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Introduction

The United States has now been continuously at war for more than seventeen years. It is still fighting an active war in Afghanistan,

has yet to fully defeat ISIS in Syria and Iraq – much less establish a state of lasting security in either country – and is playing a role

in low-level conflicts against extremists and terrorists in many other parts of the world. The U.S. government, however, has never

developed a convincing method of reporting on the cost of the wars and its estimates are a confusing morass of different and

conflicting Departmental, Agency, and other government reporting that leave major gaps in key areas during FY2001-FY2019.

It has never provided useful forecasts of future cost, instead providing empty "placeholder" numbers or none. It has failed to find

any useful way to tie the cost estimates it does release to its level of military and civil activity in a given conflict, or found any way

to measure the effectiveness of its expenditures or tie them to a credible strategy to achieve some form of victory. The end result is

a national embarrassment and a fundamental failure by the Executive Branch and Congress to produce the transparency and public

debate and review that are key elements of a responsible government and democracy.

Costs that Can Credibly Range from $2,008 to $5,933 Billion from FY2001 to FY2019

This report presents a range of total costs from lows of $2,002.4 billion to $2,106.2 billion for government reported war costs

between FY2001 and FY2019. However, there are a wide range of outside estimates that include other major costs. One well-

structured such estimate reaches a total of $5.9 trillion spent and obligated over the same period. As is examined later, the

Department of Defense and other Departments and agencies have never provided credible estimates of futures pending, but the

same outside estimate of war costs projects a total of $6,741 billion through the end of FY2023.

It is clear that the building blocks dealing with defense costs have major problems and are not tied to useful descriptions of the

activities they cost, the strategy involved, or the effectiveness of such spending. The other building blocks dealing with State

Department/USAID spending, Veterans Administration spending, spending by the CIA and other agencies – and that can be used to

address issues like the impact of war on the national debate and interest – either have serious gaps and problems or are not

addressed in an official form.

If anything, the U.S. has steadily cut back on the level of transparency it provides on its military and civil activity, and has not

developed any meaningful reporting on how the total cost of its wars are tied to well-defined military and civil efforts, their

effectiveness, and some clear strategy to terminate and "win" America's current conflicts. The U.S. government should not repeat
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these failures again in the course of debating the FY2020 budget, its future strategy, and the levels of force and civil aid it should

continue to deploy.

There is a clear need for better reporting on the cost of America's wars. Such reporting should be unclassified, fully defined, and

explain what costs are and are not included. It should tie such spending to levels of effectiveness, and to an estimate of whether

U.S. strategy, plans, and budgets can end in some form of meaningful victory. The Executive branch should provide regular

reporting on the cost and level of success for each war, and the Congress should openly debate both the rising cost of America's

wars and the adequacy of U.S. strategy and operations.

Funding War Without Transparency and Responsibility

The Department of Defense provides reporting on Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO), but these cost and budget data do not

equal its own estimates of the total cost of its wars in its quarterly Cost of War report – a document that is unclassified but not even

listed as a publication on its website. Its budget requests have not matched its real spending in recent years, and its outyear

estimates for the four future years in its annual Future Year Defense Programs (FYDPs) have long been empty nominal

"placeholders" with no substantive meaning.

The Department of Defense has also steadily cut back on the supporting data it provides on U.S. operations and strategy. It has

removed large amounts of reporting from its publications web page. It no longer provides reliable data on the number of U.S.

military actually deployed on a permanent and temporary basis, and Inspector General reports show that it has classified much of

the key data on its efforts to train and equip its strategic partners in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria.

As noted earlier, the report shows that U.S. State Department has provided virtually no meaningful recent unclassified reporting on

its total level of war-related cost and activity – although the Lead Inspector General for Overseas Contingency Operations has for

at least FY2019. The State Department budget justification document does not provide any basis for knowing what plans exist to

deal with the aid and other efforts necessary to deal with the civil side of U.S. wars.

This is why credible estimates of total civil-military cost of its wars from FY2001-FY2019 can range from total OCO spending of

some $1.8 billion to 1.9 billion to outside estimates of $5.9 billion or more. The methodology used in some earlier outside

estimates would also bring this total cost to much higher levels, reaching well over $8 trillion by 2050.

There seems to be little meaningful open debate over such cost estimates, and what to cost, and how to tie such spending to its

effectiveness costs by the key Congressional committees with jurisdiction over such spending. As the report shows, there are a

variety of conflicting OMB, CBO, or GAO reports on given aspects of such costs but each has critical limitations, and all fail to

report on the effectiveness of such expenditures. There are no official reports or studies outside of the Departments of Defense and
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State that link the level of spending on a given war to a clear strategy or estimate of such spending to the strategy employed, the

force levels and military operations taking place, and the cost-effectiveness of U.S. spending.

The closest the U.S. government comes to meaningful reporting and transparency by war, and by major level of activity, are the

reports of the Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) and the Lead Inspector General for Overseas

Contingency Operations. These reports, however, focus largely on civil and military aid to strategic partners, and these inspector

generals are not charged with assessing how the cost of wars impact the overall level of U.S. federal and national security

spending, the national debt and interest payments, the cost-effectiveness of U.S. military and civil activity, and how the costs link

to a credible strategy
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Putting U.S. War Costs and Total Defense Spending in Perspective

The Burke Chair has reported previously on these problems in a report entitled U.S. Military Spending: The Cost of Wars. This

report is still available on the CSIS web site at https://www.csis.org/analysis/us-military-spending-cost-wars. This new report

updates that earlier report and provides substantial additional data. These new data provide substantial further evidence that the

U.S. government is failing to meet its responsibility to report meaningfully on America's wars.

At the same time, this report also indicates that some outside efforts to estimate the total cost of U.S. conflicts may sharply

overestimate total costs, and the impact of current war costs on the federal budget and U.S. economy. Taking cost data out of

context may serve given political goals – either to call for more government funding or to oppose any form of military action

and/or defense spending. The end result, however, is far more misleading than the morass of different estimates the U.S.

government does issue.

Whatever the merits of U.S. warfighting expenditures since the U.S. first intervened in Afghanistan in 2001 may be, these costs

have not dominated U.S. national security spending, sharply altered the overall cost of the federal budget, or had a major impact on

the burden that U.S. defense spending puts on the U.S. economy.

U.S. Wartime Spending Since FY200 has been a Small Share of Total U.S. Defense Spending

The sections that follow raise many serious questions about the way the Department of Defense costs the military side of U.S.

wars. They make it clear that there are no convincing estimates of spending on the civil side of current conflicts and the impact of

U.S. wars on future military and civil pensions and conflict-related medical costs.

It is still clear from these analyses, however, that the cost of U.S. wars has not dominated U.S. defense spending, or the burden that

U.S. national security spending places on the U.S. federal budget and economy.

• Figure 1: CBO Estimates OCO War Costs are a Limited Part of Total Defense Spending: FY1950-2019 shows that even in peak

spending years, the cost of U.S. wars was under a quarter of the total U.S. defense spending in budget authority (BA). The portion shown

for war-related costs – or Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) – is also somewhat inflated since it includes some costs that involved

low level operations and because the Congress allowed some non-war related costs to be included to avoid the limits on regular defense

spending imposed by the Budget Control Act.

• Figure 2: DoD War Cost Report Estimates versus DoD Estimates of OCO War Costs: FY2010-FY2018 compares the total cost of

U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) spending in BA during FY2010 to FY2018 against both the annual cost of war reported by the

Department and the OCO cost estimated in the FY2019 budget briefing. It shows that the portion of total spending on war dropped from

24% in FY2010 to 10-15% in FY2014-FY2018. These costs will drop again when the final figures for FY2019 are available, and are

planned to drop even more sharply after FY2019 – although DoD estimates of future year spending have been consistently unreliable for

decades.
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Figure 1: CBO Estimates OCO War Costs are Limited Part of 
Total Defense Spending : FY1950-2019

(In $US 2019 Millions)

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 2

Since 2001, the Department of Defense (DoD) 

has regularly requested and received large 

appropriations to augment the base-budget 

funding provided in its regular, annual 

appropriations. The additional, or nonbase, 

funding has totaled about $2.2 trillion, amounting 

to about 20 percent of total defense appropriations 

over that time. About 98 percent of that sum has 

been designated for military operations in Iraq, 

Afghanistan, and elsewhere— known as overseas 

contingency operations (OCO)—that began after 

9/11. 

CBO estimates that in each year since 2006, more 

than $50 billion, on average, of the total funding 

designated for OCO has been used to support 

enduring activities rather than the temporary costs 

of overseas operations. Beginning in 2019, DoD 

plans to start moving some of that enduring 

funding into the base budget 



Figure 2: DoD  War Cost Report Estimates versus OCO cost 
estimates and  total 050 Defense Costs : FY2010-FY2018

(Discretionary Budget Authority and Budget Outlays in Then Year $US Billions)

Note: Differences War Cost totals  vs. OCO totals  are evidently dues rounding & reporting time issues  except for FY2018, where war costs 
only included expenditures through June.
BA or Budget Authority is how much money Congress allows a federal agency to commit to spend. BO or Budget Outlays are how much money 
actually flows out of the federal Treasury in a given year. BA shows total cost of a given fiscal year’s authorization by Congress. BO represents 
actual cash flow, and help determine the size of the overall deficit or surplus.
Source: DoD FY2019 Budget Briefing, February 2018, p. 6, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf; DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 
Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html; OSD Comptroller, Green Book, FY2019, p.p. 
86-87, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf. 

https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf
https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf
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Total U.S. Defense Spending Dominates World Military Spending, 

But U.S. War Costs are Only a Limited Part of U.S. Spending

The relative size of U.S. national security spending can only be "guesstimated." There are no clear comparisons of total U.S.

military spending and the spending of other states. U.S. estimates are particularly difficult to compare because the U.S. does not

use a calendar year for its fiscal year. The U.S. fiscal year is the accounting period for the federal government which begins on

October 1 and ends on September 30. The fiscal year is designated by the calendar year in which it ends; for example, fiscal year

2020 begins on October 1, 2019 and ends on September 30, 2020.

As Figure 2 has already illustrated, the U.S. also estimates its budget using two different levels of spending. Most U.S. budget

analysis focuses on estimates of BA or Budget Authority – which is how much money Congress allows a federal agency to

commit to spend in a given year, although the actual spending may occur years later as a project, weapon, or construction effort is

completed.

At the same time, the U.S. reports a substantially lower spending figure called BO or Budget Outlays. BO estimates how much

money will actually flow out of the federal Treasury in a given year. While BA shows total cost of a given fiscal year’s

authorization by Congress, BO estimates actual cash flow in that fiscal year, and is used to determine the size of the overall deficit

or surplus, and whether budget is balanced. Neither BA or BO report actual U.S. government spending in a given year since actual

spending can large obligation by a significant period, but both are more useful in that they allow the government to act on the

estimate before the money is actually spent.

These issues in U.S. budget reporting, however, are only one of many factors that make it difficult to do more than put U.S. war

costs in the broader context of how U.S. pending compares to the spending of other states. Virtually every country has somewhat

different ways of reporting military and national security spending.

UN and international agency reporting reflects many different ways of defining such expenditures, and has many gaps. The annual

reports by the Secretary General of NATO make it clear that even the relatively cohesive mix of countries in the NATO alliance

does not allow the NATO international staff to ensure that its reporting produces directly comparable data for its member countries.

The various international research centers that attempt such comparisons – the International Institute of Strategic Studies (IISS)

and the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) make it clear that individual countries estimate their military and

national security costs in very different ways, may or may not include paramilitary and other related security costs, treat pension

and medical costs differently, and report differently on arms imports, modernization, and nuclear forces.

Countries also have very different force structures and force costs. For example, conscription radically lowers the personnel costs

for some countries while power projection outside national boundaries sharply raises the operating costs for others. Waste and

corruption consume large amounts of the national security expenditures of some states, as does spending on prestige weapons,
12



systems, and forces that do not have a high priority in terms of deterrent and warfighting value. In practice, the market forces that

drive national security spending do not produce comparable levels of efficiency or strategic focus, and there are no credible net

assessments of how well given countries allocate their spending.

It is still clear, however, that total U.S. military spending dominates global spending, regardless of the very different totals

calculated by individual countries, NATO, and leading think tanks:

• Figure 3: IISS Estimate of Total Spending and Top Fifteen Military Budgets: 2017 shows that the IISS estimates that U.S. military

spending was 39% of the world total ($1,557 billion) in FY2017, four times the spending of China – the next largest spender – and 9.8x

Russian spending.

• Figure 4: SIPRI Estimate of Total Global Military Expenditures by Country 1988-2017: shows that SIPRI provides a somewhat

similar estimate of the total size of U.S. spending, although Figure 3 make it clear that SIPRI makes different estimates of the total

spending of most other countries.

• Figure 5: SIPRI Top Fifteen Global Military Budgets 2017: estimates that the U.S. spent 35% of the world total of $1,739 billion in

2017, spent 2.7 times more than a much higher total for China, and a more comparable 9.2 times Russian spending.

• Figure 6: IISS versus SIPRI Estimates of U.S., Chinese, and Russian Military Spending in 2017: illustrates the scale of the

differences between the IISS and SIPRI estimates for the world's three leading military powers in 2017. The IISS estimate is 99% of the

SIPRI estimates for the U.S., 66% of the SIPRI estimate for China, and 92% of the SIPRI estimate for Russia. These differences are

typical of the level of uncertainty in comparing country by country data.

• Figure 7: NATO Secretary General’s Estimate of U.S. Share of Total NATO Spending shows that the U.S. has consistently

dominated the total military spending by the world's largest military alliance. The totals that NATO estimates for British, French,

German, and U.S, spending in 2017, however, are often sharply different from the totals estimated for each country by both the IISS and

SIPRI – again illustrating the problems in comparing national military expenditures.

• Figure 8: The Share of the US. Military Effort is Much Smaller When Compared to Chinese and Russian Force Size: 2001-2017.

This figure shows that total spending does not provide any clear indication as to the size and capability of the forces it funds..

