces	
  in	
  peace4me.	
  In	
  recent	
  years,	
  the	
  DOD	
  has	
  tried	
  to	
  iden4fy	
  the	
  addi4onal	
  “incremental”	
  expenses	
  of	
  engaging	
  in	
  military	
  opera4ons,	
  
over	
  and	
  above	
  the	
  costs	
  of	
  maintaining	
  standing	
  military	
  forces.	
  Before	
  the	
  Vietnam	
  conflict,	
  however,	
  the	
  Army	
  and	
  the	
  Navy,	
  and	
  later	
  the	
  DOD,	
  did	
  
not	
  view	
  war	
  costs	
  in	
  such	
  terms.	
  	
  
Figures	
  are	
  problema4c,	
  as	
  well,	
  because	
  of	
  difficul4es	
  in	
  comparing	
  prices	
  from	
  one	
  vastly	
  different	
  era	
  to	
  another.	
  Infla4on	
  is	
  one	
  issue—a	
  dollar	
  in	
  the	
  
past	
  would	
  buy	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  dollar	
  today.	
  Perhaps	
  a	
  more	
  significant	
  problem	
  is	
  that	
  wars	
  appear	
  more	
  expensive	
  over	
  4me	
  as	
  the	
  	
  
sophis4ca4on	
  and	
  cost	
  of	
  technology	
  advances,	
  both	
  for	
  military	
  and	
  for	
  civilian	
  ac4vi4es.	
  Adjusted	
  for	
  infla4on,	
  the	
  War	
  of	
  1812	
  cost	
  about	
  $1.6	
  billion	
  
in	
  today’s	
  prices,	
  which	
  appears,	
  by	
  contemporary	
  standards,	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  rela4vely	
  small	
  amount.	
  But	
  using	
  commonly	
  available	
  es4mates	
  of	
  gross	
  domes4c	
  
product,	
  the	
  overall	
  U.S.	
  economy	
  192	
  years	
  ago	
  was	
  less	
  than	
  1/1,400thas	
  large	
  as	
  it	
  is	
  now.	
  So	
  at	
  the	
  peak	
  of	
  the	
  conflict	
  in	
  1813,	
  the	
  war	
  consumed	
  
more	
  than	
  2%	
  of	
  the	
  na4on’s	
  measurable	
  economic	
  output,	
  the	
  equivalent	
  of	
  more	
  than	
  $300	
  billion	
  today.	
  The	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  table,	
  therefore,	
  should	
  be	
  
treated,	
  not	
  as	
  truly	
  comparable	
  figures	
  on	
  a	
  con4nuum,	
  but	
  as	
  snapshots	
  of	
  vastly	
  different	
  periods	
  of	
  U.S.	
  history.	
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War	
  and	
  Defense	
  Costs	
  Rela4ve	
  to	
  Other	
  Powers	
  
The	
  limited	
  cuts	
  in	
  U.S.	
  baseline	
  defense	
  spending,	
  cutbacks	
  in	
  military	
  manpower	
  to	
  FY2000	
  levels,	
  and	
  
the	
  broader	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  Budget	
  Control	
  Act	
  have	
  led	
  to	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  commentaries	
  about	
  the	
  decline	
  
in	
  U.S.	
  military	
  power.	
  Military	
  spending	
  does	
  not	
  necessarily	
  buy	
  power	
  or	
  war	
  fighEng	
  capability.	
  
Military	
  spending	
  can	
  buy	
  waste	
  and	
  mistakes.	
  

In	
  broad	
  terms,	
  however,	
  U.S.	
  military	
  spending	
  is	
  probably	
  not	
  less	
  efficient	
  that	
  that	
  of	
  any	
  other	
  
significant	
  military	
  power.	
  The	
  following	
  figures	
  use	
  data	
  from	
  the	
  InternaEonal	
  InsEtute	
  of	
  Strategic	
  
Studies	
  (IISS)	
  and	
  Stockholm	
  InternaEonal	
  Peace	
  Research	
  InsEtute	
  (SIPRI)	
  to	
  show	
  how	
  U.S.	
  military	
  
efforts	
  compare	
  to	
  other	
  leading	
  powers,	
  and	
  they	
  scarcely	
  send	
  message	
  about	
  American	
  decline:	
  

•  Figure	
  Seven	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  retains	
  a	
  massive	
  lead	
  in	
  total	
  military	
  spending	
  over	
  its	
  
major	
  rivals	
  China	
  and	
  Russia,	
  and	
  that	
  its	
  key	
  allies	
  make	
  major	
  military	
  efforts	
  as	
  well.	
  	
  

•  Figure	
  Eight	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  United	
  States	
  accounts	
  for	
  over	
  a	
  third	
  of	
  all	
  global	
  military	
  spending.	
  Its	
  
percentage	
  is	
  three	
  to	
  four	
  Emes	
  that	
  of	
  China	
  and	
  more	
  than	
  eight	
  Emes	
  that	
  of	
  Russia.	
  Once	
  again,	
  
U.S.	
  allies	
  make	
  up	
  a	
  major	
  porEon	
  of	
  global	
  military	
  spending,	
  

•  Figure	
  Nine	
  compares	
  the	
  fideen	
  largest	
  spenders	
  on	
  military	
  forces	
  in	
  the	
  world	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  their	
  
military	
  spending	
  as	
  a	
  percent	
  of	
  GDP.	
  The	
  United	
  States	
  is	
  not	
  on	
  the	
  list,	
  and	
  several	
  U.S.	
  allies	
  are.	
  

It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  later	
  figures	
  show	
  that	
  total	
  U.S.	
  military	
  spending	
  is	
  now	
  well	
  under	
  4%	
  of	
  
GDP	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  peak	
  cost	
  of	
  all	
  OCO	
  spending	
  was	
  never	
  more	
  than	
  a	
  fracEon	
  of	
  total	
  U.S.	
  military	
  
spending.	
  The	
  costs	
  of	
  projecEng	
  power	
  in	
  combat	
  remain	
  serious,	
  but	
  they	
  have	
  not	
  dominated	
  U.S.	
  
military	
  efforts,	
  have	
  dropped	
  sharply	
  in	
  recent	
  years,	
  and	
  have	
  always	
  remained	
  a	
  relaEvely	
  low	
  
proporEon	
  of	
  total	
  U.S.	
  military	
  spending.	
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Figure	
  7:	
  IISS	
  and	
  SIPRI	
  Compara4ve	
  Es4mates	
  of	
  2015	
  Global	
  Military	
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The	
  Declining	
  (?)	
  Burden	
  of	
  Defense	
  Spending	
  on	
  the	
  Economy	
  
The	
  poliEcal	
  rhetoric	
  surrounding	
  military	
  spending,	
  budget	
  debates,	
  and	
  given	
  programs	
  oden	
  leads	
  to	
  
misleading	
  a	
  statements	
  about	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  total	
  military	
  spending	
  –	
  which	
  someEmes	
  is	
  conflated	
  with	
  
the	
  cost	
  of	
  war	
  fighEng.	
  

•  Figure	
  Ten	
  shows	
  a	
  Congressional	
  Budget	
  Office	
  (CBO)	
  projecEon	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  trends	
  in	
  U.S.	
  federal	
  
spending	
  from	
  FY2015	
  to	
  FY2026.	
  Such	
  esEmates	
  are	
  inherently	
  uncertain,	
  but	
  the	
  CBO	
  has	
  a	
  beger	
  
track	
  record	
  than	
  most.	
  Barring	
  a	
  major	
  new	
  war,	
  it	
  is	
  mandatory	
  reErement	
  and	
  medical	
  spending	
  
(costs	
  like	
  Social	
  Security	
  and	
  Medicare/Affordable	
  Care	
  Act)	
  that	
  will	
  dominate	
  federal	
  spending	
  
and	
  the	
  conEnuing	
  rises	
  in	
  the	
  deficit	
  and	
  debt	
  costs.	
  

•  Figure	
  Eleven	
  breaks	
  these	
  costs	
  out	
  in	
  more	
  detail	
  at	
  key	
  intervals	
  from	
  FY1966	
  to	
  FY2026.	
  U.S.	
  
military	
  spending	
  drops	
  from	
  7.5%	
  of	
  the	
  GDP	
  in	
  FY1966	
  –	
  near	
  the	
  peak	
  of	
  the	
  Cold	
  War	
  and	
  
Vietnam	
  –	
  to	
  5.2%	
  in	
  FY1991	
  (just	
  as	
  the	
  Cold	
  War	
  ended),	
  only	
  3.2%	
  in	
  2016,	
  and	
  only	
  2.6%	
  in	
  2026.	
  