The key point from a policy, planning, and budgeting perspective is that a focus on U.S. war costs – while important for many

other reasons – is largely irrelevant in comparing total national defense efforts, strategic needs and trends, and force size. These are

the key priorities that shape U.S. national security planning. Moreover, it is total national security spending – not spending on

limited wars – that is the key measure of the resources that shape a nation's military power and the burden it bears in funding such

efforts.
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Source: Adapted from  IISS, Military Balance, 2018, pp. 19.
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Figure 3: IISS Estimate of Total Spending and Top Fifteen Military 
Budgets: 2017 

Even low estimate of U.S. is 39% of world ($1,557 billion), 4X China, and 9.8X 
Russia in CY2017



Source: SIPRI, https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https:// https://www.sipri.org/research/armament-and-disarmament/arms-transfers-and-military-spending/military-expenditure.
.
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Figure 4: SIPRI Estimate of Total Global Military Expenditures by 
Country: 1988-2017

(Current $US Billions)

China

Russia

U.S.U.S.

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://


Source SIPRI, https://www.sipri.org/research/armament-and-disarmament/arms-transfers-
and-military-spending/military-expenditure. . 
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Figure 5: SIPRI Top Fifteen Global Military Budgets: 2017 

Even low estimate of U.S. is 35% 
of world ($1,739 billion), 2.7X 
China, and 9.2X Russia

https://www.sipri.org/research/armament-and-disarmament/arms-transfers-and-military-spending/military-expenditure
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Figure 6: IISS versus SIPRI Estimates of U.S., Chinese, 

and Russian Military Spending in 2017
($USD Current Billions)

Source: IISS Military Balance 2018; SIPRI Military Expenditure Database 2018.

IISS: China officially earmarked RMB1.02 trillion(US$150 
billion) in 2017 for defense, although this number is 
considered to exclude key expenses such as research and 
development (R&D) and arms imports. This represents a 
nominal increase of 7.1%compared to 2016, when China 
allocated RMB955bn (US$144bn) to defense. The next-
largest defense spenders in Asia were India (R3.6trn, or US 
$52.5bn) and Japan (¥5.13trn, or US$46bn).

SIPRI: China, the second largest spender globally, 
increased its military spending by 5.6 per cent to $228 
billion in 2017. China’s spending as a share of world 
military expenditure has risen from 5.8 per cent in 2008 
to 13 per cent in 2017. India spent $63.9 billion on its 
military in 2017, an increase of 5.5 per cent compared 
with 2016, while South Korea's spending, at $39.2 billion, 
rose by 1.7 per cent between 2016 and 2017. 



Source: Adapted from The Secretary General’s Annual Report, 2017,  p. 107, 
https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2018_03/20180315_SG_AnnualReport_en.pdf . 
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Figure 7: NATO Secretary General’s Estimate 
of U.S. Share of Total NATO Spending

(Millions of $US Current Dollars)

US % of Total         71%         71%         72%          70%          69%         72%          72%       72%
NATO defines defense expenditure as payments made by a national government specifically to meet the needs  of its armed forces, those of Allies or of the Alliance. A  major 
component of defense expenditure is payments  on Armed Forces financed within the Ministry of  Defence budget. Armed Forces include Land, Maritime and Air forces  as well 
as Joint Formations such as Administration  and Command, Special Operations Forces, Medical  Service, Logistic Command etc. They might also include  "Other Forces" like 
Ministry of Interior troops, national  police forces, gendarmerie, carabinierie, coast guards etc.. Also, expenditure on Other Forces financed through  the budgets of ministries 
other than Ministry of Defence  should be included in defense expenditure. Pension  payments made directly by the government to retired military and civilian employees of 
military departments  should be included…



Source; International 
Institute for Strategic 
Studies (IISS) Military 
Balance, 2002, 2012, 
2018. Bulletin of Atomic 
Scientists, Nuclear 
Notebook, Providing for 
the Common Defense, 
2018, p. .13.

Notes: Naval vessels 
include submarines and 
combat logistics force 
ships, but exclude
small patrol and landing 
craft. Fighter aircraft 
exclude “attack aircraft,” 
but include
“fighter, ground attack” 
aircraft, as classified by 
IISS.
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Figure 8: The Share of the US. Military Effort is Much Smaller When 

Compared to Chinese and Russian Force Size: 2001-2017

National Defense Strategy Commission, Providing for the Common Defense
The Assessments and Recommendations of the National Defense Strategy Commission, National Defense Strategy Commission, November 13, 2018,  p. 13.
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Declining Military Burden on the U.S. Economy in Spite of 

Spending on Current Wars

It is equally important to put the impact of U.S total defense spending and wartime spending on the U.S. economy and total federal

budget into proper perspective. Focusing on either total defense spending or wartime costs without looking at relative impact of

either set of costs can create a highly misleading picture of the burden they impose.

U.S. spending war costs, defense, and international relations does involve major sacrifices in terms of what the U.S can spend in

other areas. However, some reporting that focuses on worst-case estimates of defense spending and war costs implies America's

current wars drive its national debt and deficits, cripple its economy and have created major new highs in federal spending. There

are legitimate cost models that warn that the conventional methods of budget reporting may sharply undercost America's current

wars.

The charts and graphs in this section show, however, that total U.S. defense spending is now at a near record low in terms of the

burden it imposes on the economy. It also shows that the CBO estimates that the burden of U.S. national security efforts will drop

steadily through 2028, while mandatory spending on healthcare and Social Security will drive the increase in federal spending, the

deficit, and the cost of the interest that must be paid on the national debt.

• Figure 9: The Burden of Defense as Percent of GDP Dropped Consistently During Peak Periods of Conflict During

FY1940-FY2019. As noted earlier, the impact of U.S. defense spending on the economy, the deficit, and national debt is

normally measured in terms of Budget Outlays (BO). This figure shows that total defense spending has dropped steadily as a

percent of GDP since the end of the Cold War – when levels of 7% of the GDP were common. It peaked at 4.5% during the

peak wartime spending year of FY2010, but dropped to 3.1% in spite of the increased FY2019 budget request – largely

because of economic growth.

• Figure 10: CBO Estimates Mandatory Civil Spending Drives Deficit and Debt through 2028, Not Discretionary

Spending on Defense and Wars. These CBO projections make it clear that it is increases in mandatory outlays – social

security and federal medical program coupled to tax reductions – that are driving the increased burden that federal spending

is placing on the economy, as well as the increase in the deficit and federal debt. They also show that in spite of wartime

spending, defense spending has not increased relative to non-defense discretionary spending.

• Figure 11: Declining Defense Share of Federal Spending: 1968-2028. The CBO data in this figure reinforce the previous

points. Total defense spending dropped from 9.1% of the GDP at the height of Vietnam in FY1968 to 4.3% in FY1993. After

the end of the Cold War, it was only 3.1% in FY2018. Given current trends, defense will drop to 2.6% in FY2028. (Although

this implies that the U.S. will not face any new national security crisis.)
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• The increase in the deficit and debt are clearly driven by an increase in Social Security spending from 2.6% of the GDP in

FY1968 to 6.0% in FY2018, an increase in major health care programs from 0.7% of the GDP in FY1968 to 6.8% in FY2018,

and an increase in the annual deficit from 2.8% of the GDP in FY1968 to 5.1% in FY2028.

• Figure 12: Impact of Medical Care and Social Security on Federal Spending: 2018-2048. Long-term estimates are

obviously even more uncertain than short-term ones, but this Figure indicates that mandatory spending will make the

situation steadily worse through 2048.

• Figure 13: Defense and Foreign Affairs as 18%-24% of Total Federal Outlays: FY2000-2018. If one examines the

burden defense has placed on the total federal budget since the current round of wars began in FY2000/FY2001, the

percentage did increase from some 16% in FY2000 to a peak of 19.9% in FY2008, but dropped back to less than 15% in

FY2016. Adding in all of Homeland Defense only adds some 1.3% and all of the State Department only adds 0.7%.

• Even if one throws in the total cost of Veteran's Administration activities (rising from 2.6% to 4.5%) and all civil

expenditures by DoD – like the efforts of the Corps of Engineers (1.6% to 2.0%) – total national security spending including

all foreign affairs spending would go from 21.4% of the total federal budget in FY2000 to a wartime peak of 26.4% in

FY2008 and drop back to 23% in FY2019.

• For all the uncertainties discussed later, Figure 1 and Figure 2 show that the total direct cost of America's wars since FY2000

has also imposed a far lesser burden than total national security spending – since they totaled only 10-24% of U.S. total

defense spending during FY2001-FY2019. Whatever the real cost of America's wars may be, their cost per se does not

impose a major burden on either the budget or the economy. The key issue is rather whether such spending is justified in

terms of the benefits these wars offer in terms of added U.S. national security, and potential alternative uses of a

comparatively limited amount of annual federal expenditures.

• Figure 14: DoD War Total 050 Defense Costs, Baseline Costs, and Overseas Contingency (War) Costs: FY2010-FY2023

does, however, provide a critical warning about any analysis that attempts to project future war, defense, and federal budgets,

costs, and impacts on the deficit, debt, and economy.

• As is mentioned throughout this analysis, there are no credible U.S. government projections of future war costs, military

budgets, and total national security costs.

• The DoD War Cost report to Congress only covers past spending. The future OCO costs reported in the DoD budget request

for FY2020- FY2023 – a document issued in February 2018 – does not reflect any real-world form of Future Year Defense

Program (FYDP). It only shows OMB approved "placeholder" costs that have no relation to actual plans.
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• As Figure 14 shows, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Comptroller National Defense Budget Estimate for

FY2019 or "Greenbook," issued in April 2018 provides a very different and much higher set of figures which differ according

to definition from page-to-page, but also do not seem to be based on real-world plans.

• A review of past estimates of future or "outyear" data indicate that the Greenbook data that provide an alternative to

"placeholder" data have never been useful in previous years because of shifts in U.S. strategy, plans, and operations. As was

the case in Vietnam, every Fiscal Year leads to changes that make it the "first year" in a new mix of warfighting efforts.

• This, however, is only part of the problem. At least since the FY2000, the U.S. has made serious cuts in readiness and in force

size and modernization impacting Baseline forces and missions. The U.S. does not, however, issue estimates of the cost of

bringing Baseline forces back to full readiness – although the Secretary of Defense, the military’s Chiefs of Staff, and the

House and Senate Armed Services Committees have all noted the growing seriousness of the problem between FY2001and

FY2019. The November 2018 assessment of the National Defense Strategy Commission in its report on Providing for the

Common Defense also notes the scope of the problem.

• Even more importantly, the U.S. no longer attempts to define its strategies, force plans, or programs in terms of detailed cost

estimates and budget projections. Its Quadrennial Defense Reviews defines concepts, but not plans, programs and budgets.

The same is true of the new National Security Strategy and the new National Defense Strategy that the Trump Administration

issued in 2017 and 2018. Both called for a major new effort to focus on the potential threat posed by China, Russia, North

Korea, and Iran but did not provide any projections of future costs.

• Further, the CBO and GAO do not project the cost of bringing Baseline forces to proper readiness, strength, and

modernization levels. Equally important, the CBO does not provide any projections of future war costs for new contingencies

and focuses almost exclusively on options for cutting defense and international affairs spending to reduce the deficit and

debt– rather than the planned and potential cost of meeting national security needs.

• The result is that a substantial part of the projected decline in national security spending relative to mandatory spending

ignores the warning in Figure 9 as to how suddenly and drastically defense and war costs can change. Similarly, the

projections in Figures 10-12 ignore the reality that Mandatory spending may be somewhat predictable, but the U.S. scarcely

lives in a risk-free world.
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Figure 9: The Burden of Defense as Percent of GDP Dropped Consistently 
During Peak Periods of Conflict During FY1940-FY2019

FY1940-FY2019

Under Secretary of Defense, FY2019 Defense Budget Brief, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/, February 2018.  

WWII

Korea Vietnam

Gulf I

Afghan-
Iraq
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Figure 10: CBO Estimates Mandatory Civil Spending Drives Deficit and 
Debt through 2028, Not Discretionary Spending on Defense and Wars

(In % of GDP)

Source:  Jeffrey F. Werling, Assistant Director, Macroeconomic Analysis Division, CBO’s 10-Year Budget and Economic Projections, CBO, November 18, 2018, pp. 24-
25. 



Figure 11: Declining Defense Share of Federal Spending: 1968-2028

Source: CBO, An Analysis of the President’s 2019 Budget, May 24, 2018, p. 85



Figure 12: Impact of Medical Care and Social Security on 
Federal Spending: 2018-2048

Source: CBO, An Analysis of the President’s 2019 Budget, May 24, 2018, p. 85



Figure 13: Defense and Foreign Affairs as 18%-24% of 
Total Federal Outlays: FY2000-2018

Source: OMB, Historical Tables, Table 4.2, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/historical-tables/



Figure 14: DoD  War Total 050 Defense Costs, Baseline Costs, 
and Overseas Contingency (War) Costs: FY2010-FY2023

(Discretionary Budget Authority in Then Year $US Billions)

The $20 billion per year in OCO funding for FY2021-FY2023 is an OMB “placeholder” number with no ties to DoD 
pans and Future Year Defense Plans. The OSD Comptroller FY2019 Green Book provides the following -- very different 
-- OCO discretionary and mandatory cost data in $US billions:
Category                                                                                      FY2019       FY2020     FY 2021 FY2022        FY2023
OCO to Base Budget Authority (p. 141)                                       - 51,951        43,962        43,041   42,138
OSD Placeholder Budget Authority (p. 141)                                - 19,604       19,198         18,765      18,401        
OCO to Base Budget Outlays (p. 141)                                           - 26,798       36,492          39,471 41,359
OCO to Base Budget Outlays (p. 141)                                           - 10,101       15,114          16,905 17,855

OCO to Base Budget Outlays (p. 134)                                           - 53,000        45,800        45,800 45,800
OSD Placeholder Budget Outlays (p. 134)                                    - 20,000        20,000        20,000    20,000

OCO to Base Outlays (p. 18)                                                           - 27,295       38,003       41,981        44,937
OSD OCO Placeholder Outlays (p. 18)                                           - 10,300      15,740        17,980  19,400                  



CRS and Updated Estimates of Total 
Overseas Contingency Operations 

(OCO) Costs and the Cost of Current 
Wars
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• The $1,770 billion total for DoD between FY2001 and FY2018 rises to $1,832.5 billion once the FY2019 budget request for wartime

OCO costs is added.

• The total OCO cost to DoD for Afghanistan and support between FY2001 and FY2019 is $774.3 billion versus $794 billion for FY2001-

FY2018 in the War Cost Report plus FY2019 OCO costs. It is important to note, however, that these costs include major amounts of

funding for "other theater-wide support requirements and costs, including the replenishment, replacement, and repair of equipment

destroyed, damaged, or worn out due to prolonged use in combat operations. it is not clear how much funding directly supported

operations in Afghanistan and whether some funding paid for operations in other areas.