Other	
  discreEonary	
  spending	
  drops	
  from	
  4.0%	
  of	
  the	
  GDP	
  in	
  FY1966	
  to	
  3.5%	
  in	
  FY1991,	
  3.4%	
  in	
  
2016,	
  and	
  only	
  2.6%	
  in	
  2026.	
  	
  

•  In	
  contrast,	
  Federal	
  Spending	
  on	
  Social	
  Security	
  rises	
  from	
  2.6%	
  of	
  the	
  GDP	
  in	
  FY1966	
  to	
  4.4%	
  in	
  
FY1991,	
  4.9%	
  in	
  2016,	
  and	
  5.9%	
  in	
  2026.	
  	
  In	
  contrast,	
  Federal	
  Spending	
  on	
  major	
  health	
  care	
  
programs	
  rises	
  from	
  0.1%	
  of	
  the	
  GDP	
  in	
  FY1966	
  to	
  2.5%	
  in	
  FY1991,	
  5.5%	
  in	
  2016,	
  and	
  6.5%	
  in	
  2026.	
  	
  

•  Health	
  programs	
  alone	
  will	
  rise	
  from	
  near	
  zero	
  in	
  1966	
  to	
  well	
  over	
  twice	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  total	
  military	
  
spending	
  in	
  FY2026,	
  and	
  neither	
  the	
  debt	
  or	
  deficit	
  problems	
  will	
  have	
  been	
  addressed.	
  

•  Figure	
  Twelve	
  highlights	
  the	
  CBO	
  projecEon	
  of	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  U.S.	
  military	
  and	
  OCO	
  spending	
  in	
  the	
  
GDP.	
  It	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  recent	
  costs	
  of	
  war	
  have	
  only	
  had	
  a	
  minor	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  economy	
  relaEve	
  to	
  
the	
  rising	
  cost	
  of	
  mandatory	
  civil	
  programs,	
  and	
  that	
  both	
  the	
  OCO	
  and	
  other	
  U.S.	
  defense	
  costs	
  
have	
  dropped	
  sharply	
  since	
  FY2010.	
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•  Figures	
  Thirteen	
  to	
  Fi<een	
  provide	
  an	
  OMB	
  forecast	
  of	
  total	
  federal	
  budget	
  spending	
  in	
  both	
  budget	
  
authority	
  and	
  outlays	
  by	
  funcEon	
  for	
  FY2015	
  to	
  FY2021.	
  They	
  all	
  project	
  a	
  conEnued	
  major	
  U.S.	
  
naEonal	
  security	
  effort,	
  but	
  again	
  they	
  illustrate	
  that	
  the	
  rising	
  costs	
  of	
  federal	
  programs	
  will	
  be	
  in	
  
mandatory	
  civil	
  programs.	
  This	
  is	
  highlighted	
  in	
  the	
  constant	
  dollar	
  data	
  shown	
  in	
  Figure	
  Fourteen.	
  

•  Figure	
  Sixteen	
  compares	
  U.S.	
  regular	
  or	
  “baseline”	
  military	
  spending	
  with	
  OCO	
  spending,	
  and	
  the	
  
potenEal	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  Budget	
  Control	
  Act	
  (which	
  does	
  not	
  limit	
  OCO	
  spending	
  per	
  se).	
  It	
  again	
  
highlights	
  the	
  limited	
  impact	
  of	
  OCO	
  spending,	
  but	
  it	
  also	
  warns	
  that	
  current	
  projecEons	
  assume	
  a	
  
virtually	
  end	
  to	
  today’s	
  wars	
  and	
  no	
  new	
  OCO	
  conEngencies.	
  Given	
  the	
  fact	
  the	
  U.S.	
  has	
  been	
  at	
  war	
  
most	
  of	
  the	
  Eme	
  since	
  1941,	
  such	
  assumpEons	
  have	
  obvious	
  problems.	
  

•  Figure	
  Seventeen	
  shows	
  the	
  same	
  data,	
  but	
  also	
  spending	
  by	
  major	
  category	
  within	
  the	
  baseline	
  
levels.	
  It	
  warns	
  that,	
  quite	
  aside	
  from	
  warEme	
  or	
  OCO	
  spending,	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  O&M,	
  military	
  
personnel,	
  and	
  RDTE&E	
  and	
  procurement	
  all	
  conEnue	
  to	
  rise	
  sharply	
  in	
  constant	
  dollars.	
  This	
  reflects	
  
the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  efforts	
  to	
  reduce	
  cost	
  and	
  increase	
  efficiency	
  in	
  the	
  rest	
  of	
  U.S.	
  defense	
  spending	
  
have	
  had	
  an	
  impact	
  in	
  selected	
  areas,	
  but	
  ligle	
  overall	
  macro	
  impact	
  on	
  U.S.	
  military	
  spending.	
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Figure	
  10:	
  CBO	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Federal	
  Spending	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP:	
  
1966-­‐2026	
  

Source:Keith	
  Hall,	
  “CBO	
  ’s	
  Recent	
  Budget	
  and	
  Economic	
  ProjecEons,	
  April	
  26,	
  2016	
  
,”	
  CBO,	
  hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/presentaEon/51510-­‐presentaEon.pdf	
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Figure	
  11:	
  CBO	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Federal	
  Spending	
  as	
  %	
  of	
  GDP:	
  
1966-­‐2026	
  

Source:Keith	
  Hall,	
  “CBO	
  ’s	
  Recent	
  Budget	
  and	
  Economic	
  ProjecEons,	
  April	
  26,	
  2016	
  
,”	
  CBO,	
  hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/presentaEon/51510-­‐presentaEon.pdf	
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Figure	
  12:	
  CBO	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Defense	
  Spending	
  as	
  Percent	
  of	
  
GDP:	
  1980-­‐2030	
  

Source:	
  CBO,	
  “LONG-­‐TERM	
  IMPLICATIONS	
  OF	
  THE	
  2016	
  FUTURE	
  YEARS	
  DEFENSE	
  PROGRAM,”	
  January	
  2016,	
  
hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51050-­‐2016_FYDP.pdf	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Notes:	
  For	
  this	
  figure,	
  esEmates	
  describe	
  outlays	
  (as	
  opposed	
  to	
  total	
  obligaEonal	
  authority,	
  which	
  is	
  depicted	
  in	
  the	
  other	
  figures).	
  
Base-­‐budget	
  data	
  include	
  supplemental	
  and	
  emergency	
  funding	
  before	
  2002.	
  For	
  2002	
  to	
  2016,	
  supplemental	
  and	
  emergency	
  funding	
  for	
  
overseas	
  conEngency	
  operaEons,	
  such	
  as	
  those	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  Iraq,	
  and	
  for	
  other	
  purposes	
  is	
  shown	
  separately	
  from	
  thebase-­‐budget	
  
data.	
  No	
  OCO	
  funding	
  is	
  shown	
  for	
  2017	
  and	
  later.	
  
DoD	
  =	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense;	
  FYDP	
  =	
  Future	
  Years	
  Defense	
  Program;	
  FYDP	
  period	
  =	
  2016	
  through	
  2020,	
  the	
  period	
  for	
  which	
  	
  DoD’s	
  
plans	
  are	
  fully	
  specified;	
  OCO	
  =	
  overseas	
  conEngency	
  operaEons.	
  

Outlays	
  for	
  DoD	
  as	
  a	
  share	
  of	
  GDP	
  fell	
  from	
  
an	
  average	
  of	
  5.5	
  percent	
  in	
  the	
  1980s	
  to	
  an	
  
aver-­‐age	
  of	
  3.7	
  percent	
  in	
  the	
  1990s.	
  With	
  
supplemental	
  and	
  emergency	
  spending	
  for	
  
the	
  wars	
  in	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Afghanistan	
  included,	
  
DoD’s	
  outlays	
  as	
  a	
  share	
  of	
  GDP	
  rose	
  above	
  
4	
  percent	
  ader	
  2007,	
  peaking	
  at	
  4.5	
  percent	
  
in	
  2010.	
  	
  
Outlays	
  for	
  the	
  base	
  budget	
  also	
  reached	
  a	
  
high	
  point	
  in	
  2010	
  at	
  3.4	
  percent	
  of	
  GDP.	
  By	
  
2015,	
  outlays	
  for	
  the	
  base	
  budget	
  had	
  
dropped	
  to	
  2.8	
  percent	
  of	
  GDP.	
  The	
  lager	
  
percentage	
  is	
  about	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  it	
  had	
  been	
  
in	
  2001,	
  although	
  funding	
  for	
  OCO	
  
accounted	
  for	
  an	
  addiEonal	
  0.3	
  percentage	
  
points	
  of	
  GDP	
  in	
  2015.	
  
According	
  to	
  the	
  2016	
  FYDP,	
  CBO’s	
  
extension	
  of	
  DoD’s	
  base-­‐budget	
  plans	
  
through	
  2030,	
  and	
  CBO’s	
  projecEons	
  of	
  
growth	
  in	
  the	
  economy,	
  the	
  outlays	
  needed	
  
to	
  implement	
  DoD’s	
  plans	
  would	
  decline	
  
from	
  2.8	
  percent	
  of	
  GDP	
  in	
  2016	
  to	
  2.6	
  
percent	
  by	
  2020	
  and	
  2.3	
  percent	
  by	
  2030—
quite	
  low	
  by	
  historical	
  standards.	
  
Nevertheless,	
  the	
  	
  
average	
  obligaEonal	
  authority	
  needed	
  to	
  
implement	
  the	
  plan,	
  $534	
  billion	
  per	
  year	
  for	
  
2016	
  through	
  2020,	
  would	
  be	
  greater	
  than	
  
DoD’s	
  obligaEonal	
  authority	
  for	
  the	
  base	
  
budget	
  in	
  all	
  but	
  six	
  years	
  (1985	
  and	
  2008	
  
through	
  2012)	
  	
  
since	
  1980,	
  ader	
  adjusEng	
  for	
  inflaEon.	
  
Furthermore,	
  any	
  future	
  spending	
  for	
  
overseas	
  conEngency	
  operaEons	
  would,	
  all	
  
else	
  being	
  equal,	
  increase	
  the	
  share	
  of	
  GDP	
  	
  
spent	
  on	
  defense	
  above	
  those	
  amounts.	
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Figure	
  13:	
  Projected	
  Federal	
  Budget	
  in	
  $US	
  Billions	
  In	
  
Budget	
  Authority	
  (BA):	
  FY2015-­‐FY2021	
  

	
  
	
  

Source:	
  OSD	
  Comptroller,	
  FY2017	
  Green	
  Book	
  ,Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  March	
  2016,	
  p.	
  12,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY17_Green_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  14:	
  Projected	
  Federal	
  Budget	
  in	
  	
  $Constant	
  FY2009	
  	
  US	
  Billions	
  In	
  
Budget	
  Outlays	
  (BA):	
  FY2015-­‐FY2021	
  

Source:	
  OSD	
  Comptroller,	
  FY2017	
  Green	
  Book	
  ,Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  March	
  2016,	
  p.	
  12,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY17_Green_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  15:	
  Projected	
  Federal	
  Budget	
  in	
  $US	
  Billions	
  In	
  
Budget	
  Outlays	
  (B0):	
  FY2015-­‐FY2021	
  

	
  
	
  

Source:	
  OSD	
  Comptroller,	
  FY2017	
  Green	
  Book	
  ,Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  March	
  2016,	
  p.	
  250-­‐251,	
  	
  
hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY17_Green_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  16:	
  CBO	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Defense	
  Spending:	
  1980-­‐2030	
  

Source:	
  CBO,	
  “LONG-­‐TERM	
  IMPLICATIONS	
  OF	
  THE	
  2016	
  FUTURE	
  YEARS	
  DEFENSE	
  PROGRAM,”	
  January	
  2016,	
  
hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51050-­‐2016_FYDP.pdf	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Notes:	
  Base-­‐budget	
  data	
  include	
  supplemental	
  and	
  emergency	
  funding	
  before	
  2002.	
  For	
  2002	
  to	
  2016,	
  supplemental	
  and	
  emergency	
  funding	
  for	
  overseas	
  conEngency	
  
operaEons,	
  such	
  as	
  those	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  Iraq,	
  and	
  for	
  other	
  purposes	
  is	
  shown	
  separately	
  from	
  th	
  ebase-­‐budget	
  data.	
  No	
  OCO	
  funding	
  is	
  shown	
  for	
  2017	
  and	
  later.	
  
BCA	
  =	
  Budget	
  Control	
  Act	
  of	
  2011;	
  DoD	
  =	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense;	
  FYDP	
  =	
  Future	
  Years	
  Defense	
  Program;	
  FYDP	
  period	
  =	
  2016	
  through	
  2020,	
  the	
  period	
  for	
  which	
  DoD’s	
  plans	
  
are	
  fully	
  specified;	
  OCO	
  =	
  overseas	
  conEngency	
  operaEons.	
  
a.	
  This	
  esEmate	
  incorporates	
  the	
  assumpEon	
  that	
  the	
  funding	
  available	
  to	
  DoD	
  would	
  be	
  equal	
  to	
  the	
  BCA’s	
  limit	
  for	
  naEonal	
  defense	
  minus	
  the	
  AdministraEon’s	
  esEmates	
  
for	
  naEonal	
  defense	
  funding	
  for	
  agencies	
  other	
  than	
  DoD	
  (that	
  is,	
  funding	
  for	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Energy’s	
  nuclear	
  weapons	
  acEviEes,	
  intelligence-­‐related	
  acEviEes,	
  and	
  the	
  
naEonal	
  security	
  elements	
  of	
  the	
  Departments	
  of	
  Commerce,	
  JusEce,	
  and	
  Homeland	
  Security,	
  and	
  several	
  independent	
  agencies)	
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Figure	
  17:	
  CBO	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Defense	
  Spending	
  by	
  
Appropria4ons	
  Category:	
  1980-­‐2030	
  

Source:	
  CBO,	
  “LONG-­‐TERM	
  IMPLICATIONS	
  OF	
  THE	
  2016	
  FUTURE	
  YEARS	
  DEFENSE	
  PROGRAM,”	
  January	
  2016,	
  
hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51050-­‐2016_FYDP.pdf	
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Turning	
  to	
  detailed	
  esEmates	
  of	
  OCO	
  spending,	
  it	
  is	
  possible	
  to	
  make	
  esEmates	
  of	
  both	
  the	
  total	
  cost	
  of	
  
OCO	
  efforts	
  and	
  of	
  individual	
  wars.	
  

•  Figure	
  Eighteen	
  compares	
  the	
  past	
  and	
  projected	
  cost	
  of	
  all	
  OCO	
  efforts	
  from	
  FY2001	
  (which	
  end	
  
roughly	
  at	
  the	
  Eme	
  of	
  9/11)	
  to	
  FY2017.	
  It	
  shows	
  that	
  OCO	
  or	
  equivalent	
  spending	
  rose	
  from	
  only	
  $29	
  
billion	
  in	
  FY2011	
  to	
  a	
  peak	
  of	
  $691	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2010	
  –	
  when	
  it	
  was	
  roughly	
  24%	
  of	
  all	
  military	
  
spending.	
  It	
  has	
  since	
  dropped	
  to	
  $59	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016	
  and	
  FY2017	
  –	
  or	
  roughly	
  10%	
  of	
  total	
  US.	
  
Military	
  spending.	
  	
  

•  Figure	
  Nineteen	
  draws	
  upon	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  Amy	
  Belasco	
  to	
  analyze	
  the	
  constant	
  of	
  total	
  OCO	
  civil	
  and	
  
military	
  spending	
  from	
  FY2001to	
  FY2015.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  read	
  the	
  text	
  and	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  this	
  secEon	
  
ciEng	
  the	
  limits	
  to	
  such	
  esEmates.	
  	
  

•  At	
  the	
  same	
  Eme,	
  Figure	
  Nineteen	
  is	
  almost	
  certainly	
  correct	
  in	
  showing	
  that	
  concerns	
  over	
  
spending	
  on	
  “naEon	
  building”	
  have	
  been	
  exaggerated.	
  State	
  Department	
  and	
  USAID	
  spending	
  were	
  
heavily	
  impact	
  by	
  security	
  and	
  facility	
  costs,	
  but	
  sEll	
  only	
  amount	
  to	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  $93	
  billion	
  during	
  the	
  
period,	
  or	
  6%	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  of	
  military	
  spending.	
  The	
  military	
  did	
  spend	
  some	
  money	
  on	
  protecEng	
  aid	
  
workers	
  and	
  local	
  aid	
  projects,	
  but	
  much	
  of	
  its	
  was	
  civil	
  spending	
  in	
  direct	
  support	
  of	
  tacEcal	
  
operaEon	
  and	
  not	
  on	
  naEon	
  building.	
  Given	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  all	
  current	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  have	
  had	
  a	
  major	
  civil	
  
and	
  counterinsurgency	
  dimension,	
  the	
  U.S	
  has	
  –	
  if	
  anything	
  –	
  sharply	
  underfunded	
  the	
  civil	
  effort	
  
necessary	
  to	
  bring	
  security	
  and	
  stability.	
  