• The total OCO cost to DoD for Iraq/Syria between FY2001 and FY2019 is $772.3 billion versus $779 billion for FY2001-FY2018 in the

War Cost Report plus FY2019 OCO costs.

• Figure 19: Lead IG Estimate of DoD, DoS and US Aid Funding FY2013-FY2019 was issued in October 2018. It again presents

different figures from both the OCO and War cost reports, but it does cover the cost of DoS/USAID activity from FY2104 to FY2019. It

illustrates the extent to which some key aspects of DoS/USAID "enduring" costs raise uncertainties about war costs, and it seems to

reflect some Congressional changes to the FY2019 spending levels..

• Figure 20: US DoD and State OCO War Costs: FY2001-FY2019 There is no clear way to update many aspects of the CRS estimates

after FY2014. It is unclear what level of DoD total war costs should be added to the OCO data. State/USAID costs are not available in

directly comparable terms after FY2016. The State Department did not report OCO costs for State/USAID in FY2019, and Congressional

and LIG reporting provide different estimates. If both are compared, the total costs for all OCO spending by both DoD and State/Aid

between FY2001 and FY2018 seem to range from $1,926.2 to $1998.2 billion.

• The estimates in Figure 20 for FY2018 and FY2019 cannot fully update another aspect of the analyses by the CRS. One such report notes

that "Other observers and analysts define war costs more broadly than congressional appropriations and include estimates of the life-time

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…Such costs are difficult to compute, subject to extensive caveats, and often based on methodologies

that may not be appropriate…" The result, however, seems to total $2,002.4-$2106.2 billion

• An outside estimate by Neta Crawford – which is discussed in detail in the next section – puts directly comparable total DoD and

State/USAID costs at $2.022 billion through FY2019, and the cost including Veterans at $2,375 billion.

• DoD did provide annual OCO cost estimates through FY2023 in its FY2019 budget request but – as noted earlier– these are only

placeholder estimates, are not based on real plans, and were made under assumptions that do not track with the President’s current

policies.

• Separate work by GAO and by Todd Harrison of the CSIS in assessing the overall OCO account –- Enduring Dilemma of Overseas

Contingency Operations Funding, Transition45 Series, January 11, 2017 – states that Congress and the Obama administration moved
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• items from the Base Budget to the OCO budget as a way of circumventing the BCA budget caps. Roughly half of the OCO

budget ($30 billion) may now being used for programs and activities that were previously funded in the base budget. These

issues are discussed in more detail later in this study.

Given the wide range of DoD and State costs provided in different reports, and the very real impact of Veterans costs, the resulting

range of uncertainty from $2,002.4 billion to $2,375.0 billion from FY2001 through FY2019 represents a valid picture of the

uncertainty in the currently available open source budget data. It also illustrates the need for a full independent audit of DoD,

State/USAID, and Veterans Administration reporting by the GAO or CBO, and an audited official report that fully explores

alternative ways of estimating the cost of war.

As becomes steadily clearer from the analysis in the following sections, the present U.S. government effort to cost America’s wars

between FY2001 and FY2019 is a morass of contradictory, uncertain, and dysfunctional figures. Once again, this uncertainty

reflects a serious failure by the Executive Branch and Congress to meet its responsibilities for accountability and transparency in a

democratic society.
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Figure 15: Amy Belasco CRS Estimate of US War Costs: FY2001-FY2015-I

Congress has approved appropriations for the past 13 years of war that total $1.6 trillion for military operations, base support, 
weapons maintenance, training of Afghan and Iraq security forces, reconstruction, foreign aid, embassy costs, and veterans’ health 
care for the war operations initiated since the 9/11 attacks.

Of this $1.6 trillion total, CRS estimates that the total is distributed as follows:

• $686 billion (43%) for Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) for Afghanistan and other counterterror operations received;

• $815 billion (51%) for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF)/Operation New Dawn (OND);

• $27 billion (2%) for Operation Noble Eagle (ONE), providing enhanced security at military bases; and

• $81 billion (5%) for war-designated funding not considered directly related to the Afghanistan or Iraq wars.

About 92% of the funds are for Department of Defense (DOD), 6% for State Department foreign aid programs and diplomatic 
operations, 1% for Department of Veterans Administration’s medical care for veterans. In addition, 5% of the funds (across 
agencies) are for programs and activities tangentially-related to war operations.

The FY2015 war request for DOD, State/USAID, and Veterans Administration Medical totals $73.5 billion including $58.1 billion for 
Afghanistan, $5.0 billion for Iraq, $ 100 million for enhanced security, and $10.4 billion for other war-designated funding. These 
totals do not reflect the new FY2015 request submitted in November 2014 to cover expenses for Operations Inherent Resolve (OIR) 
that began with airstrikes launched in late August 2014, to aid Syrian insurgents and the Iraq government to counter the takeover

Source: Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, Congressional Research 
Service RL-33110  December 8, 2014.
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Figure 15: Belasco on Method of CRS Estimate of US War Costs: FY2001-
FY2015-II

of territory by the Islamic State (IS). The Administration submitted a $5.5 billion FY2015 budget amendment for 
this operation that Congress is considering. Including the new request, the FY2015 war funding now totals $79.0 
billion.

Notes:

This CRS report defines war costs as those designated as emergency or OCO appropriations for: Operation Enduring  Freedom 
(OEF) largely for the Afghan war; Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation New Dawn (OND) for Iraq; and, Enhanced Security
or Operation Noble Eagle. For State Department, and USAID, CRS includes all appropriations for activities and programs in Iraq and 
Afghanistan. CRS includes Budget Authority (BA) for VA Medical costs for OEF/OIF veterans as identified in budget justification 
materials. Emergency or OCO-designated funds are exempt from budget caps.

Other observers and analysts define war costs more broadly than congressional appropriations and include estimates of the life-
time 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…Such costs are difficult to compute, subject to extensive caveats, and often based on 
methodologies that may not be appropriate…

For a discussion of war funding issues for the State Department/USAID FY2015 request, see CRS Report R43569, State, Foreign 
Operations, and Related Programs: FY2015 Budget and Appropriations, by Susan B. Epstein, Alex Tiersky, and Marian L. Lawson. 

For a description of politico-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 ReportR43612, The “Islamic State” Crisis and U.S. Policy, by Kenneth Katzman et al., and 
CRS Report R43727, Proposed Train and Equip Authorities for Syria: In Brief, by Christopher M. Blanchard and Amy Belasco.

Source: Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, Congressional Research 
Service RL-33110  December 8, 2014.
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Figure 16: Williams and Epstein CRS Estimate of Total US War 
Costs: FY2001-FY2016

The Department of Defense (DOD) estimates that through FY2016 Congress has appropriated $1.6 trillion to DOD for war-related 
operational costs, support for deployed troops, and transportation of personnel and equipment since the terror attacks of September 
11, 2001…When combined with an estimated $123.2 billion in amounts appropriated for war-related activities of the State 
Department, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs (SFOPS), these agencies have received an estimated $1.7 trillion for activities 
and operations related to the broad U.S. response to the attacks, including extended operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. DOD 
activities account for $1.6 trillion—or 93%―of the total enacted funding designated for these purposes. Diplomatic operations and 
foreign aid programs of the DOS account for another $123.2 billion, or 7.0% of the total. 
For FY2017, the Administration initially requested $73.7 billion be designated as OCO/GWOT funding ($58.8 billion for DOD and $14.9 
billion for DOS). In November 2016, the Administration amended its OCO request, increasing the total to $85.3 billion ($64.6 billion 
for DOD and $20.7 billion for State/USAID) 

Emergency and OCO/GWOT Funding for                             Emergency or OCO/GWOT Funding by Agency
War-Related Activities: FY2001-FY2016 

Source: Lynn M. Williams and Susan B. Epstein -- Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Status, CRS R44519, 
February 7, 2017 .
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Figure 17: DoD Estimate of Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) 
Cost of the  Afghan and Iraq/Syria Wars through FY2019

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: DoD Lead IG, Operation Freedom’s Sentinel Report to U.S. Congress, July 1, 2018- September 30, 2018,  pp. 61-62,  
http://www.dodig.mil/In-the-Spotlight/Article/1606560/lead-inspector-general-for-operation-freedoms-sentinel-quarterly-report-to-
the/. These figures are largely identical to the charts provided in the OSD Comptroller report on the Cost of War as of March 2018, 
https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/fy2018q2.pdf

The OSD Comptroller Green Book 
for FY2019, and the DoD FY2019 
Budget Brief request total of $69 
billion in discretionary Budget 
Authority  for OCO spending in 
FY2019 – raising the FY2001-
FY2019 total to $1,641 billion 

The FY2019 OCO cost would be 
$62.5 billion less $6.5 billion for 
the European Defense Initiative –
which is not a war cost – but does 
include $0.9 billion in other OCO 
security cooperation costs. The 
FY2001-FY2019 total would be 
$1,634.5 billion 

The Under Secretary of Defense, 
FY2019 Defense Budget Brief --
https://comptroller.defense.gov/
Budget-Materials/, February 2018 
– requests $46.3 billion in OCO 
funds for the  Afghan War and 
“Theater Posture, bringing the 
total OCO cost in BA to $774.3 
billion

The same report requests $15.3 
billion for Iraq and Syria, raising 
the total to $772.3 billion.

For FY2001-FY2019, 
the total war cost is 
$1,634.5 billion
• Afghanistan = 

$774.3 billion
• Iraq/Syria =
• $772.3 billion

http://www.dodig.mil/In-the-Spotlight/Article/1606560/lead-inspector-general-for-operation-freedoms-sentinel-quarterly-report-to-the/
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/


Figure 18: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests 
as Percent of Total DoD Budget FY 2001 – FY 2018 

Source: DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html; OSD Comptroller, Green 
Book, FY2019, p.p. 86-87, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf. 

Total FY2001-
FY2018 = 
$1,770B

% of     5%      4%     16%    14%   21%    22%    28%    28%     23%   23%    23%   18%    14%    15%   12%     10%   14% 11%
Total DoD 
TOA in Current dollars
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Figure 19: Lead IG Estimate DoD, DoS and US Aid Funding FY2013-FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

For FY 2019, the DoD 
requested $617 billion 
in base funding and 
$69 billion in OCO 
funding.

The FY 2019 DoS and 
USAID budget request 
totaled $39.3 billion, a 
reduction of $14.7 
billion (27 percent) 
from the amount 
appropriated by 
Congress for FY 2018. 

Moreover, the DoS and 
USAID budget request 
was lower than any 
amount appropriated 
by Congress during the 
past decade. 

In FY 2019, the DoS 
and USAID did not 
request separate OCO 
funding, and instead 
included funding for 
OCOs as part of their 
enduring budget 
request.

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, p. 5. 

Total     $630                $631                $613                 $633                 $663                  $720       $725   
State/
USAID    $52                   $50                  $53                   $53                    $58                    $54  $39
DoD      $578                $581                $560                 $580                 $605                  $666        $686



Figure 20: US DoD and State OCO War Costs: FY2001-FY2019 - II
(Guess)Estimate in Budget Authority ($US In billions of BA), Less interest.

*Amy Belasco, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, CRS RL33110, December 8, 2014, p.19. Costs shown  are Enacted Costs. Reflects 
June 2014 amended DOD request, excludes OIR. Totals may not add due to rounding.  
** Lynn M. Williams and Susan B. Epstein -- Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Status, CRS R44519, February 7, 2017 
.*** Updated by author to produce a range using the Lead Inspector General (LIG),-Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, 
p. 5 total for State/USAID enduring and OCO war costs, and the  DoD War Cost Report for the Department of Defense totals for FY2000/2001-FY2018.  State/USAID no longer reported 
separate OCO costs in fy2019, and Congressional data are used for the low end and the LIG totals for enduring costs are used to produce the high end of the range shown.
**** Includes VA medical expenses for FY2001-FY2014 (FY2017?). The data are not fully defined.
***** Uses direct DoD, State/USAID, and Veterans costs as estimated by Neta C. Crawford, United States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent 
and Obligated,  November 14, 2018, WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 111 Thayer Street, Brown University, Box 1970 Providence, RI USA 02912-1970, 
P +1 401 863 2809, November 2018, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion

Category           FY2001-FY2014      FY2001-FY2016        FY2001-FY2018                                   FY2001-FY2019
CRS*                       CRS/LIG**        CRS/LIG                                  CRS/LIG                  Crawford*****

Afghanistan                                            
• DoD                       647.3                          - 748.0                                       794.3                             -
• State/USAID          33.6                          - - - -
• VA Medical               4.7                          - - - -
• Total                       743.7**** - - - -

Iraq
• DoD                         753.1                         - 764.0                                     779.3                             -
• State                          48.6                         - - - -
• VA Medical               12.9  
• Total                        814.6****                - - - -

Total OCO/War Cost Report
• DoD                       1,498.7                   1,618.2 **                 1,770.0                          1,832.5-1,839*** -
• State                            92.7                      123.2**                156.2-228.2***                169.9-267.2***  -
• Sub Total              1,591.4                   1,741.4**           1,926.2-1998.2***          2,002.4-2106.2***             2,022.0
• Veterans                      17.6                            ?                                ?                             ?                                  353.0
• Total                       1,608.9                             ?                                ?                           ?                              2,375.0
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Alternative Estimates 
of the 

Total Cost of Current Wars
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Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Current Wars

The most serious uncertainties in costing America's current wars do not lie in the uncertainties that have just been addressed. They

lie in the choice of what costs to include or exclude from the estimate. There are a range of outside estimates of war costs that

include a wide range of additional costs that are not reflected in the previous CRS, DoD, and State/USAID official estimates of the

cost of war.

Some of these outside estimates are obvious political attempts to dramatize the analysts' opposition to the U.S. warfighting they are

costing by including as many additional costs as possible to raise the total. Some such estimates, for example, create new cost

categories like “opportunity cost” – which an analyst can use to raise the cost of any government expenditure he or she opposes.

Other analysts, however, have raised all too valid issues regarding what should or should not be included in estimating the true cost

of war. The fact the Federal government does not include such costs should be a subject of public and Congressional debate, and

some costs like the full wartime medical costs of Veterans should be made a formal and explicit part of funding U.S. combat

operations. At the same time, some costs seem questionable, and it is not clear that war costs deserve to be singled out for their

potential impact on the national debt and interest payments,

This analysis has already drawn on the work of Neta C. Crawford. Like the work of other analysts like Linda J. Blimes, her work

illustrates just how important decisions about what to include in the cost of war can be. She has also written a study entitled United

States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent and Obligated, dated November 14, 2018, the

provides a direc tbasis for illustrated the need for full offical reporting on such costs.