•  Figure	
  Twenty	
  covers	
  the	
  same	
  Eme	
  periods	
  and	
  shows	
  how	
  money	
  was	
  allocated	
  by	
  war.	
  It	
  
indicates	
  that	
  the	
  cumulaEve	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  fighEng	
  in	
  Iraq	
  was	
  $815	
  billion	
  as	
  of	
  FY2015,	
  and	
  the	
  same	
  
cost	
  for	
  Afghanistan	
  was	
  $686	
  billion.	
  This	
  totals	
  $1.5	
  trillion.	
  The	
  other	
  $27	
  billion	
  for	
  other	
  
conEngencies,	
  and	
  $81	
  billion	
  for	
  “other”	
  is	
  oden	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  two	
  wars	
  to	
  get	
  a	
  $1.6	
  
trillion	
  total,	
  but	
  is	
  not	
  jusEfied	
  by	
  Ms.	
  Belasco’s	
  analysis.	
  

•  As	
  later	
  Figures	
  show,	
  the	
  funding	
  of	
  both	
  wars	
  also	
  include	
  substanEally	
  other	
  costs	
  that	
  were	
  not	
  
directly	
  related	
  to	
  either	
  war.	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  public	
  basis	
  for	
  esEmaEng	
  how	
  many	
  unrelated	
  acEviEes	
  
and	
  expenditures	
  were	
  include	
  in	
  the	
  totals	
  for	
  each	
  war.	
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•  Figure	
  Twenty–One	
  shows	
  an	
  esEmate	
  of	
  actual	
  and	
  planned	
  U.S.	
  force	
  levels	
  as	
  of	
  2014.	
  A	
  close	
  
comparison	
  of	
  force	
  levels	
  to	
  spending	
  levels	
  raises	
  major	
  quesEon	
  about	
  how	
  resources	
  were	
  being	
  
spent,	
  quesEons	
  reinforced	
  in	
  detail	
  by	
  the	
  SIGIR	
  and	
  SIGAR	
  studies	
  of	
  the	
  funding	
  pagerns	
  by	
  other	
  
major	
  program	
  and	
  acEvity	
  –	
  which	
  reflect	
  constant	
  program	
  turbulence	
  and	
  instability,	
  a	
  lack	
  of	
  
proper	
  oversight	
  and	
  effecEveness	
  measures,	
  and	
  delays	
  in	
  creaEng	
  Iraqi	
  and	
  Afghan	
  forces	
  relaEve	
  
to	
  U.S.	
  planned	
  withdrawals.	
  	
  

•  The	
  President’s	
  May	
  2014	
  plan	
  for	
  withdrawing	
  U.S.	
  forces	
  from	
  Afghanistan	
  has	
  since	
  had	
  to	
  be	
  
delayed,	
  but	
  illustrates	
  the	
  degree	
  to	
  which	
  U.S.	
  plans	
  and	
  acEons	
  could	
  become	
  decoupled	
  from	
  
real	
  world	
  OCO	
  spending	
  levels	
  and	
  military	
  condiEons	
  on	
  the	
  ground.	
  

•  Figure	
  Twenty-­‐Two	
  shows	
  the	
  broader	
  U.S.	
  deployments	
  in	
  the	
  Gulf	
  region	
  from	
  2000	
  to	
  2014.	
  It	
  
illustrates	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  U.S.	
  scarcely	
  withdrew	
  from	
  the	
  Gulf	
  as	
  it	
  withdrew	
  from	
  Iraq.	
  It	
  also,	
  
however,	
  raise	
  quesEon	
  about	
  how	
  many	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  U.S.	
  forces	
  in	
  the	
  region	
  that	
  were	
  not	
  directly	
  
involved	
  in	
  war	
  fighEng	
  and	
  whose	
  main	
  funcEon	
  was	
  to	
  deter	
  Iran	
  and	
  aid	
  U.S.	
  allies	
  had	
  cost	
  that	
  
became	
  include	
  in	
  the	
  OCO	
  accounts.	
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Figure	
  18	
  

Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Briefing,	
  February	
  2016,	
  p.	
  2,	
  
hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY2017_Budget_Request.pdf	
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Figure	
  19:	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Military,	
  Civil,	
  Health	
  Costs:	
  FY2001	
  to	
  FY2015	
  

Sources:	
  Amy	
  Belasco,	
  “The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  OperaEons	
  Since	
  9/11,”	
  CRS,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  hgp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.	
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Figure	
  20:	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Share	
  by	
  War:	
  FY2011	
  to	
  FY2015	
  

Sources:	
  Amy	
  Belasco,	
  “The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  OperaEons	
  Since	
  9/11,”	
  CRS,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  hgp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.	
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Key	
  Qualifica4ons	
  in	
  the	
  CRS	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  the	
  Cost	
  of	
  Current	
  Wars	
  
This	
  CRS	
  report	
  defines	
  war	
  costs	
  as	
  those	
  designated	
  as	
  	
  emergency	
  or	
  OCO	
  appropria4ons	
  for:	
  Opera4on	
  
Enduring	
  	
  Freedom	
  (OEF)	
  largely	
  for	
  the	
  Afghan	
  war;	
  Opera4on	
  Iraqi	
  Freedom	
  (OIF)	
  and	
  Opera4on	
  New	
  Dawn	
  
\(OND)	
  for	
  Iraq;	
  and,	
  Enhanced	
  Security	
  or	
  Opera4on	
  Noble	
  Eagle.	
  For	
  State	
  Department,	
  and	
  USAID,	
  CRS	
  
includes	
  all	
  appropria4ons	
  for	
  ac4vi4es	
  and	
  programs	
  in	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Afghanistan.	
  CRS	
  includes	
  Budget	
  Authority	
  
(BA)	
  for	
  VA	
  Medical	
  costs	
  for	
  OEF/OIF	
  veterans	
  as	
  iden4fied	
  in	
  budget	
  jus4fica4on	
  materials.	
  Emergency	
  or	
  
OCO-­‐designated	
  funds	
  are	
  exempt	
  from	
  budget	
  caps.	
  	
  
Other	
  observers	
  and	
  analysts	
  define	
  war	
  costs	
  more	
  broadly	
  than	
  congressional	
  appropria4ons	
  and	
  include	
  
es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  life-­‐4me	
  costs	
  of	
  caring	
  for	
  OEF/OIF/OND	
  veterans,	
  imputed	
  interest	
  costs	
  on	
  the	
  deficit,	
  or	
  
increases	
  in	
  DOD’s	
  base	
  budget	
  deemed	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  consequence	
  of	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  war.	
  1	
  Such	
  costs	
  are	
  difficult	
  
to	
  compute,	
  subject	
  to	
  extensive	
  caveats,	
  and	
  o<en	
  based	
  on	
  methodologies	
  that	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  appropriate.	
  2	
  

For	
  a	
  discussion	
  of	
  war	
  funding	
  issues	
  for	
  the	
  State	
  Department/USAID	
  FY2015	
  request,	
  see	
  CRS	
  Report	
  
R43569,	
  State,	
  Foreign	
  Opera4ons,	
  and	
  Related	
  Programs:	
  FY2015	
  Budget	
  and	
  Appropria4ons,	
  by	
  Susan	
  B.	
  
Epstein,	
  Alex	
  Tiersky,	
  and	
  Marian	
  L.	
  Lawson.	
  For	
  a	
  descrip4on	
  of	
  poli4co-­‐military	
  developments	
  in	
  
Afghanistan	
  and	
  Iraq,	
  see	
  CRS	
  Report	
  RL31339,	
  Iraq:	
  Post-­‐Saddam	
  Governance	
  and	
  Security,	
  by	
  Kenneth	
  
Katzman,	
  and	
  CRS	
  Report	
  RL30588,	
  	
  

Afghanistan:	
  Post-­‐Taliban	
  Governance,	
  Security,	
  and	
  U.S.	
  Policy,	
  by	
  Kenneth	
  Katzman.	
  For	
  the	
  Islamic	
  State	
  
crisis,	
  see	
  CRS	
  Report	
  IF00050,	
  The	
  Islamic	
  State:	
  Q&A	
  (In	
  Focus),	
  by	
  Carla	
  E.	
  Humud,	
  Christopher	
  M.	
  
Blanchard,	
  and	
  Kenneth	
  Katzman	
  and	
  CRS	
  Report	
  R43612,	
  The	
  “Islamic	
  State”	
  Crisis	
  and	
  U.S.	
  Policy,	
  by	
  
Kenneth	
  Katzman	
  et	
  al.,	
  and	
  CRS	
  Report	
  R43727,	
  Proposed	
  Train	
  and	
  Equip	
  Authori4es	
  for	
  Syria:	
  In	
  Brief,	
  by	
  
Christopher	
  M.	
  Blanchard	
  and	
  Amy	
  Belasco.	
  
	
  
1.	
  The	
  most	
  well-­‐known	
  example	
  is	
  the	
  book	
  by	
  Linda	
  Bilmes	
  and	
  Joseph	
  SEglitz,	
  The	
  Three	
  Trillion	
  Dollar	
  War	
  
(2008).	
  Another	
  well-­‐known	
  example	
  is	
  Eisenhower	
  Study	
  Group,	
  Costs	
  of	
  War	
  project	
  at	
  Brown	
  University,	
  “The	
  Costs	
  of	
  War	
  Since	
  2001:	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  
and	
  Pakistan,”	
  ExecuEve	
  Summary,	
  June	
  2011;	
  see	
  hgp://costsofwar.org/arEcle/economic-­‐cost-­‐summary.	
  	
  
	
  
2.	
  CBO,	
  Director’s	
  Blog,	
  “Comments	
  on	
  Bilmes	
  and	
  SEglitz,	
  The	
  Three	
  Trillion	
  Dollar	
  War	
  (2008);”	
  hgp://cboblog.cbo.gov/?p=79.	
  	
  
	
  
Sources:	
  Amy	
  Belasco,	
  “The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  OperaEons	
  Since	
  9/11,”	
  CRS,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  
hgp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.	
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Figure	
  21:	
  DoD	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Force	
  Levels:	
  FY2002-­‐FY2016	
  	
  
(2014	
  Es4mate)	
  

Sources:	
  Amy	
  Belasco,	
  “The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  OperaEons	
  Since	
  9/11,”	
  CRS,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  hgp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.	
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Figure	
  22	
  
	
  	
  

U.S	
  Troops	
  
Deployed	
  in	
  
War	
  Zones:	
  
2000-­‐2014	
  

Sources:	
  Amy	
  Belasco,	
  “The	
  Cost	
  of	
  Iraq,	
  Afghanistan,	
  
and	
  Other	
  Global	
  War	
  on	
  Terror	
  OperaEons	
  Since	
  9/11,”	
  
CRS,	
  December	
  8,	
  2014,	
  
hgp://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf.;	
  For	
  
2001,	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  AcEve	
  Duty	
  Military	
  
Personnel	
  Strengths	
  by	
  Regional	
  Area	
  and	
  By	
  	
  
Country	
  (309A),	
  September	
  2001;	
  
hgps://www.dmdc.osd.mil/appj/dwp/reports.do?
category=reports&subCat=,	
  milActDutReg;	
  Defense	
  
Manpower	
  Data	
  Center,	
  DRS	
  11280–Number	
  of	
  
Members	
  Deployed	
  By	
  Country,	
  By	
  	
  
Component	
  and	
  Month/Years,	
  ConEngency	
  Tracking	
  
System	
  file	
  as	
  of	
  March	
  31,	
  2014.	
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The	
  Delphic	
  Mysteries	
  of	
  the	
  FY2017	
  Overseas	
  Con4ngency	
  Opera4ons	
  (OCO):	
  	
  
Budget	
  Request	
  

The	
  various	
  budget	
  jusEficaEons	
  of	
  the	
  request	
  for	
  OCO	
  funding	
  in	
  FY2017	
  make	
  up	
  a	
  significant	
  amount	
  
of	
  the	
  request	
  by	
  the	
  military	
  services	
  and	
  the	
  various	
  Departments.	
  The	
  State	
  Department/USAID	
  
request	
  provides	
  a	
  host	
  of	
  small	
  line	
  item	
  requests	
  that	
  add	
  up	
  to	
  an	
  unintelligible	
  mess.	
  The	
  publically	
  
available	
  data	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  lacks	
  consistency,	
  does	
  not	
  really	
  account	
  for	
  spending	
  by	
  
war,	
  and	
  oden	
  has	
  not	
  pracEcal	
  value	
  in	
  explaining	
  the	
  raEonale	
  for	
  the	
  request.	
  	
  

These	
  issues	
  have	
  been	
  examined	
  in	
  detail	
  in	
  a	
  separate	
  Burke	
  Chair	
  study	
  enEtled	
  The	
  FY2016	
  Defense	
  
Budget	
  and	
  US	
  Strategy:	
  Key	
  Trends	
  and	
  Data	
  Points,	
  which	
  is	
  available	
  on	
  the	
  CSIS	
  web	
  site	
  at	
  
hgp://csis.org/files/publicaEon/150306_FY2016.pdf.	
  Even	
  a	
  cursory	
  look	
  at	
  the	
  budget	
  requirements	
  
and	
  related	
  data,	
  however,	
  raises	
  criEcal	
  quesEons	
  as	
  to	
  whether	
  the	
  data	
  made	
  public	
  are	
  accurate	
  or	
  
relevant	
  and	
  whether	
  the	
  Congress	
  is	
  exercising	
  any	
  real	
  review	
  of	
  the	
  material	
  that	
  the	
  Departments	
  of	
  
Defense	
  and	
  State,	
  and	
  OMB,	
  are	
  sending	
  to	
  it.	
  

•  Figure	
  Twenty-­‐Three	
  provides	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  esEmates	
  of	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  wars	
  through	
  FY2017	
  using	
  a	
  mix	
  
of	
  data	
  from	
  the	
  Belasco	
  study,	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  and	
  material	
  provided	
  by	
  OMB.	
  The	
  only	
  
figures	
  for	
  FY2001-­‐FY2017	
  that	
  inspire	
  any	
  degree	
  of	
  confidence	
  are	
  the	
  total	
  OCD	
  data	
  for	
  the	
  
Department	
  of	
  Defense.	
  Key	
  data	
  are	
  missing	
  or	
  contradictory	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  other	
  categories,	
  and	
  
while	
  the	
  data	
  by	
  war	
  may	
  be	
  in	
  the	
  ball	
  park,	
  they	
  can	
  be	
  compiled	
  from	
  other	
  sources	
  to	
  produce	
  
significantly	
  different	
  esEmates.	
  The	
  fact	
  is	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  accurate	
  way	
  to	
  cost	
  given	
  wars	
  on	
  the	
  
basis	
  of	
  unclassified	
  data.	
  

•  The	
  CBO	
  assessments	
  of	
  the	
  shids	
  in	
  FY2016	
  OCO	
  accounts	
  that	
  follow	
  Figure	
  Twenty-­‐Three	
  
illustrate	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  conEnuing	
  expenditure	
  changes	
  have	
  been	
  made	
  ader	
  the	
  budget	
  request	
  is	
  
made	
  in	
  any	
  given	
  year.	
  

•  Figure	
  24	
  provides	
  a	
  more	
  detailed	
  breakout	
  by	
  war	
  and	
  mission	
  in	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense’s	
  
FY2017	
  OCO	
  budget	
  request.	
  It	
  is	
  clear	
  from	
  the	
  text,	
  however,	
  that	
  the	
  total	
  for	
  the	
  Afghan	
  conflict	
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•  is	
  loaded	
  with	
  substanEal	
  spending	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  Eed	
  to	
  the	
  Afghan	
  war.	
  At	
  the	
  same	
  Eme,	
  some	
  of	
  this	
  
money	
  almost	
  certainly	
  is	
  need	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  operaEons	
  in	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Syria.	
  	
  

•  This	
  OCO	
  breakout	
  also	
  makes	
  specific	
  funding	
  references	
  to	
  the	
  European	
  Reassurance	
  Fund	
  ($3.4	
  
billion),	
  Counterterrorism	
  Partnership	
  Fund	
  ($.0	
  billion,	
  increases	
  in	
  counterterrorism	
  acEviEes	
  in	
  
Africa	
  ($0.2	
  billion),	
  and	
  Base	
  to	
  OCO	
  requirements	
  ($5.0	
  billion)	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  really	
  explained	
  or	
  
jusEfied	
  in	
  the	
  unclassified	
  budget	
  request	
  data.	
  

•  Figure	
  25	
  illustrate	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  much	
  of	
  the	
  other	
  breakout	
  data	
  on	
  OCD	
  spending	
  consists	
  of	
  
largely	
  useless	
  data	
  on	
  spending	
  by	
  service	
  or	
  major	
  category	
  of	
  line	
  item	
  input	
  budget	
  data	
  like	
  
O&M,	
  manpower	
  procurement,	
  etc.	
  that	
  is	
  almost	
  meaningless	
  when	
  applied	
  to	
  the	
  enEre	
  OCO	
  
account.	
  