(https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion).

• Figure 21: Neta C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute Estimate of War Costs: FY2001-FY2019, and Figure 22: Neta

C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute Estimate of War Costs: FY2001-FY2023.

Professor Crawford summarized her analysis as follows:

The United States has appropriated and is obligated to spend an estimated $5.9 trillion (in current dollars) on the war on terror

through Fiscal Year 2019, including direct war and war-related spending and obligations for future spending on post-9/11 war

veterans (see Figure 21.)

This number differs substantially from the Pentagon’s estimates of the costs of the post-9/11 wars because it includes not only

war appropriations made to the Department of Defense – spending in the war zones of Iraq, Syria, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and in

other places the government designates as sites of “overseas contingency operations,” – but also includes spending across the

federal government that is a consequence of these wars. Specifically, this is war-related spending by the Department of State,

past and obligated spending
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for war veterans’ care, interest on the debt incurred to pay for the wars, and the prevention of and response to terrorism by the

Department of Homeland Security.

Figure 21 summarizes the direct war costs – the OCO budget – and war-related costs through FY2019. These include war-

related increases in overall military spending, care for veterans, Homeland Security spending, and interest payments on

borrowing for the wars. Including the other areas of war-related spending, the estimate for total US war-related spending

allocated through FY2019 is $4.9 trillion… But because the US is contractually and morally obligated to pay for the care of the

post-9/11 veterans through their lifetimes, it is prudent to include the costs of care for existing post-9/11 veterans through the

next several decades. This means that the US has spent or is obligated to spend $5.9 trillion in current dollars through FY2019.

…Figure 21 represents this bottom-line breakdown for spent and obligated costs.

...If the US continues on its current path, war spending will continue to grow. The Pentagon currently projects $80 billion in

Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) spending through FY2023. Even if the wars are ended by 2023, the US would still be

on track to spend an additional $808 billion (see Figure 22) to total at least $6.7 trillion, not including future interest costs.

Moreover, the costs of war will likely be greater than this because, unless the US immediately ends its deployments, the number

of veterans associated with the post-9/11 wars will also grow. Veterans benefits and disability spending, and the cost of interest

on borrowing to pay for the wars, will comprise an increasingly large share of the costs of the US post-9/11 wars.

It should be stressed that there is no" right" or "wrong" way to cost wars and military operations --any more than there is a "

right" or "wrong" way to cost federal mandatory spending programs like Social Security and medical programs, or federal

spending in any other area like education, homeland defense, law enforcement, or the environment and national parks. every

federal expenditure impacts on the debt and interest payments, on the economy, and involves an "opportunity cost" that means

the money is not spent on other needs that may or may not have a higher priority.

As has already been demonstrated, the U.S. national budget is also often remarkably opaque. Outside estimate often can raise

key issues, but lack the access and data to fully analyze a given cost. This analysis is no more immune to such problems than

any other, and this why the proper Congressional and Executive Branch tasking of experts in the GAO, CBO, and offices of

various inspector generals is so critical.

At the same time, it is worth pointing out that some of the added costs shown in Figure 21 and in the Figure 22 raise serious

questions that can only be fully addressed by some form of federal audit.

• Figure 20: $716 Billion added in Interest on borrowing in FY2001-FY2019, and Figure 21: $420 billion added in FY2000-FY2020.

As has been shown in Figure 9 to Figure 13, and again in Figure 21, there is little reason to assume that war costs drove an increase in

the deficit or debt payments. If anything, total DoD costs were projected to be higher before war costs became an issue, and the "Great

Revision led to budget caps on discretionary spending at a time when increases in Social Security and Medical programs increased their

impact on the federal budget and GNP.
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• Figure 21: $918 Billion added in War-Related Additions to DoD Budget, FY2001-FY2018

It seems doubtful that DoD used $918 billion in BA – nearly a trillion dollars – of its FY2011-FY2018 Baseline Funding to pay for U.S.

wars. It is far from clear, however, that this is the case. Other reporting indicates that DoD used the OCO account to pay for Baseline

spending. Moreover, DoD was under intense pressure to cut Baseline spending for other reasons because of the budget ceilings or "caps"

set by the Budget control Act. These broader pressures on Federal spending, the deficit, and the debt are summarized in Figure 23.

It is clear from the sources on which Figure 23 is based that total Baseline Department of Defense spending plans alone would actually

have spent more on defense after FY2010 than the combined actual spending on both Baseline and OCO costs if it had not been for the

Budget Control Act. Moreover, the budget caps on the DoD baseline forced serious cuts in manning, readiness, and modernization that

were more serious than the diversion of funding to wartime expenditures in OCO spending. This, and the fact that the OCO account was

exempt from the budget caps ion the Budget Control Act, gave both DoD and members of Congress a strong incentive to include some

Baseline spending in the OCO account.

As has been mentioned earlier, it seems probable that an audit would show that so-called "war costs" were actually used to fund Baseline

activity. A separate study by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) – that addressed broader issues like whether OCO expenditures

should or should not be made part of Baseline budgets – found that,

DoD’s use of nonbase funding for operations immediately after 9/11 followed historical convention. But its continued use of nonbase

funding for what have become large-scale, long-term operations is a departure from past practice...Funding for Enduring Activities. In

CBO’s estimation, from 2006 to 2018, more than $50 billion in OCO funding per year (in 2019 dollars), on average, has gone toward the

costs of enduring activities rather than the temporary costs of overseas operations. DoD’s most recent budget request indicates that,

beginning in 2019, the department plans to increase the base budget to include most of that enduring funding in future years.

CBO estimates that in each year since 2006, more than $50 billion, on average, of the total funding designated for OCO has been used to

support enduring activities rather than the temporary costs of overseas operations. Beginning in 2019, DoD plans to start moving some

of that enduring funding into the base budget.

Because nonbase funding is generally assumed to be temporary, OCO funding is omitted from DoD’s estimates of future defense costs.

However, OCO funding has increasingly been used to support enduring activities, including activities that would normally be funded in

the base budget. Together, those factors have created uncertainty about the current and future costs of DoD’s national defense strategy,

in two ways. First, when OCO funding is used to support base-budget activities, the base budget understates their costs. Second, because

of overlap between the resources needed for contingency operations and for regular base-budget functions, DoD’s involvement in those

operations has led to increases in the funding for some base-budget activities that are not obviously connected to them. (CBO, Funding

for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018 -- summary and pages 5-9, 12, 14.)
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A substantial portion of these "enduring" expenditures may have gone to facilities and investment on combat areas, but others supported

and expanded U.S. power projection capabilities in areas where the U.S. has lasting peacetime strategic interests. The CBO did not

assess these differences, but it seems clear that OCO expenditures did provide substantial benefits in Baseline areas.

• $924 Billion in Homeland Security Spending in FY2001-FY2019, and $280 Billion More in FY2020-FY2023.

Figure 24: Homeland Defense versus Warfighting FY2017-FY2019 and Figure 25: Homeland Security Funding by Agency:

FY2015-FY2017 show that the mix of different spending activities within the Department of Homeland Security, and involving other

Departments and Agencies, has little to do with warfighting. These costs should not be added to the war cost total.

• Veterans Benefits and Disability Payments of $353 billion during FY2001-FY2019 and Estimated Future Veteran Costs of $1,000

billion in FY2020-FY2020.

Few would argue that an accurate estimate of the Veterans costs estimated in Figure 21 and Figure 22 should not be added to any

accurate estimate of the cost of war, but all current estimates of such costs seem to need a full audit. The extent to which wartime needs

drove the rise in cost of Veterans during FY2001-FY2019 is highly unclear.

A CBO reporting notes, maintaining an all professional force is costly, and Congress has provided added benefits because they are

politically popular. However, Figure 26: Rise in Service Connected Disabled Veterans: FY2015-FY2017 does show a sharp 55.2%

rise in the number of Veterans with 30-40% disability, an 80.1% rise in veterans with 50-60% disability, and a 472.3% rise in veterans

with 70-100% disability between 2000 and 2016. These numbers seem far too high to be driven by the levels of combat deaths, KIAs,

and wounded in the wars since FY2000, but they highlight the need for accurate cost data.

In short, a detailed audit of key aspects $5,933 billion and $6,741 total cost estimates might significantly smaller cost totals, but

these costs needs to be fully audited and assessed, and the inclusion of such costs in estimating war costs should be a critical and

important subject of public and Congressional debate.

The other uncertainties and issues in estimating war costs involve smaller sums and are far less controversial. They still, however,

affect key building blocks in the official data on the direct cost of U.S. wars. Most focus on Department of Defense spending. None

seem to address other key areas of spending in detail, deal with intelligence costs like those of the CIA, explain the Veterans

Administration cots, and address the extent to which war time costs should include estimate of the impact of such costs on the

deficit and national debt.
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Figure 21: Neta C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute 
Estimate of War Costs: FY2001-FY2019 - I
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Spent and 
Obligated, 
through 
FY2019

Source: Neta C. Crawford, United States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent and Obligated,  November 14, 2018, 
WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 111 Thayer Street, Brown University, Box 1970 Providence, RI USA 02912-1970, P +1 401 

863 2809, November 2018, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2219.html#af
http://watson.brown.edu/


Figure 21: Neta C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute Estimate - II
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Source: Neta C. Crawford, United States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent and Obligated,  November 14, 2018, 
WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 111 Thayer Street, Brown University, Box 1970 Providence, RI USA 02912-1970, P +1 401 

863 2809, November 2018, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2219.html#af
http://watson.brown.edu/


Figure 21: Neta C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute Estimate - III
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1 Rounded to the nearest $billion. Table 1, which summarizes spending by category, is based on publicly available 
documents. Sources: Belasco, Amy. (2014, December 8). The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror 
Operations Since 9/11. Congressional Research Service (CRS).; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Chief 
Financial Officer. (2018, February 13). Defense Budget Overview. Retrieved from 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf; 
State Department Budget Justifications, including https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/279517.pdf; Pakistan, 
Kronstadt, K. Alan and Epstein, Susan B. (2017, November 28). Direct Overt U.S. Aid Appropriations for and Military 
Reimbursements to Pakistan, FY 2002-FY2018. 

Numbers for some spending categories are necessarily estimates: at the time of this writing, the FY 2019 budget had been 
passed and signed for the Department of Defense but not for all the other categories of spending. My estimates for spending 
where there are no current data are rooted in past spending by the respective department. Some government departments 
have become less transparent. The Department of Veterans Affairs and the Department of Homeland Security have 
aggregated some of their Global War on Terror/Post-9/11 related spending so that it is more difficult to isolate specific 
war-related spending from their larger budgets. 

2 Estimated as a portion of the OCO budget. These include additional expenses which have increased the size of the “base” 
budget, such as, after 2004, spending on Operation Noble Eagle, increased healthcare costs for active duty soldiers, and 
higher pay associated with the desire to attract and retain soldiers during the long wars. 

3 Based on Department of Veterans Affairs Budgets. 

4 The Whitehouse and Department of Homeland Security have not, since 2017, provided a breakdown of DHS expenditures 
by missions devoted to post-9/11 counterterrorism. The DHS has reorganized its reporting on spending. My estimate is 
based previous DHS spending on counterterror missions. In 2017, White House Office of Management and Budget stated in 
its most recent Analytical Perspectives on the budget that, “Previous Analytical Perspectives volumes included a ‘Homeland 
Security Funding Analysis’ chapter, and provided additional detailed information on the Internet address cited above and 
on the Budget CD-ROM. P.L. 115-31 eliminated the statutory requirement for this information. Therefore, this information 
is not included in this years' Budget and it will not be included in future Budgets.” Office of Management and Budget, 
(2017). Analytical Perspectives: Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 2018. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

Source: Neta C. Crawford, United States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent and Obligated,  November 14, 2018, 
WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 111 Thayer Street, Brown University, Box 1970 Providence, RI USA 02912-1970, P +1 401 

863 2809, November 2018, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2219.html#af
http://watson.brown.edu/


Figure 22: Neta C. Crawford/Brown University, Watson Institute 
Estimate of War Costs: FY2001-FY2023 -

(Current and Likely Future US Spending on the Post-9/11 Wars, in Billions of Current $US Dollars)
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Source: Neta C. Crawford, United States Budgetary Costs of the Post-9/11 Wars Through FY2019: $5.9 Trillion Spent and Obligated,  November 14, 2018, 
WATSON INSTITUTE FOR INTERNATIONAL AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 111 Thayer Street, Brown University, Box 1970 Providence, RI USA 02912-1970, P +1 401 

863 2809, November 2018, https://watson.brown.edu/costsofwar/figures/2018/budgetary-costs-post-911-wars-through-fy2019-59-trillion

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2219.html#af
http://watson.brown.edu/


Figure 23: Other Pressures on the Baseline Budget

FY2017 FDYP Compared to Budget Caps

End of Budget Caps (in $US Billions)

Sources: Todd Harrison, Perspectives on the Defense Budget, CSIS, September 20, 2018, https://www.csis.org/analysis/analysis-fy-2019-
defense-budget; OSD Comptroller, US Department of Defense,FY2019 Budget Request, February 2018,

https://www.csis.org/analysis/analysis-fy-2019-defense-budget


Figure 24: Homeland Defense versus Warfighting FY2017-FY2019
(Total Budget Authority by Organization Gross Discretionary, Mandatory, Fees, and Trust Funds)

Source: OMB, Historical Tables, Table 4.2, 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/historical-tables/



Figure 25: Homeland Security Funding by Agency: FY2015-FY2017

(Budget Authority in millions of dollars)

Source: OMB, 
Analytical 
Perspectives, FY2017, 
Table 22-1, 
https://www.govinfo.
gov/content/pkg/BUD
GET-2017-
PER/pdf/BUDGET-
2017-PER.pdf



Figure 26: Rise in Service Connected Disabled Veterans: FY2015-FY2017

Source: Department of Veteran’s Affairs, Veteran’s Benefits Administration: 1985-1998, CP-127 Reports, 1999-2016,  Annual Benefits Reports A35; Prepared 
by National Center for Veterans Analysis and Statistics, Office of Enterprise Integration, Department of Veterans Affairs, August 2018; DoD Casualties, 
https://dod.defense.gov/News/Casualty-Status/, accessed 2.1.19.