	
  



Figure	
  23:	
  Total	
  Cost	
  Wars	
  of	
  U.S.	
  FY2001-­‐FY2017:	
  
	
  A	
  “Warguess4mate”	
  
($US	
  Billions	
  Appropriated)	
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By	
  War	
  	
  	
  	
  Belasco-­‐CRS	
  Es4mate	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  FY2016	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  FY2017	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Total	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  FY2001-­‐FY2015	
  
Afghan	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  686	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  41.7*	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  41.7*	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  769.4	
  
Iraq-­‐Syria	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  815	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  6.5*	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  7.5*	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  829	
  
Total	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,609	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  48.2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  49.2	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,598.4	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Total	
  OCO	
  	
  	
  OCO	
  	
  FY2001-­‐FY2015	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  FY2016	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  FY2017	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Total	
  
	
  	
  
Defense	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,589	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  59.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  59.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,707	
  
State/Civil	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  111	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  -­‐	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  15.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  15.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  141	
  
Total	
  OCO	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,700	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  74.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  74.0	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  1,848	
  
	
  
	
  
*Authors	
  WAG	
  
	
   DoD	
  reports	
  total	
  cost	
  of	
  Iraq-­‐Syria	
  Opera4on	
  as	
  $7	
  

billion	
  with	
  average	
  daily	
  cost	
  is	
  $11.6	
  million	
  for	
  
602	
  days	
  of	
  opera4ons	
  between	
  
August	
  78,	
  2014	
  and	
  March	
  31,	
  2016	
  	
  
	
  



Opera4on	
  Freedom’s	
  Sen4nel	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  Opera4on	
  Inherent	
  Resolve	
  in	
  Iraq	
  
and	
  Syria	
  are	
  ongoing,	
  and	
  those	
  and	
  other	
  opera4ons	
  that	
  might	
  arise	
  add	
  to	
  the	
  
costs	
  in	
  DoD’s	
  base	
  budget.	
  	
  
	
  
From	
  2001	
  to	
  2015,	
  DoD’s	
  appropria4ons	
  for	
  overseas	
  con4ngency	
  opera4ons	
  
totaled	
  almost	
  $1.8	
  trillion	
  (in	
  2016	
  dollars),	
  an	
  average	
  of	
  $117	
  billion	
  per	
  year,	
  or	
  
nearly	
  20	
  percent	
  of	
  the	
  department’s	
  total	
  funding	
  during	
  that	
  period.	
  	
  
	
  
Funding	
  designated	
  for	
  overseas	
  con4ngency	
  opera4ons	
  is	
  not	
  constrained	
  by	
  the	
  
caps	
  established	
  in	
  the	
  BCA.	
  
	
  
DoD	
  requested	
  $51	
  billion	
  for	
  OCO	
  in	
  2016.	
  Of	
  that	
  total,	
  $24	
  billion	
  was	
  to	
  pay	
  for	
  
the	
  opera4ons	
  of	
  U.S.	
  forces	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  associated	
  in-­‐theater	
  support	
  
missions.	
  The	
  remainder	
  was	
  to	
  be	
  allocated	
  to	
  other	
  opera4ons	
  and	
  related	
  
ac4vi4es,	
  such	
  as	
  repairing	
  or	
  replacing	
  worn	
  equipment,	
  suppor4ng	
  coali4on	
  
military	
  forces,	
  and	
  conduc4ng	
  other	
  counterterrorism	
  opera4ons.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Consolidated	
  Appropria4ons	
  Act,	
  2016,	
  provided	
  an	
  addi4onal	
  $8	
  billion	
  in	
  OCO	
  
funding	
  for	
  base-­‐budget	
  ac4vi4es.	
  	
  
	
  
It	
  is	
  unclear	
  how	
  much	
  DoD	
  will	
  request	
  for	
  OCO	
  in	
  future	
  years.	
  Some	
  overseas	
  
opera4ons	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  con4nue	
  a<er	
  2016,	
  but	
  the	
  FYDP	
  does	
  not	
  include	
  
es4mates	
  of	
  the	
  funding	
  that	
  might	
  be	
  requested	
  to	
  support	
  them	
  in	
  those	
  years	
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CBO	
  Summary	
  of	
  FY2016	
  OCO	
  Request	
  

Source:	
  CBO,	
  “LONG-­‐TERM	
  IMPLICATIONS	
  OF	
  THE	
  2016	
  FUTURE	
  YEARS	
  DEFENSE	
  PROGRAM,”	
  January	
  2016,	
  
hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51050-­‐2016_FYDP.pdf	
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Figure	
  24	
  

Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Overview,,	
  February	
  2-­‐16,	
  p.	
  7-­‐3,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/
FY2017_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  25	
  

Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Briefing,	
  February	
  2016,	
  p.	
  26,	
  
hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY2017_Budget_Request.pdf	
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Meaningless	
  Projec4ons	
  of	
  Overseas	
  Con4ngency	
  Opera4ons	
  (OCO)	
  Spending	
  

The	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  has	
  effecEvely	
  stopped	
  providing	
  meaningful	
  public	
  program	
  budget,	
  Future	
  
Year	
  Defense	
  Program,	
  and	
  Net	
  Assessment	
  data.	
  Its	
  budget	
  projecEons	
  seem	
  dictated	
  largely	
  by	
  
exploring	
  the	
  limits	
  of	
  Congressional	
  tolerance	
  in	
  raising	
  the	
  levels	
  in	
  the	
  Budget	
  Control	
  Act.	
  

While	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  does	
  outline	
  a	
  wide	
  range	
  of	
  strategic	
  issues	
  and	
  opEon	
  in	
  its	
  budgets	
  
requests,	
  these	
  almost	
  never	
  provide	
  any	
  specifics	
  as	
  to	
  how	
  they	
  will	
  implemented	
  and	
  funded.	
  Like	
  the	
  
Quadrennial	
  Defense	
  Review,	
  strategy	
  is	
  all	
  concept	
  and	
  no	
  substance.	
  	
  

•  Figure	
  26	
  quotes	
  a	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  explanaEon	
  of	
  total	
  and	
  OCO	
  spending	
  from	
  FY2018	
  
onwards	
  that	
  makes	
  this	
  this	
  all	
  too	
  clear.	
  

•  Figure	
  27	
  provides	
  an	
  OMB	
  projecEon	
  of	
  future	
  defense	
  spending	
  that	
  shows	
  no	
  OCO	
  esEmate	
  or	
  
plan	
  beyond	
  FY2017	
  other	
  than	
  “placeholder”	
  guessEmates,	
  while	
  providing	
  yet	
  another	
  set	
  of	
  
figures	
  for	
  non-­‐defense	
  OCO	
  spending	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

•  Figure	
  28	
  provides	
  a	
  Department	
  of	
  Defense	
  “Greenbook”	
  esEmate	
  that	
  show	
  OCO	
  data	
  for	
  FY2018	
  
through	
  FY2021,	
  but	
  again	
  notes	
  these	
  are	
  largely	
  meaningless	
  “placeholder”	
  figures	
  –	
  this	
  Eme	
  will	
  
both	
  BA	
  and	
  BO	
  totals	
  that	
  do	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  track	
  with	
  each	
  other.	
  

•  Figure	
  29	
  reinforces	
  the	
  extent	
  to	
  which	
  planning	
  seems	
  to	
  be	
  dictated	
  by	
  the	
  Budget	
  Control	
  act	
  
and	
  not	
  by	
  U.S.	
  naEonal	
  security	
  requirements.	
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Figure	
  26:	
  CBO	
  Projec4on	
  of	
  OCO	
  and	
  Total	
  
Trends:	
  FY2018-­‐FY2026	
  

	
  For	
  2018,	
  the	
  President	
  proposes	
  	
  appropria4ons	
  that	
  are	
  $4	
  billion	
  lower	
  than	
  those	
  proposed	
  for	
  2017
—the	
  net	
  result	
  of	
  a	
  reduc4on	
  in	
  OCO	
  funding	
  and	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  other	
  discre4onary	
  funding	
  that	
  would	
  
be	
  accomplished	
  by	
  raising	
  the	
  caps	
  higher	
  than	
  they	
  are	
  under	
  current	
  law:	
  

•  Funding	
  for	
  OCO	
  would	
  fall	
  by	
  $63	
  billion,	
  to	
  $11	
  billion	
  (about	
  one-­‐sixth	
  of	
  the	
  amount	
  
requested	
  for	
  2017);	
  

•  Funding	
  for	
  defense	
  programs	
  other	
  than	
  OCO	
  would	
  increase	
  by	
  $33	
  billion	
  (or	
  5.9	
  percent);	
  
and	
  	
  

•  Funding	
  for	
  nondefense	
  programs	
  other	
  than	
  OCO	
  would	
  increase	
  by	
  $26	
  billion	
  (or	
  4.9	
  
percent).	
  

A<er	
  2018,	
  appropria4ons	
  would	
  increase	
  by	
  an	
  average	
  of	
  1.8	
  percent	
  per	
  year—from	
  $1.15	
  trillion	
  in	
  
2018	
  to	
  $1.32	
  trillion	
  in	
  2026.	
  Broad	
  funding	
  policies	
  would	
  include	
  the	
  following:	
  

•  Increasing	
  the	
  caps	
  on	
  budget	
  authority	
  through	
  2021	
  above	
  the	
  levels	
  under	
  current	
  law;	
  

•  Extending	
  the	
  caps	
  through	
  2026;	
  and	
  

•  Maintaining	
  funding	
  for	
  OCO	
  at	
  $11	
  billion	
  per	
  year	
  through	
  2021	
  and	
  elimina4ng	
  	
  it	
  therea<er.	
  