Rise During 2016/2000
Total                             2,048,257                                91,318                        279,668             434,605                 1,242,252
Percent                          +88.7%                                     +7.5%                         +55.2%   +80.1%                       +472.3

Total Military and Civilian Casualties as of January 12, 2019
War KIA’s Total Deaths Wounded Injured
OEF in Afghanistan 1,846 2,351 20,092 ?
OFS in Afghanistan 46 63 367 ?
OIF in Iraq Region 3,490 4,423 31,958 ?
OND in Iraq Region 38 73 295 ?
OIR in Iraq Region 14 55 75 ?
Total 5,434 6,965 52,787 ?

Total Service Connected Disabilities

https://dod.defense.gov/News/Casualty-Status/


Figure 27: Alternative Linda J. Blimes War Cost Estimate : FY2001-FY2016

Linda J. Bilmes, The Financial Legacy of Iraq and Afghanistan: How Wartime Spending Decisions Will Constrain Future National Security, 
Budgets Faculty Research Working Paper Series, Harvard Kennedy School, March 2013, RWP13-006, 
https://research.hks.harvard.edu/publications/workingpapers/citation.aspx?PubId=8956&type=WPN 

.

The Financial Legacy of Iraq and Afghanistan: How Wartime Spending Decisions Will 
Constrain Future National Security Budgets

Linda J. Bilmes

Harvard University

Abstract: The Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts, taken together, will be the most expensive wars in 
US history – totaling somewhere between $4 to $6 trillion. This includes long-term medical care 
and disability compensation for service members, veterans and families, military replenishment 
and social and economic costs. The largest portion of that bill is yet to be paid. Since 2001, the 
US has expanded the quality, quantity, availability and eligibility of benefits for military 
personnel and veterans. This has led to unprecedented growth in the Department of Veterans 
Affairs and the Department of Defense budgets. These benefits will increase further over the 
next 40 years. Additional funds are committed to replacing large quantities of basic equipment 
used in the wars and to support ongoing diplomatic presence and military assistance in the Iraq 
and Afghanistan region. The large sums borrowed to finance operations in Iraq and Afghanistan 
will also impose substantial long-term debt servicing costs. As a consequence of these wartime 
spending choices, the United States will face constraints in funding investments in personnel 
and diplomacy, research and development and new military initiatives. The legacy of decisions 
taken during the Iraq and Afghanistan wars will dominate future federal budgets for decades to 
come.
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DoD Cost of War Report Estimate 
as of June 30, 2018
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DoD Cost of War Report Estimate as of June 30, 2018
One key source that only covers Department of Defense expenditures is an unclassified monthly Cost of War report that is issued

by DoD, but is not listed on its publications page for reasons the Department does not choose to explain. Some versions are

available, however, on the Federation of American Scientists web page, and the most recent one available at the writing of this

report is DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018, FAS Online,

https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html:

• Figure 28: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests as Percent of Total DoD Budget FY 2001 – FY 2018 presents

what may well be the best official estimate of the total cost of America’s wars since FY2000/FY2001 in Department of Defense Budget

Authority. As has been discussed earlier, this cost estimate does not cover the full year for FY2019, but – as noted earlier -- it does

provide a total through FY2018 of $1,770 billion. It also shows that even if a wide range of DoD costs are added to the FCO costs, the

wars only cost a peak of 28% of the total DoD budget, and have since dropped to a range of around 14% for a full year.

As the second part of Figure 28 shows, the estimate does include a complex set of rescissions, and some Veterans Administration’s

costs are included--although they are not defined. There also is no breakout by war.

• Figure 29: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests FY 2001 – FY 2018 present the total direct cost of war – roughly

the same as the OCO totals – but excludes $204 billion in largely unexplained non-war costs, and bring the FY2001-FY2018 total down

to $1,556 billion.

• Figure 30: Department of Defense Cost of War Total War-related Obligations by Year Appropriated breaks the data in Figure 21

into cost per war. It shows the extent to which spending in the Iraq/Syria war dominated until FY2010 – creating budget pressures which

forced DoD to sharply limit spending on the Afghan War and help the Taliban recover and become a major warfighting force.

• At the same time, this break out by war raises issues touched upon earlier. Its Afghan costs include a major amount of infrastructure and

support for both wars from FY2010 on, and that they may also include significant baseline costs that were defined as OCO costs to avoid

the budget caps imposed by the Budget Control Act.

• Figure 31: FY 2018 Obligations for Military Operations “Average Monthly Spending” by War reinforces the lack of realism in the

cost per war data. The monthly averages shown for Afghanistan seem to include substantial expenditures that actually went into the

Iraq/Syria War, and do not match with background briefs on the cost of air operations in Iraq/Syria after FY2012.

• Figure 32: DoD Estimate of Cost of War through June 30, 2018 provides a further breakdown of average costs reflecting the different

phases of the Afghan and Iraq/Syria war and hint at – but does not explain – the extent to which the Afghan costs cover additional

warfighting activity.

• Figure 33: Department of Defense Q2 Cost of War as of March 31, 2018; Figure 30: FY 2018 Obligations for Contingency

Operations - Comparison of OND/OIR/OEF/OFS; and Figure 31: FY 2018 Obligations for Military Operations - Comparison of

OND/OIR/OEF/OFS provide similar monthly break outs in more detail, but do not really define the costs involved. The costs for
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Security Forces and Coalition support do not seem to track with the cost of supporting security partners in Afghanistan, Iraq, or Syria

reported by the Lead Inspector General in reporting on these wars, the Special Inspector General for Afghan reconstruction (SIGAR), or

the OSD Comptroller’s report on OCO costs by war. The low investment totals seem questionable and do not seem to cover the costs of

specialized combat weapons, and equipment losses, transfers, or destruction.

• Figure 34: FY 2018 Obligations for Contingency Operations Comparison of OND/OIR/OEF/OFS “Average Monthly

Spending” — All Years. These cost estimates are interesting in that they show much higher operations and maintenance

costs for FY2017and FY2018 than personnel. A number of outside estimates have assumed that personnel costs were much

higher.

One aspect of these war cost that deserve more attention are the detail line item input cost sheets provide in the actual reports. There are

54 pages of detailed spread sheets in the report that are unrelated to act measures of activity, and that only define what they buy in the

most general sense. Their purpose and value is unclear.
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Figure 28: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests 
as Percent of Total DoD Budget FY 2001 – FY 2018 - I

Source: DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html; OSD Comptroller, Green 
Book, FY2019, p.p. 86-87, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf. 

Total FY2001-
FY2018 = 
$1,770B

% of     5%      4%     16%    14%   21%    22%    28%    28%     23%   23%    23%   18%    14%    15%   12%     10%   14% 11%
Total DoD 
TOA in Current dollars

https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf


DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html

Figure 28: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests 
as Percent of Total DoD Budget FY 2001 – FY 2018 - II



DoD Estimate of Cost of War through June 30, 2018 - I

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html

Figure 29: Funding Appropriated through War-related Requests
FY 2001 – FY 2018 ($1,566B)



DoD Estimate of Cost of War through June 30, 2018 - I

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html

Figure 30: Department of Defense Cost of War
Total War-related Obligations by Year Appropriated



Figure 31: FY 2018 Obligations for Military Operations

“Average Monthly Spending” by War 
(in $US Billions)

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html



Figure 32: DoD Estimate of Cost of War through June 30, 2018 - I

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html



Figure 32: DoD Estimate of Cost of War through June 30, 2018 - II

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html



Figure 33: Department of Defense Q2 Cost of War as of March 31, 2018
(Cost in $US Billions)

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html

(1) The totals in the FY 2018 column for Operation NEW DAWN (OND) and Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) reflect the cumulative total of downward 
adjustments posted to prior year accounts and adjustments between operations (e.g., OEF transfers to OFS and OIR for proper alignment).
(2) The OEF total in the total FY 2017 column reflects Army corrections posted in prior years: Army transferred $1.4 billion from OEF to OFS in Military Personnel 
costs and posted prior year de-obligations in Procurement accounts that netted to $0.6 billion for a total decrease of approximately $2.0 billion.
Source: Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Cost of War Monthly Report Data as of March 31, 2018



Figure 34: FY 2018 Obligations for Contingency Operations

Comparison of OND/OIR/OEF/OFS -I

“Average Monthly Spending” — All Years
(in $US Billions)

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html



Figure 34: FY 2018 Obligations for Military Operations

Comparison of OND/OIR/OEF/OFS -II

“Average Monthly Spending” — All Years
(in $US Billions)

DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html



DoD FY2019 Budget Request for 
Military OCO Costs by War
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DoD FY2019 Budget Request for Military OCO Costs by War
The basic trends in DoD OCO costs have already been discussed in the section on CRS and Updated Estimates of Total Overseas Contingency

Operations (OCO) Costs and the Cost of Current Wars.

• Figure 34: DoD Estimate of Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) Cost of the Afghan and Iraq/Syria Wars through FY2019

is largely identical to Figure 16, and reflects the same partial cost data on the Department of Defense portion of expenditures on

America's wars. The chart shows that the total OCO cost for FY2001-FY2018 is $1.566 billion in BA, with $1.514 trillion obligated. The

total OCO costs for the Afghan War is $728 billion. the cost for the Iraq/Syria War is $757 billion.

The OSD Comptroller Green Book for FY2019, and the DoD FY2019 Budget Brief request total of $69 billion in discretionary Budget

Authority for OCO spending in FY2019 – raising the FY2001-FY2019 total to $1,641 billion This total is $1,634.5 billion less the

European Defense Initiative –which is not a war cost – but still includes $0.9 billion in other OCO security cooperation costs.

The Under Secretary of Defense, FY2019 Defense Budget Brief -- https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/, February 2018 –

requests $46.3 billion for the Afghan War and “Theater Posture, bringing the total OCO cost in BA of this war to $774.3 billion. The

same report requests $15.3 billion in OCO for Iraq and Syria, raising the FY2001-FY2019 total to $772.3 billion.

As has been shown earlier, these OCO costs do not cover the total cost of either war, some aspects of the totals do not involve military

operations, the Afghan totals include substantial support activity that is not tied to this war, and some expenditures for given wars seem

to include Baseline expenditures.

• Figure 35: Putting Total DoD Budget Data in Perspective illustrates three points. First, there is a major difference between the BA and

BO totals. Some outside estimate confuse the two and use the BA total to estimate the annual impact on the deficit and interest payments -

- war costs that are questionable in any case. The second is the difference between current and constant dollar costs even from one year to

the next. Finally, some estimates reference to the O50 budget totals -- that include nuclear expenditures by the Department of Energy -- as

total Department of Defense costs.

• Figure 36: DoD War Cost Report Estimates versus OCO Cost Estimates, and Total 050 Defense Costs: FY2010-FY2018 is

identical to Figure 2. It provides a direct comparison of OCO costs with the War Cost Report totals, and with total defense expenditures.

The numbers differ from those used for the same categories and times in other Figures in some cases because of rounding issues and

different reporting periods. There are indicators, however, that the numbers sometimes differ because given government analysts may be

working from at least partially different sources and data bases.

• Figure 37: DoD Estimates of OCO War Costs as Percent of Total Defense Budget: FY2010-FY2023 (Discretionary Budget

Authority In Then Year Billions). This Figure provides estimates for FY2020-FY2023 -- the so called "outyears" in the DoD Future

Year Defense Program (FYDP). The $20 billion per year total, however, are empty "placeholder" estimates, and the Department of

Defense FYDP estimates of all kinds have been hollow and largely useless for decades.

• Figure 38: OCO Spending by War and Major Category in FY2019 shows that a substantial part of current OCO costs are not tied to

U.S. wars.
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Figure 35: DoD Estimate of Overseas Contingency Operations 
(OCO) Cost of the Afghan and Iraq/Syria Wars through FY2019

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: DoD Lead IG, Operation Freedom’s Sentinel Report to U.S. Congress, Jully 1, 2018- September 30, 2018,  pp. 61-62,  http://www.dodig.mil/In-the-
Spotlight/Article/1606560/lead-inspector-general-for-operation-freedoms-sentinel-quarterly-report-to-the/. These figures are largely identical to the charts 
provided in the OSD Comptroller report on the Cost of War as of March 2018, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/fy2018q2.pdf

The OSD Comptroller Green 
Book for FY2019, and the DoD 
FY2019 Budget Brief request 
total of $69 billion in 
discretionary Budget Authority  
for OCO spending in FY2019 –
raising the FY2001-FY2019 total 
to $1,641 billion 

This total would be 
$1,634.5 billion less the 
European Defense Initiative –
which is not a war cost – but 
includes $0.9 billion in other 
OCO security cooperation costs.

The Under Secretary of Defense, 
FY2019 Defense Budget Brief --
https://comptroller.defense.gov/
Budget-Materials/, February 
2018 – requests $46.3 billion in 
OCO for the  Afghan War and 
“Theater Posture, bringing the 
total OCO cost in BA to $774.3 
billion

The same report requests $15.3 
billion in OCO for Iraq and Syria, 
raising the total to $772.3 billion.

For FY2001-FY2019, 
the OCO cost is 
$1,634.5 billion
• Afghanistan War = 

$774.3 billion
• Iraq/Syria War =
• $772.3 billion

http://www.dodig.mil/In-the-Spotlight/Article/1606560/lead-inspector-general-for-operation-freedoms-sentinel-quarterly-report-to-the/
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/


Figure 36: Putting Total DoD Budget Data in Perspective
(US Dollars in Millions)

Source: OSD Comptroller, FY2019 Green Book, p. 6, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf



Figure 37: DoD  War Cost Report Estimates versus OCO cost 
estimates and  total 050 Defense Costs : FY2010-FY2018

(Discretionary Budget Authority and Budget Outlays in Then Year $US Billions)

Note: Differences in War Cost totals  versus OCO totals  are evidently due to rounding and time of reporting issues  except for FY2018, where 
War Cost report only included expenditures through June 2018.
BA or Budget Authority is how much money Congress allows a federal agency to commit to spend. BO or Budget Outlays are how much money 
actually flows out of the federal Treasury in a given year. BA shows total cost of a given fiscal year’s authorization by Congress. BO represents 
actual cash flow, and help determine the size of the overall deficit or surplus.
Source: DoD FY2019 Budget Briefing, February 2018, p. 6, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf; DoD Cost of War Report, Quarter 3 
Cost of War Update as of June 30, 2018 , FAS Online, https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html; OSD Comptroller, Green Book, FY2019, p.p. 
86-87, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf. 

https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf
https://fas.org/man/eprint/cow/index.html
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY19_Green_Book.pdf


Figure 38: DoD Estimates of OCO War Costs as Percent of Total 
Defense Budget: FY2010-FY2023

(Discretionary Budget Authority In Then Year Billions)

Source: DoD FY2019 Budget Briefing, February 2018, p. 6, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/fy2019/FY2019_Budget_Request.pdf

24%       23%      18%       14%       15%       11%        10%       14%      14%        10%        3%           3%         3%      3%

OCO Totals $960 billion in FY2010-FY2019, $1,040 billion in FY2010-FY2023



Figure 39: OCO Spending by War and Major Category in FY2019
(In $US FY2019 Billions)

Under Secretary of Defense, FY2019 Defense Budget Brief, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/, February 2018.  

https://comptroller.defense.gov/Budget-Materials/


CBO Estimate of Total Military OCO 
Costs
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DoD FY2019 Budget Request for Military 

OCO Costs by War

As has been noted earlier, the CBO has carried out an independent analysis of the history and value of reporting OCO costs overt time. This

analysis does not focus on current war costs, but does raise a number of important points. Key excerpts are:

Since 2001, the Department of Defense (DoD) has regularly requested large appropriations to supplement its base-budget funding. Most of that

nonbase funding has been designated for overseas contingency operations (OCO) that began after 9/11. The Congressional Budget Office examined

how DoD’s use of OCO funding has affected its spending.

Growth of Funding. Between 1970 and 2000, nonbase funding accounted for about 2 percent of DoD’s total spending. Since 2001, such funding has

accounted for a much larger and persistent share of annual defense appropriations.

Amounts of Funding. Nonbase funding peaked at 28 percent of DoD’s budget in 2007 and 2008. From 2001 to 2018, it has averaged about $116

billion per year (in 2019 dollars), totaling about 20 percent of DoD’s total funding.

Use of Funding. DoD’s use of nonbase funding for operations immediately after 9/11 followed historical convention. But its continued use of

nonbase funding for what have become large-scale, long-term operations is a departure from past practice.

Funding for Enduring Activities. In CBO’s estimation, from 2006 to 2018, more than $50 billion in OCO funding per year (in 2019 dollars), on

average, has gone toward the costs of enduring activities rather than the temporary costs of overseas operations. DoD’s most recent budget request

indicates that, beginning in 2019, the department plans to increase the base budget to include most of that enduring funding in future years.

Since 2001, the Department of Defense (DoD) has regularly requested and received large appropriations to augment the base-budget funding

provided in its regular, annual appropriations. The additional, or nonbase, funding has totaled about $2.2 trillion, amounting to about 20 percent of

total defense appropriations over that time. About 98 percent of that sum has been designated for military operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and

elsewhere— known as overseas contingency operations (OCO)—that began after 9/11.

CBO estimates that in each year since 2006, more than $50 billion, on average, of the total funding designated for OCO has been used to support

enduring activities rather than the temporary costs of overseas operations. Beginning in 2019, DoD plans to start moving some of that enduring

funding into the base budget.

...Because nonbase funding is generally assumed to be temporary, OCO funding is omitted from DoD’s estimates of future defense costs. However,

OCO funding has increasingly been used to support enduring activities, including activities that would normally be funded in the base budget.

Together, those factors have created uncertainty about the current and future costs of DoD’s national defense strategy, in two ways. First, when OCO

funding is used to support base-budget activities, the base budget understates their costs. Second, because of overlap between the resources needed

for contingency operations and for regular base-budget functions, DoD’s involvement in those operations has led to increases in the funding for some

base-budget activities that are not obviously connected to them.

...To estimate how DoD’s treatment of nonbase funding affects the anticipated costs of its plans, CBO identified activities supported by OCO funding

that could be expected to endure into the future. CBO classified OCO spending as enduring if it supported operations or activities that would occur

whether or not the United States was at war; if it was used to procure facilities or equipment that would continue to need funding whether or not the
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United States was at war; or if it had been appropriated expressly to support base-budget activities despite its OCO designation. Using that approach,

CBO estimates that from 2006 to 2018, about $53 billion in OCO funding per year, on average, has supported enduring activities that could have

been funded in the base budget. If the scope and pace of DoD’s operations do not change significantly, given the size of the proposed 2019 budget,

CBO estimates that funding for those activities would total about $47 billion per year, on average, in 2019 and beyond.

However, the 2019 President’s budget suggested a change in the allocation of spending. The request moved $20 billion from the OCO budget to the

base budget in 2019 and indicated that, starting in 2020, DoD plans to move even more funding from the OCO budget to the base budget—about $45

billion per year, on average. That amount is slightly less than CBO’s estimate of $47 billion for enduring costs currently funded in the base budget.

...Nonbase funding for OCO comprises funds that have been expressly requested to support ongoing contingency operations. OCO funding refers to

appropriations designated by the Congress as OCO/GWOT funding in accordance with the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of

1985 (as in the example above). OCO funding is a broader category than nonbase funding for OCO; it also includes costs that are only indirectly

related to contingency operations (such as the costs to expand the size of the Army’s equipment inventories), enduring operational costs (as opposed

to temporary costs alone), and the costs of certain base-budget activities that would cause defense funding to exceed budgetary caps if it was

appropriated without an OCO designation. P. 5

Trends

DoD’s use of nonbase funding since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, can be divided into four phases. DoD’s initial response to 9/11

during the first phase, from 2001 to 2004, was marked by uncertainty about the length and cost of operations. In the second phase, from 2005 to 2009,

though DoD began to change its plans and programs to accommodate contingency operations that might extend indefinitely, it did not include

associated costs in its formal longer-term resource-planning process and continued to request nonbase funds. During the third phase, from 2010 to

2015, DoD made efforts to synchronize its base and nonbase funding requests but continued to omit OCO funding from its long-term planning

considerations. The fourth and current phase has been characterized by the explicit use of OCO funding for base-budget needs to avoid exceeding

spending caps. Pp 6.7

Even as it became apparent that the war would not be short, DoD did not provide the Congress with multiyear funding projections for the cost of

operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.21 DoD’s justifications centered on the fact that certain aspects of those operations depended on whether military

successes were achieved, which made their costs too uncertain to be reliably forecast…DoD continued to formulate funding requests for operations in

Afghanistan and Iraq as if they were for a series of temporary measures. Though DoD did not provide detailed estimates of future OCO budgets, the

Administration's Office of Management (OMB) provided placeholders for total OCO funding in some of its future spending projections.23

...Using OCO Funding to Avoid Budget Caps: 2015 to 2018. In 2015, lawmakers enacted the Bipartisan Budget Act, which amended the Budget

Control Act by raising the budget caps for defense and nondefense spending for 2016 and 2017. It also set OCO funding targets of about $60 billion

(measured in 2019 dollars) for each of those years. Because those targets exceeded what DoD needed for OCO activities, the department requested

that a portion be used for base-budget needs (about $8 billion in 2016 and about $5 billion in 2017). P.8

In March 2017, to increase the size and readiness of the military, the new Administration amended the original 2017 budget, requesting an additional

$31 billion—$5 billion for OCO and $26 billion for the base budget.27 p.9 The Congress appropriated about half of the requested funding but

designated all of it for OCO.28 As a result, of the $86 billion appropriated for OCO in 2017, 22 percent was used for base-budget needs—$8 billion

in the original request and an estimated $11 billion in the amended request. The overt use of OCO for base-budget activities to avoid exceeding

Budget Control Act caps continued in 2018…
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...The President's 2019 Budget: _In its original 2019 budget request, submitted to the Congress on February 12, 2018, DoD included $89 billion of

OCO funding in 2019, stating that about $17 billion of that amount was for base-budget needs. The budget was submitted only a few days after the

Budget Control Act’s caps on base-budget spending were increased by the Bipartisan Budget Act...Rather than delay submission of the budget, the

Department of Defense moved $20 billion of the funding into the Base Budget...

...(Some costs) identified in the OCO budget are clearly related to military conflicts and are incremental expenditures that would not be funded in the

base budget. For example, the cost of mobilizing reservists for contingency operations, issuing additional pay to troops who perform high-risk tasks,

or transporting equipment to Afghanistan or Iraq. Other costs, however, cannot be so easily categorized -- for example, the costs of repairing

equipment or training forces. Such activities would have occurred in the absence of contingency operations, although those operations have surely

increase their costs. Estimating that increase is challenging.

Since 2001, DoD has spent about $4 trillion (in 2019 dollars) on investments in equipment; about $444 billion (or 11 percent) of that amount has

come from nonbase funding for OCO. Some of that funding went toward replacing equipment lost in combat, but most was used to change the size

and composition of DoD’s equipment inventories to meet needs specific to the ongoing conflicts. (Russell Rumbaugh, What We Bought: Defense

Procurement from FY01 to FY10 (The Henry L. Stimson Center, October 2011), pp. 6 and 10, https://tinyurl.com/y93rgrqv; also see Department of

Defense, Ground Forces Equipment Repair, Replacement, and Recapitalization Requirements Resulting from Sustained Combat Operations (April

2005), Tables 7 and 8. Equipment that entered DoD’s inventories as a result of unanticipated needs will require funding in future base budgets to

maintain it and to replace or recapitalize (that is, renovate, update, or restore) it when it reaches the end of its service life.) P . 12

...Effects on Benefits and Compensation. Public support for the military in wartime can drive increases in pay and benefits not only for forces

deployed to combat zones but for all service members, including those who have retired. For example, in 2004, nonbase funding was used to expand

TRICARE health insurance benefits to members of the reserve forces for one year. That policy was extended in subsequent National Defense

Authorization Acts until 2007, when it was made permanent and funding for it was moved into the base budget.52 Although the expanded benefits

were not directly related to the war or limited to reservists who had deployed, the policy change supported all who might be called upon to deploy.

Similar legislation that expanded life insurance coverage and survivor’s benefits was also initially intended to temporarily support deployed service

members but was extended to the entire force and made permanent. Likewise, increases in military pay (in excess of growth in private-sector wages)

and total retirement compensation may have been motivated by a desire to show support for all troops during wartime. Such changes to pay and bene-

fits, even small ones, can have large and lasting effects on DoD’s costs because they permanently increase the costs of compensating service

members. Those increased costs are then carried over to future base budgets. p. 14)

...The remaining funding in DoD’s 2019 OCO request—$47 billion (or about 70 percent)—would go toward enduring costs, in CBO’s assessment.

CBO identified spending as enduring if it supported activities that would probably continue in the absence of operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, or

Syria; if it involved investment funding for procurement programs that would incur longer-term costs; or if it was explicitly identified in the OCO

budget as meeting base-budget needs to avoid exceeding budgetary caps (see Figure 6).

...Funding for Activities Likely to Continue in the Absence of Current Conflicts. The first type of enduring OCO funding supports activities that

would probably continue into the future. Starting in 2013, the largest share of enduring spending falls in this category: spending for in-theater support

forces, which provide support to operational forces directly engaged in contingency operations. (DoD did not separately report the costs for in-theater

support personnel and operational forces for years before 2013, so CBO could not make estimates for earlier years.)
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The number of operational forces in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria has decreased markedly over the past decade. From 2009 to 2014, the

average number of operational forces per year was 118,000; after 2014 (including in the 2019 budget request), it fell to 15,000 (an 87 percent

decline). The number of in-theater support forces also fell, but to a lesser extent—from an average of 104,000 per year through 2014 to an

average of 74,000 beginning in 2015 (a 29 percent decrease; see Figure 7). (DoD did not report the number of in-theater support personnel for

years before 2009, so CBO could not make estimates for earlier years.) That much smaller decline suggests that the number of support forces

in the Middle East is largely independent of the number the Middle East is largely independent of the number of operational forces deployed

there and represents an enduring presence in the region.53 p. 17

...DoD’s original 2019 budget request identified about $17 billion in base-budget funding to be designated for OCO to avoid Budget Control

Act caps. However, after the 2018 Bipartisan Budget Act increased those caps, the Administration submitted an amended request for the 2019

budget that moved an even greater amount—$20 billion—out of the OCO budget and into the base budget.

...The Magnitude of Enduring Costs in the OCO Budget: In CBO’s estimation, enduring costs over the 2006– 2018 period have ranged

from $31 billion to $85 billion per year, averaging about $53 billion annually. CBO estimates that about $47 billion of DoD’s $69 billion

amended OCO budget request for 2019 would fund enduring activities. The remaining $22 billion in nonbase funding was requested either to

directly support military operations overseas ($15 billion) or to fund Afghan or Iraqi security forces ($7 billion). (p. 18)

• Figure 41: Limited Impact of All OCO-Related Funding on Baseline DoD Budget: 1950 to 2019 attempts to estimate the total trends

in OCO costs for the period from the Korean war to the present, and clearly separate non-Base OCO or War Costs from Enduring OCO

costs that may belong in the Baseline Budget. The key problem in this analysis and in the CBO effort is that the focus on budget

categories makes no effort to recognize the need to assess the cost of war -- or any key mission, program, or strategic goal in defense

spending. It reflects far too much of "bean counter" emphasis on knowing the price of everything without assessing any aspect of its

value.

• Figure 42: Temporary and Enduring OCO Funding, by Functional Category, FY 2006 to 2019 rein forces this point. The cost break

outs are largely line item oriented and do not support analysis of war or mission cost, effectiveness, and strategic value.

• Figure 43: OCO Funding for Operations and In-Theater Support, 2006 to 2019 presents significant analytic and definition issues,

and does not provide a basis for determining what aspects of theater support are war or crisis related, and what aspects have lasting

military and strategic value.

• Figure 44: The Possible Effect of Moving Enduring OCO Funding Into DoD’s Base Budget does not address the key issue of being

able to assess the coast of wars, key operations, key missions and programs.
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Figure 41: Limited Impact of All OCO-Related Funding on 
Baseline DoD Budget: 1950 to 2019 

(In $US 2019 Millions)

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 20.



Figure 42: Temporary and Enduring OCO Funding, by Functional 
Category, FY 2006 to 2019 (In $US 2019 Billions)

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 2



Figure 43: OCO Funding for Operations and In-Theater Support, 
2006 to 2019 

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 19



Figure 44: The Possible Effect of Moving Enduring OCO 

Funding Into DoD’s Base Budget

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 21.