Outlays	
  for	
  discre4onary	
  programs	
  under	
  the	
  President’s	
  proposals	
  would	
  be	
  $2	
  billion	
  	
  higher	
  than	
  in	
  
CBO’s	
  baseline	
  in	
  2018,	
  but	
  lower	
  than	
  in	
  the	
  baseline	
  in	
  every	
  year	
  	
  therea<er.	
  By	
  2026,	
  such	
  outlays	
  
would	
  	
  be	
  $68	
  billion	
  (or	
  4.7	
  percent)	
  below	
  the	
  	
  amount	
  projected	
  in	
  the	
  baseline;	
  excluding	
  OCO	
  
funding,	
  they	
  would	
  be	
  $19	
  billion	
  	
  (or	
  1.4	
  percent)	
  more	
  than	
  the	
  amount	
  projected	
  in	
  the	
  baseline.	
  

	
  

CBO,	
  An	
  Analysis	
  of	
  the	
  President’s	
  2017	
  Budget,	
  March	
  2016,	
  hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51383-­‐APB_OneCol.pdf.	
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Figure	
  27:	
  OMB	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Future	
  Federal	
  OCO	
  Spending	
  in	
  
BA	
  and	
  BO:	
  FY2015-­‐FY2021	
  (In	
  US	
  Millions)	
  

Source:	
  OSD	
  Comptroller,	
  FY2017	
  Green	
  Book	
  ,Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  March	
  2016,	
  p.	
  18,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY17_Green_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  28:	
  DoD	
  Es4mates	
  of	
  Future	
  Total	
  and	
  OCO	
  Spending	
  
in	
  BA	
  and	
  BO:	
  FY2015-­‐FY2021	
  (In	
  US	
  Millions)	
  

Source:	
  OSD	
  Comptroller,	
  FY2017	
  Green	
  Book	
  ,Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  March	
  2016,	
  p.	
  14	
  &	
  15,	
  
hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/FY17_Green_Book.pdf	
  	
  	
  	
  

Budget	
  Outlays	
  

Budget	
  Authority	
  

1.	
  	
  Consists	
  of	
  base	
  plus	
  war	
  and	
  supplemental	
  funding.	
  
2.	
  	
  Base	
  outlays	
  for	
  FY	
  2016	
  and	
  FY	
  2017	
  include	
  outlays	
  for	
  previous	
  years'	
  base,	
  war	
  and	
  supplemental	
  funding.	
  
3.	
  	
  OCO	
  outlay	
  data	
  reflect	
  esEmated	
  outlays	
  from	
  that	
  year's	
  funding	
  only.	
  
4.	
  	
  From	
  OMB	
  AnalyEcal	
  PerspecEves	
  Table	
  28-­‐1	
  (Policy	
  Budget	
  Authority	
  and	
  Outlays	
  by	
  FuncEon,	
  Category,	
  and	
  Program).	
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Figure	
  29:	
  Total	
  OCO	
  vs.	
  All	
  Discre4onary	
  
Spending	
  in	
  the	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Request	
  

Source:	
  Congressional	
  Budget	
  Office.	
  EsEmates	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  obligaEon	
  limitaEons	
  for	
  certain	
  transportaEon	
  programs.	
  They	
  also	
  do	
  not	
  include	
  
enacted	
  and	
  proposed	
  changes	
  to	
  certain	
  	
  mandatory	
  programs	
  through	
  the	
  appropriaEon	
  process.	
  In	
  keeping	
  with	
  long-­‐standing	
  procedures,	
  those	
  
changes	
  are	
  credited	
  against	
  discreEonary	
  spending	
  for	
  purposes	
  of	
  budget	
  enforcement.	
  
n.a.	
  =	
  not	
  applicable;	
  *	
  =	
  between	
  zero	
  and	
  $500	
  million;	
  **	
  =	
  between	
  -­‐0.05	
  percent	
  and	
  zero.	
  
a.	
  The	
  President’s	
  proposed	
  changes	
  to	
  enacted	
  appropriaEons	
  for	
  2016	
  consist	
  of	
  a	
  supplemental	
  request	
  for	
  funding	
  of	
  $1.8	
  billion	
  to	
  prepare	
  for	
  
and	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  spread	
  of	
  the	
  Zika	
  virus.	
  That	
  request	
  contains	
  $0.2	
  billion	
  in	
  mandatory	
  spending	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  table.	
  
b.	
  Excludes	
  proposed	
  reducEons	
  of	
  $21	
  billion	
  in	
  budget	
  authority	
  for	
  certain	
  mandatory	
  programs	
  through	
  the	
  appropriaEon	
  process.	
  
c.	
  Overseas	
  conEngency	
  operaEons	
  consist	
  of	
  military	
  operaEons	
  and	
  related	
  acEviEes	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  and	
  elsewhere	
  
	
  

CBO,	
  An	
  Analysis	
  of	
  the	
  President’s	
  2017	
  Budget,	
  March	
  2016,	
  hgps://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-­‐congress-­‐2015-­‐2016/reports/51383-­‐APB_OneCol.pdf.	
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OCO	
  “Mystery	
  Money”	
  With	
  Too	
  Few	
  Forces	
  to	
  Win?	
  
These	
  problems	
  would	
  be	
  less	
  important	
  if	
  it	
  was	
  clear	
  that	
  the	
  budget	
  funded	
  military	
  efforts	
  capable	
  of	
  
winning.	
  The	
  history	
  of	
  U.S.	
  military	
  efforts	
  in	
  Iraq	
  and	
  Syria	
  since	
  early	
  20124,	
  however,	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  
process	
  of	
  grindingly	
  slow	
  incremental	
  increases	
  in	
  military	
  effort	
  that	
  have	
  consistently	
  fallen	
  short	
  of	
  
the	
  requirements	
  revealed	
  by	
  the	
  progress	
  in	
  the	
  course	
  of	
  the	
  fighEng.	
  

The	
  situaEon	
  in	
  Afghanistan	
  has	
  been	
  far	
  worse.	
  The	
  President’s	
  decision	
  in	
  2014	
  that	
  U.S.	
  forces	
  should	
  
leave	
  the	
  country	
  has	
  now	
  had	
  to	
  be	
  repeatedly	
  slipped	
  without	
  any	
  clear	
  indicaEon	
  that	
  the	
  
combinaEon	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  train	
  and	
  assist	
  mission,	
  use	
  of	
  Special	
  Forces,	
  and	
  use	
  of	
  U.S.	
  airpower	
  is	
  
capable	
  of	
  winning.	
  

These	
  issues	
  are	
  explored	
  in	
  more	
  depth	
  in	
  Costs	
  of	
  Major	
  U.S.	
  Wars,	
  is	
  dated	
  June	
  10,	
  2010,	
  which	
  
available	
  on	
  the	
  web	
  at	
  The	
  FY2016	
  Defense	
  Budget	
  and	
  US	
  Strategy:	
  Key	
  Trends	
  and	
  Data	
  Points,	
  which	
  
is	
  available	
  on	
  the	
  CSIS	
  web	
  site	
  at	
  hgp://csis.org/files/publicaEon/150306_FY2016.pdf	
  .	
  

•  Figure	
  30,	
  however,	
  highlights	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  issues	
  involved.	
  First,	
  it	
  is	
  unclear	
  how	
  this	
  breakout	
  of	
  
OCO	
  spending	
  can	
  track	
  with	
  the	
  breakout	
  in	
  Figure	
  24.	
  

•  Second,	
  the	
  levels	
  for	
  the	
  train	
  and	
  equip	
  funds	
  and	
  ASFF	
  seem	
  too	
  low	
  for	
  the	
  level	
  of	
  combat	
  in	
  
Afghanistan,	
  Iraq,	
  and	
  Syria,	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  reflect	
  the	
  growing	
  financial	
  pressures	
  on	
  either	
  Afghanistan	
  
or	
  Iraq.	
  