Total International Relations Costs 
of Non-Base, OCO-like Activity 
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Total International Relations Costs of 

Non-Base, OCO-like Activity  

Since 9/11, America's wars have all been fought in failed states where dealing with the civil dimension of the conflict -- and

creating effective and stable governments and economies -- has been as critical as defeating extremists and insurgent and ending

civil conflicts.

The State Department and USAID have never provided credible reporting on the strategies and programs they are pursuing in these

areas, their cost, and their effectiveness. The State/USAID budget justification also is a chaotic mess of line item program activities

that does little to explain the overall cost and nature of U.S. efforts by nation and regional efforts.

• Figure 45: CBO Estimate of Estimate Trend in Total USG International Affairs Costs 1998-2; Figure 46: CBO Estimate of

Estimate Trend in Total USG Non-Base International Affairs Costs 1998-2018; and Figure 47: CBO Estimate of Estimate Trend

in Total USG Base vs. Non-Base International Affairs Costs 2010-2018 provide an attempt to cost total international expenditures, but

do not provide any insight as to spending by war, region, or country. They again illustrate an emphasis on total costs that cannot be tied to

given wars or missions

• Figure 48: State Department OCO Funding: FY2018, FY2019: State/USAID have ceased to report OCO figures. There is no clear

source of data on their war costs and war-related programs.

It is far from clear what costs should be included. U.S. aid to Pakistan, for example, probably

should be because it was directly linked to Pakistani support for the Afghan war. The same is true

of other U.S. aid efforts in Central Asia, and to some of the nations that contributed force to the

military efforts in Afghanistan. The costs of expansions to U.S. embassies and consulates, and

added personnel, security, and transport should also be included along with a careful study of

other support and contractor costs and transfers to outside aid and NGO efforts. The present open

source cost data are far too vague to be trustworthy.

There are still partial sources of official data. The Department of Defense did attempt to provide

data for State/USAID in many of its previous its semi-annual reports on the war in Afghanistan,
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but no longer does so. The Special Inspector General for Afghanistan does provide data on both

civil and military aid to Afghanistan in its reporting, but does not address the cost of U.S.

operations. The Lead Inspector General - Overseas Contingency Operations also provides data on

both U.S. war-related civil and military aid to both Afghanistan, and Iraq and Syria, in its

semiannual reports to Congress on Operation Freedom's Sentinel and in its COP-OCO: FY2019

Comprehensive Oversight Plan. There also is a substantial amount of open source material

available on U.S. aid and other activities in support of U.S. civil aid and other war-related

activities from State and USAID public affairs, and testimony to Congress.

As the Department of Defense has consistently noted, however, there is "no military solution" to

winning America's current wars. the lack of coherent reporting on the civil side of U.S. effort, and

any integrated assessments of the civil-military effort and its cost is a critical gap that seems to be

a serious within the U.S. government as it is in U.S government reporting on the cost of U.S. wars,

the strategies and programs involved, and the success of the resulting efforts.
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Figure 45: CBO Estimate of Trend in Total USG International 
Affairs Costs 1998-2018

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: CBO, Funding for International Affairs Activities, Within and Outside Agencies’ Base Budgets, December 2018, p. 4



Figure 46: CBO Estimate of Estimate Trend in Total USG  Non-
Base International Affairs Costs 1998-2018

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: CBO, Funding for International Affairs Activities, Within and Outside Agencies’ Base Budgets, December 2018, p. 6



Figure 47: CBO Estimate of Estimate Trend in Total USG  Base 
vs. Non-Base International Affairs Costs 2010-2018

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: CBO, Funding for International Affairs Activities, Within and Outside Agencies’ Base Budgets, December 2018, p. 10



Figure 48: State Department OCO Funding: FY2018, FY2019

The Trump Administration submitted to Congress its FY2019 budget request on 
February 12, 2018. The proposal includes $41.86 billion for the Department of 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs (SFOPS). Of that amount, $13.26 
billion would be for State Department operations, international broadcasting, and 
related agencies, and $28.60 billion for foreign operations.

With the enactment of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018 (BBA; P.L. 115-123, 
February 9, 2018), which raised discretionary spending limits set by the Budget 
Control Act of 2011 (BCA; P.L. 112-25), the Administration’s FY2019 foreign affairs 
funding request is entirely within enduring (base) funds; no Overseas Contingency 
Operations (OCO) funding is in the SFOPS request for the first time since FY2012. 
(CRS Report on State Department Funding: September 5, 2018)

.. In total, the bill provides $54 billion in both regular discretionary and Overseas 
Contingency Operations (OCO) funding. This total is the same as the fiscal year 
2018 enacted level. Within this amount, OCO funding totals $8 billion and supports 
operations and assistance in areas of instability and conflict, such as Afghanistan, 
Pakistan, Iraq, and other countries in the Middle East. (House Appropriations 
Committee Releases Fiscal Year 2019 State and Foreign Operations Bill, June 12, 
2018)



Lead Inspector General for 
Overseas Contingency Operations 

(LIG) and Special Inspector General 
for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) 

Reporting on Reporting on Key 
Elements of the Cost of War
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Lead Inspector General for Overseas Contingency Operations 

(LIG) and Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction 

(SIGAR) Reporting on Reporting on Key Military and Civil 

Elements of the Cost of War

Two different of Inspector Generals have shown that it is possible to provide more meaningful data on the cost of war. These 

estimates do not resolve any of the uncertainties discussed earlier, but they do provide examples of ways to report on the costs of 

each war, and to combine the total direct DoD and DoS costs into a simple graphic form.

• Figure 46: Lead IG Estimate DoD, DoS and US Aid Funding FY2013-FY2019. The Lead Inspector General for Overseas 

Contingency Operations (LIG) has developed the total direct costs analysis shown earlier in Figure 18. This Lead IG 

estimate does not address the difference in DoD OCO versus total war costs, the issues raised by the CBO in the actual 

degree to which OCO costs include costs that are not war-related, but it does show that it is possible to provide a good 

summary overview of the data on the annual trends in total war cost that are  now available.

• Figure 48: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Iraq and Syria (OIR)  FY2019; Figure 49: Lead IG Estimate of 

DoS and USAID Operations in Iraq FY2019, and Figure 50 Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Iraq and 

Syria (OIR): FY2019 provide an example of ways to quickly summarize both the military and civil cost of the war in Iraq 

and Syria, and the key programs involved. They do not measure progress, effectiveness, or link to a strategy, but DoD has 

issued reports and summary graphics and metrics covering these issues in the past. Some are presented in the following 

section of this report.

• Figure 51 Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Iraq and Syria (OIR): FY2019; Figure 52 Lead IG Estimate of 

DoS and USAID Operations in Afghanistan: FY2019 provides a similar example of summary cost reporting by functional 

activity for Afghanistan.

• Figure 53: Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) Estimate of the Cost of US Wartime Aid to 

Afghanistan provides an example of a summary functional cost analysis of U.S. aid to Afghanistan. 

• Figure 54: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in the Philippines (Pacific Eagle): FY2019 provides a Lead IG 

example of another problem in costing wars. This is a key area for U.S. efforts to help a strategic partner, but it involve aid 

rather than combat. the question - which applies to many other U.S. efforts to counterterrorism in the field is whether such 

efforts should be included in "war costs?"
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Figure 49: Lead IG Estimate DoD, DoS and US Aid Funding FY2013-FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

For FY 2019, the DoD 
requested $617 billion 
in base funding and 
$69 billion in OCO 
funding.

The FY 2019 DoS and 
USAID budget request 
totaled $39.3 billion, a 
reduction of $14.7 
billion (27 percent) 
from the amount 
appropriated by 
Congress for FY 2018. 

Moreover, the DoS and 
USAID budget request 
was lower than any 
amount appropriated 
by Congress during the 
past decade. 

In FY 2019, the DoS 
and USAID did not 
request separate OCO 
funding, and instead 
included funding for 
OCOs as part of their 
enduring budget 
request.

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, p. 5. 

Total     $630                $631                $613                 $633                 $663                  $720       $725   
State/
USAID    $52                   $50                  $53                   $53                    $58                    $54  $39
DoD      $578                $581                $560                 $580                 $605                  $666        $686



Figure 50: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Iraq and Syria (OIR): FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, pp. 11-12. 

DoD Funding for OIR 

The DoD’s $69 billion OCO funding request for FY 2019 includes $15 billion for OIR. This OIR funding request 
is intended to build the capacity of the Iraqi security forces and vetted Syrian opposition to counter ISIS in 
support of the United States’ comprehensive regional strategy. 

Military Personnel ($0.4 B): These funds are for active and reserve component requirements. For the active 
component, this includes incremental deployment pays associated with military personnel deployed in 
support of OIR. Additionally, for activated reservists, the funding includes deployed military personnel, as 
well as those remaining in the United States supporting combat operations in theater. 

Operation and Maintenance ($7.6 B): These funds are for a range of costs for the military services and 
defense agencies including operations, fuel, spare parts, maintenance, communications, intelligence 
support, transportation, retrograde, reset, and civilian personnel in support of OIR. This category also 
includes the Counter-ISIS Train and Equip Fund.

Counter-ISIS Train and Equip Fund ($1.4 B): These funds 
strengthen the capabilities of the DoD’s partners to secure 
territory liberated from ISIS and counter future terrorist 
threats. The request includes funding for the training, 
equipping, and stipend payments to partner security 
forces. 

Procurement ($4.9 B): These funds are for the 
procurement of unmanned aerial systems, engineering 
equipment, vehicles, counter-improvised explosive devices 
(IED) systems, and other equipment. This request also 
funds the procurement of bombs, missiles, and other 
munitions. 

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) 
($0.4 B): These funds are for the research, development, 
test, and evaluation of systems including unmanned aerial 
systems and counter-IED systems. 

Classified Programs ($1.9 B): These funds are for classified 
programs in the operation and maintenance, procurement, 
and RDT&E categories 



Figure 51: Lead IG Estimate of DoS and USAID  Operations in Iraq: FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, pp. 12-14. 

.

Economic Support and Development Fund ($150.0 M): These 
funds support stabilization and recovery in areas liberated from 
ISIS; reinforce Iraq’s own economic and fiscal reforms; 
strengthen governance and government responsiveness; and 
promote reconciliation, accountability, and human rights. 
Additionally, these funds support Iraqi minorities most affected 
by ISIS. 

Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining and Related 
Programs ($46.9 M): These funds are directed toward 
improving Iraq’s ability to defend itself against external threats 
to internal stability, through bilateral conventional weapons 
destruction, anti-terrorism assistance, and export control and 
related border security assistance programs. 

International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement ($2.0 
M): These funds will be used to build on previous work with the 
Department of Justice International Criminal Investigative 
Training and Assistance Program. An International Narcotics 
Control and Law Enforcement advisor assists key personnel in 
Ministry of Interior units to develop Iraq-led training programs 
and strategic plans, conduct criminal investigations and analyze 
forensic evidence; investigate and pursue organized crime, 
including illicit finance and money laundering; and conduct 
internal investigations in accordance with international norms 
and standards.35 

International Military Education and Training ($1.0 M): These 
funds seek to enhance the development and professionalism of 
the Iraqi military and their interoperability with the United 
States and partners within the region and support reform and 
institution-building initiatives. Through military education and 
training, select members of the Iraqi Air Force, Army, Navy, 
Kurdish Peshmerga, Counterterrorism Service, and civilian 
defense/security officials will be exposed to democratic values, 
respect for human rights and the rule of law, and civilian 
control over the military.36 

Additional Humanitarian Assistance Activities: The DoS and 
USAID also request funds to address worldwide crises affecting 
U.S. national security interests. The DoS and USAID administer 
these funds, which include portions of the International 
Disaster Assistance, Food for Peace Title II, and Migration and 
Refugee Assistance accounts.

DoS and USAID Funding for Iraq 

The DoS and USAID budget request contains $1.2 billion for Iraq. These funds enable the DoS and USAID to engage with the Iraqi 
government, international organizations, regional neighbors, economic partners, and the Iraqi people to support improvements in 
governance, economic development, and regional relations, and to maintain a strong partnership with Iraq.27 USAID also requested
$136 million in additional funding for humanitarian assistance in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq.

Worldwide Security Protection and Ongoing Operations ($858.2 M): These funds support ongoing Diplomatic Security programs in 
Iraq, including international cooperative administrative support services costs, diplomatic couriers, static/ local guards, Embassy Air 
overseas support costs, premium pay, Temporary Duty-related costs, armored vehicle replacements, training, and physical and 
technical security. 

Diplomatic and Consular Programs ($109.2 M): These funds provide for Embassy operations, staff support costs and salaries, 
transportation, communications, aviation programs, and consulate operations. 

Embassy Security, Construction, and Management ($5.7 M): These funds pay the costs for security upgrades; repair, improvement 
and construction; and management and operations UN Assistance Mission in Iraq ($26.2 M): These funds represent the U.S. share of 
the costs of the UN Special Political Mission in Iraq, which uses financial contributions and expertise of other nations to promote U.S. 
interests including combatting violent extremism; promoting human rights; and forging solutions to the global threats of armed 
conflict, hunger, poverty, and disease



Figure 52: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Iraq and Syria (OIR): FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, p. 14-15. 

DoS and USAID Funding for Syria 

The DoS and USAID budget request contains $175 million for 
Syria. This request seeks to assist the Syrian people to stabilize 
opposition-held communities and to counter extremism. These 
funds are directed to restore essential services, livelihoods, and 
education; empower civil society; develop credible local 
governance institutions; and promote youth’s positive 
engagement in their communities in areas liberated from the 
regime and violent extremists, such as ISIS and al Qaeda.38 

Economic Support and Development Fund ($130.0 M): These 
funds support programs to strengthen local community and 
governance actors’ capacity to manage constituent needs while 
communities are rebuilt. The focus of this support is on 
providing basic services such as water distribution and 
wastewater management; restoring critical public 
infrastructure, including hospitals, electricity, roads, and civil 
records departments; and delivering basic education.

Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining and Related 
Programs ($44.5 M): Syria is highly contaminated with 
explosive remnants of war (ERW) and IEDs. These funds 
provide for the removal of ERW and IEDs, including the training 
and equipping of local Syrian teams for removal efforts. This 
assistance also supports programs to educate IDPs and other 
affected populations in Syria about how to avoid serious injury 
or death from contact with ERW and IEDs.40 

Additional Humanitarian Assistance Activities: The DoS and 
USAID also request funds to address worldwide crises affecting 
U.S. national security interests. The DoS and USAID will 
administer these funds, which include portions of the 
International Disaster Assistance, Food for Peace Title II, and 
Migration and Refugee Assistance accounts



Figure 53: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in Afghanistan: FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, pp. 
55-57 

DoD Funding for OFS 

The DoD’s $69 billion OCO funding request for FY 2019 includes $46 billion for OFS. This OFS request supports 
counterterrorism operations and the mission to train, advise, and assist the Afghan security forces. OFS funding also 
supports operations across the Middle East in Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, and the United Arab Emirates that are not specific 
to OFS. Additionally, the DoD requested funds under OFS for stability and counter-terrorism operations in the Horn of 
Africa and the Philippines, and detainee operations at Naval Station Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.29 

Military Personnel ($3.9 B): These request funds are for active and reserve component requirements. For the active 
component, this includes incremental deployment pay associated with military personnel deployed in support of OFS. 
Additionally, for activated reservists, this funding includes deployed military personnel, as well as those stationed in the 
United States supporting combat operations in theater.30 

Operation and Maintenance ($35.1 B): These request funds are for a range of costs for the military services and defense 
agencies, including operations, fuel, spare parts, maintenance, communications, intelligence support, transportation 
costs, retrograde, reset, and civilian personnel costs in support of OFS. This category also includes the Coalition Support 
Funds, which reimburse key cooperating nations for support to U.S. military operations. Additionally, this category 
includes the Afghan Security Forces Fund.

Afghan Security Forces Fund ($5.2 B): These funds are for the 
procurement, sustainment, operations, and training required to 
support the Afghan security forces. The request includes funds for 
the Afghan National Army and Afghan National Police. 
Additionally, this fund supports the Afghan Air Force’s increase in 
pilots, aircrew, and the introduction of U.S.- manufactured aircraft. 
Finally, this fund supports the growth of the Afghan Special 
Security Forces and the Afghan National Army Special Operations 
Command doubling in size to approximately 23,000 personnel. 

Procurement ($1.9 B): These funds are for the procurement of 
unmanned aerial systems, engineering equipment, vehicles, 
counter-improvised explosive devices (IED) systems, and other 
equipment. This request also funds the procurement of bombs, 
missiles, and other munitions. 

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) ($0.4 B): 
These funds are for the research, development, test, and 
evaluation of systems including unmanned aerial systems and 
counter-IED systems.

Military Construction ($0.1 B): These funds are for two facility 
projects in support of OFS at Guantanamo Bay Naval Station, Cuba 
and at Al Udeid Air Base, Qatar.31 

Classified Programs ($5.0 B): These funds are for classified 
programs in the operation and maintenance, procurement, and 
research, development, test, and evaluation categories.



Figure 54: Lead IG Estimate of DoS and USAID Operations in Afghanistan: FY2019 
(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, pp. 57-58. 

Diplomatic and Consular Programs ($132.8 M): These funds 
support civilians engaged in capacity building, stabilization, 
and development deemed essential to U.S. strategy in 
Afghanistan. 

Economic Support and Development Fund ($500.0 M): 
These funds support programs essential to implementing the 
South Asia strategy. The programs are focused on 
accelerating private sector-driven and export-led economic 
growth including agriculture; building on gains in health, 
education, and women’s empowerments; and increasing the 
government’s accountability to its citizens. 

Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Demining and Related 
Programs ($37.0 M): These funds help build Afghan civilian 
security capacity in counterterrorism and crisis response. 
Additional funds will provide for enhanced border security 
through targeted regulatory training; licensing and 
enforcement training; regional cross-border collaboration; as 
well as equipment donations and repairs. These funds also 
support conventional weapons destruction and related 
activities, including humanitarian demining, munitions 
destructions, and mine-risk education.

International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement ($95.0 
M): These funds support counter-narcotics programming to 
improve the functioning of Afghan justice systems and law 
enforcement units working to address the illegal trade of 
narcotics and associated money laundering and corruption. 

International Military Education and Training ($0.8 M): 
These funds support programs designed to instill basic 
democratic values among Afghan security forces, including 
the protection of internationally recognized human rights. 
Officers and non-commissioned officers from the Afghan 
Ministry of Defense and National Directorate of Security are 
trained in programs offered by the DoD.

Additional Humanitarian Assistance Activities: The DoS and 
USAID also request funds to address worldwide crises 
affecting U.S. national security interests. The DoS and USAID 
administer these funds, which include portions of the 
International Disaster Assistance, Food for Peace Title II, and 
Migration and Refugee Assistance accounts.

DoS and USAID Funding for Iraq: The DoS and USAID budget request contains $1.6 billion for Afghanistan. The request focuses on 
diplomatic engagement to support Afghanistan’s pursuit of broad political, economic, and security reforms to stabilize the 
environment and provide a foundation for peace. U.S. diplomatic efforts also focus on keeping international donors and regional 
stakeholders engaged in Afghanistan’s future.32 USAID also requested $136 million in additional funding for humanitarian assistance 
in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq. 

Worldwide Security Protection and Ongoing Operations ($724.6 M): These funds support ongoing Diplomatic Security programs in 
Afghanistan. These include international cooperative administrative support services costs, diplomatic couriers, static/ local guards, 
Embassy Air overseas support costs, premium pay, temporary duty-related costs, armored vehicle replacements, training, and 
physical and technical security. 

UN Assistance Mission in Afghanistan ($40.3 M): These funds represent the U.S. cost share of the UN Special Political Mission in 
Afghanistan, which uses financial contributions and expertise of other nations to promote U.S. interests including combatting violent 
extremism; promoting human rights; and forging solutions to the global threats of armed conflict, hunger, poverty, and disease. 



Figure 55: Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) 
Estimate of the Cost of US Wartime Aid to Afghanistan

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Special Inspector General for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR), Quarterly Report to Congress, October 30, 2018, 
https://www.sigar.mil/allreports/, pp.47-50 

https://www.sigar.mil/allreports/


Figure 56: Lead IG Estimate of Military Operations in the Philippines (Pacific 
Eagle): FY2019 

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, COP-OCO: FY2019 Comprehensive Oversight Plan, October 2018, pp. 125-127. 

DoD OCO Funding The DoS and USAID funding request for FY 19 seeks $118.4 million for the 
Philippines to address priorities such as security and regional stability; countering violent extremism; 
combatting human trafficking; enhancing citizen-responsive governance; and promoting community 
resilience and growth. U.S. assistance targets drivers of violent extremism and reduces space for the 
radicalization of youth. In addition, the FY 2019 request seeks funding for Embassy Manila’s 
diplomatic programs, support under the Worldwide Security Protection programs, and the Embassy 
Security, Construction, and Maintenance program.

FY 2019 Department of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs- Philippines Budget 
Request (includes USAID)

Economic Support and Development Fund ($55.0 M): These funds seek to address the drivers of 
violent extremism in the Philippines, including community grievances, poor governance, corruption, 
poverty, weak institutions, and a culture of violence. U.S. assistance programs are designed to 
expand opportunities for at-risk youth and internally displaced persons in areas threatened by 
conflict and specifically targeted by violent extremist organizations for recruitment.19 

International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement ($5.3 M): These funds seek to bolster justice 
sector capacity; improve maritime law enforcement and develop the Philippine Coast Guard; 
combat illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing; and expand assistance to reduce drug demand, 
a key, new area of bilateral collaboration. Programs work to strengthen Philippine rule of law 
institutions to ensure citizen security and access to justice and to disrupt transnational criminal 
networks.20 

The DoS and USAID funding request for FY 19 seeks $118.4 million for the Philippines to 
address priorities such as security and regional stability; countering violent extremism; 
combatting human trafficking; enhancing citizen-responsive governance; and promoting 
community resilience and growth. U.S. assistance targets drivers of violent extremism and 
reduces space for the radicalization of youth. In addition, the FY 2019 request seeks 
funding for Embassy Manila’s diplomatic programs, support under the Worldwide Security 
Protection programs, and the Embassy Security, Construction, and Maintenance program.

FY 2019 Department of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs- Philippines 
Budget Request (includes USAID)

Economic Support and Development Fund ($55.0 M): These funds seek to address the 
drivers of violent extremism in the Philippines, including community grievances, poor 
governance, corruption, poverty, weak institutions, and a culture of violence. U.S. 
assistance programs are designed to expand opportunities for at-risk youth and internally 
displaced persons in areas threatened by conflict and specifically targeted by violent 
extremist organizations for recruitment.19 

International Narcotics Control and Law Enforcement ($5.3 M): These funds seek to 
bolster justice sector capacity; improve maritime law enforcement and develop the 
Philippine Coast Guard; combat illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing; and expand 
assistance to reduce drug demand, a key, new area of bilateral collaboration. Programs 
work to strengthen Philippine rule of law institutions to ensure citizen security and access 
to justice and to disrupt transnational criminal networks.20 
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U.S. Force, Casualty, and Contractor Levels

The final section of this report address the challenge of linking war costs to measures of activity. The metrics in this section show

the range of unclassified data already provided in a range of official reports. it is clear that open source reporting can also provide

substantial insights into the level of resources and U.S military activity involved in given wars without compromising operations

and security.

• Figure 55: US Military Personnel by War: FY2001-FY2018

• Figure 56: Average Numbers of Operational Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan and In-Theater Support Forces, 2006 to 2019

• Figure 57: Comptroller Estimate of DoD OCO Costs & Troop Levels in Afghan and Iraq/Syria Wars (In $US Current

Millions)

• Figure 58: US Military vs. Contractor Personnel

• Figure 59: Lead IG Estimate of U.S. Forces in Afghanistan: FY2019

• Figure 60: US Contractors in War Zones: 49,245

• Figure 61: Air Combat Activity – Afghanistan 2013-2018

• Figure 62: Air Combat Activity – Iraq, Syria 2013-2018

• Figure 63: U.S. Wartime Casualties 2010-December 31, 2018

A wide range of data is also available on the relative effectiveness of US and US supported forces versus threat forces. The issues

in such reporting by war have been addressed in previous Burke Chair reports
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Figure 57: US Military Personnel by War: FY2001-
FY2018

Source:  Lynn M. Williams, Susan B. Epstein, Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Status ,Congressional Research 
Service, February 7, 2017, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf, p. 19; Source: DoD Lead IG, Operation Freedom’s Sentinel Report to 
U.S. Congress, April 1, 2018- June 30, 2018,  p. 56,  http://www.dodig.mil/In-the-Spotlight/Article/1606560/lead-inspector-general-for-
operation-freedoms-sentinel-quarterly-report-to-the/

2011-2016

FY2018

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf


Figure 58: Average Numbers of Operational Forces in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and In-Theater Support Forces, 2006 to 2019 

Source: CBO, Funding for Overseas Contingency Operations and Its Impact on Defense Spending, October 2018, p. 18



Figure 59: Comptroller Estimate of DoD OCO Costs & Troop 
Levels in Afghan and Iraq/Syria Wars

(In $US Current Millions)

Source: OSD Comptroller, Overview FY2019 Defense Budget, Department of Defense, February 2018, p. 4, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/budget-materials/ 

1/ Iraq/Syria data is for Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), Operation NEW DAWN (OND), OIR, and follow-on Iraq activities. 

2/ Afghanistan data is for Operation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and Operation FREEDOM'S SENTINEL (OFS). 

3/ Data is for the European Deterrence Initiative (formerly European Reassurance Initiative) and non-war funding, which includes

Security Cooperation in FY 2017-2019, and the former Counterterrorism Partnerships Fund in FY 2015 and FY 2016. 

4/ Base budget requirements funded in OCO. In FY 2017, this includes Bipartisan Budget Act compliance, congressional 

base-to-OCO (Title II to Title IX transfers), and congressional adds (Title X base requirements). 

Note: Funding levels displayed are enacted amounts and do not reflect budget execution. The FY 2013 level includes a 

$5 billion downward adjustment from the enacted appropriation due to sequestration. 



Figure 60: US Military vs. Contractor Personnel: 
2001-2016

Source:  Lynn M. Williams, Susan B. Epstein, Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Status ,Congressional Research 
Service, February 7, 2017, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf, p. 20

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R44519.pdf


Figure 61: Lead IG Estimate of U.S. Forces in Afghanistan: FY2019 

Source: Lead Inspector General,- Overseas Contingency Operations, Operation Freedom’s Sentinel, April 1, 2018-June 30, 2018, pp. 56-57. 

Quarterly Change in DoD Personnel in Afghanistan

According to the DoD, there was no change in the U.S. military personnel presence in Afghanistan during the 
quarter, as shown above. The DoD said there are about 14,000 US military personnel in Afghanistan, including 
the official force level of 11,958 troops deployed in support of OFS, but not including certain military personnel 
deployed for sensitive missions, as detailed in the classified appendix.

This quarter, the DoD reported that the number of coalition troops in Afghanistan increased from 6,600 to 7,522, 
and the number of DoD civilian personnel in country increased from 560 to 818.290 Contractors continued to be 
the largest single category of personnel supporting the OFS mission in Afghanistan, with 26,922 U.S., Afghan, and 
third country national contractors reported this quarter, an increase of 275 from the previous quarter.291 As 
shown in Figure 12, these contractors performed a wide range of functions, with nearly a third serving in 
logistics/maintenance roles. The DoD reported that security was the second largest mission category, and that 
nearly half of these personnel were reportedly armed.



Figure 62: US Contractors in War Zones: 49,245 
15,000)

Source: Department of Defense, CONTRACTOR SUPPORT OF U.S. OPERATIONS IN THE USCENTCOM AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY,
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#inbox?projector=1 



Figure 63: Air Combat Activity – Afghanistan 2013-2018
(as of October 31, 2018) 

Source: AFCENT, http://www.afcent.af.mil/About/Airpower-Summaries/



Figure 64: Air Combat Activity – Iraq, Syria 2013-2018
(as of October 31, 2018) 

Source: AFCENT, http://www.afcent.af.mil/About/Airpower-Summaries/



Figure 65: U.S. Wartime Casualties 2010-December 31, 2018 - I

Source: DoD, accessed 1.1.19, https://dod.defense.gov/News/Casualty-Status/



Figure 65: U.S. Wartime Casualties 2010-December 31, 2018 - II

Source: DoD, accessed 1.1.19, https://dod.defense.gov/News/Casualty-Status/