•  Figure	
  31	
  compares	
  the	
  trend	
  in	
  spending	
  with	
  the	
  trend	
  in	
  OCO	
  troop	
  levels.	
  It	
  again	
  highlights	
  the	
  
rapid	
  cuts	
  in	
  the	
  manpower	
  for	
  train	
  and	
  assist	
  efforts,	
  although	
  the	
  President	
  seems	
  to	
  have	
  now	
  
authorized	
  higher	
  levels,	
  and	
  the	
  levels	
  shown	
  disguise	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  military	
  personnel	
  on	
  limit	
  tours	
  
of	
  duty	
  and	
  physically	
  staEoned	
  outside	
  the	
  country	
  where	
  fighEng	
  is	
  occurring	
  do	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  be	
  
counted.	
  The	
  “fun	
  with	
  numbers”	
  may	
  disguise	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  “boots	
  on	
  the	
  ground”	
  but	
  makes	
  it	
  
difficult	
  to	
  determine	
  what	
  level	
  of	
  resources	
  are	
  really	
  being	
  provided,	
  and	
  no	
  unclassified	
  breakout	
  
by	
  funcEon	
  is	
  available.	
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•  Figure	
  32	
  provides	
  more	
  detail	
  on	
  recent	
  and	
  projected	
  force	
  levels,	
  but	
  raises	
  two	
  key	
  issues.	
  The	
  
totals	
  for	
  in	
  theater	
  support	
  and	
  in	
  CONUS	
  total	
  some	
  71,678	
  military	
  personnel	
  for	
  FY2017.	
  The	
  
military	
  in	
  country	
  total	
  9,767.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  tooth	
  to	
  tail	
  raEo	
  of	
  rough	
  8:1	
  in	
  favor	
  of	
  outside	
  support.	
  It	
  
also	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  track	
  with	
  either	
  Figure	
  30	
  or	
  Figure	
  31.	
  

•  Figure	
  33	
  and	
  Figure	
  34	
  provide	
  SIGAR	
  data	
  on	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  U.S.	
  aid	
  efforts	
  in	
  Afghanistan.	
  These	
  
spending	
  data	
  do	
  not	
  seem	
  to	
  track	
  with	
  the	
  data	
  in	
  the	
  OCO	
  budget	
  accounts	
  wither	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  
numbers	
  of	
  major	
  funcEon.	
  They	
  are	
  yet	
  another	
  level	
  of	
  uncertainty	
  to	
  the	
  OCO	
  esEmates.	
  



Figure	
  30:	
  OCO	
  Func4onal	
  Mission	
  Category	
  Break	
  Out	
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   Department	
  of	
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  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Overview,,	
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  7-­‐3,	
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Figure	
  31:	
  Trends	
  in	
  Total	
  	
  OCO	
  Effort	
  

5/10/16	
   Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Overview,,	
  February	
  2-­‐16,	
  p.	
  7-­‐5,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/
FY2017_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  32:	
  U.S.	
  Force	
  Level	
  Assump4ons	
  

5/10/16	
   Department	
  of	
  Defense,	
  	
  FY2017	
  Budget	
  Overview,,	
  February	
  2-­‐16,	
  p.	
  7-­‐2,	
  hgp://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/dexudget/fy2017/
FY2017_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf	
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Figure	
  33:	
  SIGAR	
  Es4mates	
  of	
  Annual	
  Aid	
  Cost	
  of	
  Afghan	
  War:	
  
FY2009-­‐FY2016	
  (In	
  Appropriated	
  $US	
  Billions)	
  

	
  

SIGAR,	
  Quarterly	
  Report,	
  hgps://www.sigar.mil/pdf/quarterlyreports/2016-­‐04-­‐30qr.pdf	
  ,	
  April	
  2016,	
  p.	
  74	
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Figure	
  34:	
  SIGAR	
  Es4mates	
  of	
  Cumula4ve	
  Cost	
  Aid	
  	
  of	
  Afghan	
  War:	
  
FY2002-­‐FY2017	
  (In	
  Appropriated	
  $US	
  Billions)	
  

SIGAR,	
  Quarterly	
  Report,	
  hgps://www.sigar.mil/pdf/quarterlyreports/2016-­‐04-­‐30qr.pdf	
  ,	
  April	
  2016,	
  p.	
  76	
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The	
  Other	
  “War”:	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  

Finally,	
  Figure	
  35,	
  Figure	
  36,	
  and	
  Figure	
  37	
  show	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  another	
  form	
  of	
  “war”	
  that	
  consumes	
  
major	
  assets:	
  The	
  “war”	
  against	
  terrorism	
  that	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  Homeland	
  defense.	
  

None	
  of	
  the	
  previous	
  OCO	
  costs	
  include	
  the	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  costs	
  in	
  the	
  “war	
  on	
  terrorism,”	
  which	
  would	
  
have	
  to	
  include	
  total	
  cost	
  of	
  at	
  least	
  the	
  federal	
  porEon	
  of	
  Homeland	
  Security.	
  Figure	
  35	
  and	
  Figure	
  36	
  
shows	
  that	
  these	
  costs	
  now	
  exceed	
  the	
  total	
  cost	
  of	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  overseas.	
  An	
  analysis	
  by	
  OMB	
  shows	
  that	
  
they	
  totaled	
  or	
  are	
  planned	
  to	
  total	
  $71.8	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $71.7	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $70.5	
  billion	
  in	
  
FY2017.	
  

The	
  OMB	
  analysis	
  in	
  Figure	
  36	
  indicates	
  that	
  many	
  of	
  these	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  costs	
  are	
  totally	
  
unrelated	
  to	
  Homeland	
  defense	
  and	
  consist	
  largely	
  of	
  efforts	
  to	
  fund	
  unrelated	
  programs	
  under	
  the	
  
guise	
  of	
  the	
  “war”	
  on	
  terrorism.	
  Figure	
  37	
  shows	
  that	
  the	
  porEon	
  that	
  OMB	
  esEmates	
  is	
  being	
  spent	
  on	
  
“prevenEng	
  and	
  disrupEng	
  terrorist	
  agacks”	
  is	
  only	
  $41.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $36.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  
$36.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

If	
  the	
  total	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  budget	
  is	
  added	
  to	
  the	
  total	
  OCO	
  budget,	
  however,	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  U.S.	
  wars	
  
rises	
  to	
  $144.8	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $145.7	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $144.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  

	
  	
  

	
  



Adheres	
  to	
  the	
  Bipar4san	
  Budget	
  Act	
  of	
  2015	
  (Dollars	
  in	
  Billions)	
  
–	
  Base	
  budget	
  request	
  $523.9	
  billion.	
  
–Overseas	
  Con4ngency	
  Opera4ons	
  (OCO)	
  budget	
  request	
  $58.8	
  billion	
  (10%	
  
of	
  Total,	
  11%	
  of	
  Base)	
  
–Total	
  budget	
  request	
  $582.7	
  billion	
  	
  
	
  
Compares	
  with	
  OMB	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Homeland	
  Defense	
  Costs	
  of	
  	
  $71.8	
  billion	
  
in	
  FY2015	
  ($72.9	
  billion	
  with	
  supplemental,	
  $71.7	
  billion	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  
and	
  $70.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  
-­‐-­‐-­‐Homeland	
  Security	
  got	
  $36.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015	
  ($36.7	
  billion	
  with	
  
supplemental,	
  $37.7	
  billion	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $36.8	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  	
  
-­‐-­‐-­‐DoD	
  got	
  $12.4	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015	
  ($12.5	
  billion	
  with	
  supplemental,	
  $13.7	
  
billion	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,	
  and	
  $13.5	
  	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  	
  
-­‐-­‐State	
  Department	
  got	
  3.6	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2015,	
  $4.3	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2016,,	
  and	
  
$4.5	
  billion	
  in	
  FY2017.	
  	
  
	
  
Total	
  DOD	
  Share	
  in	
  FY2017	
  is	
  $72.3	
  billion.	
  Cost	
  of	
  “War	
  on	
  Terror”	
  is	
  over	
  
$129.3	
  billion	
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Figure	
  35:	
  OCO	
  and	
  FY2017	
  Defense	
  Budget	
  
Request	
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Figure	
  36	
  :	
  OMB	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Federal	
  OCO	
  Spending	
  in	
  BA	
  on	
  Homeland	
  Security	
  
(In	
  US	
  Millions)	
  by	
  Agency	
  

Source:	
  OMB,	
  FY	
  2017	
  Budget	
  Request,	
  AnalyEc	
  PerspecEves,	
  Homeland	
  Security	
  Funding	
  Analysis,	
  	
  p.	
  21,
hgps://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2017/assets/ap_22_homeland_security.pdf	
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Figure	
  37:	
  OMB	
  Es4mate	
  of	
  Federal	
  OCO	
  Spending	
  in	
  BA	
  on	
  
Homeland	
  Security	
  (In	
  US	
  Millions)	
  by	
  Major	
  Func4on	
  

Source:	
  OMB,	
  FY	
  2017	
  Budget	
  Request,	
  AnalyEc	
  PerspecEves,	
  Homeland	
  Security	
  Funding	
  Analysis,	
  	
  p.	
  21,
hgps://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2017/assets/ap_22_homeland_security.pdf	
  	
  	
  


