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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Effective war fighting requires effective planning, and this is especially true of resoiitues.
United States, however, failed to develop meaningful-teng strategies and plans for most of
war fighting in the Iraq and Afghan Wars, and failedrémslate them into budgets and well
defined requests for resources. In both wars, it dealt with each year in ways where it budgeted
by an annual increment and did not tie its resource requests to a coherent campaign plan for
warfighting or armed nationaluilding. It never developed a consistent or and a credible mid of
long-term funding profile for war fighting, or properly managed either conflict.

The Bush Administration failed to develop a meaningful #&rgn strategy or plan for the Iraq

and AfghanWars, as well as failed to properly resource its wars and produce sound budgets. For

the past eight budgets, the Department of Defense requested emergency supplemental or
Abridged funding outsi de o ftrack budgetipregsuereated def en
numerous problems in terms of ensuring both effective planning and resource of the wars and in
ensuring suitable Congressional and media review. Moreover, DOD consistently sought funding

for programs that do not meet the reasonable test for-eeleed emergency. In essence, the
Department treated the supplemental and the baseline budgets as fungible, and in ways that
compromised the integrity of the normal budgeting process.

As a result, warfighting and other defense expenditures are pottirgypressure on the budget
and economy although scarcely at anything approaching Cold War levels. The CBO estimated
in August 2009 that,

fi N edefense discretionary outlays are expected to climb to $584 billion thi§ peamcrease of 12

p e r ¢ e nhatélekel, nardefense discretionary spending will represent about 4.1percent of GDP, the

highest share since 1983. Defense outlays are anticipated to increase by 7 percerd sligo0g below

the rate of growth that such outlays have experienced, enage, over the past 10 years. Defense outlays

are expected to total $657 billion this year, or 4.

The Burke Chair has prepared an overview of the current estimates of the cost of the war to date,
and of posible future costs. While it surveys budget requests made by the Department of
Defense (DOD), it relies heavily on work by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO),
Congressional Research Service (CRS), and General Accountability Office (GAO). While there
areproblems in the available data and many different ways to estimatethe€€& Sanalysis

shows thatvar costs of $915 billion have been covered by supplemental emergency
appropriations, with $687 billion going to the Iraq War and $228 billion goindgdgbakistan.

1CBO,The Budget and Economic Outlodkn Update August 2009, p. 11.
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Figure I: Annual DOD Spending on the Iraq and Afghan Wars (in billions)
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Source:Adapted by the author from data provided Ay Belasco,The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other
Global War on Terror Operations Sincél9. Congressional Research ServicRe33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

The difference between these two figures reveals a fundamental difference in the way in which
the Bush Administration reacted to the challenges it faced after the initial moment of
conwentional victory. Ad=igure | shows in the Iraq War, the United States threw enough money
at the conflict to largely defeat the insurgency, although the ultimate outcome is still unclear. It
did so, however, without developing coherent budgets and lomgteding profiles, and

without any clear effort to develop the kind of consistent andrvaltaged programs that could
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have reduced the cost of the war and imprdihedeffectiveness of US forcéshence the
continued reliance on supplementals displapeeigure Il .

A more recent estimate by the CBO, made in August 2009, indicateettiaxpenditiures are
even higher, but thahe Iraqg War got 74% of the total funding, while the Afghan conflict and the
rest 02f the war on terrorisinwhich were foubt over a substantially longer periedyot only

26%

fiSince September 2001, lawmakers have provided a total of $944 billion in budget authority for military
and diplomatic operations in Iraq, Af glmsdavikdsan,
and for related activities of the Department of Justice (see the table to the right). Appropriations specifically
designated for those activities, which averaged about $93 billion a year from 2003 through 2005, rose to
$120 billion in 2006and to $187 billion in 2008, before declining to $154 billion in 2009.

Funding to date for military operations and other defense activities related to the war totals $849 billion,
most of which has gone to the Department of Defense (DoD). Lawmakersralsded more than $42
billion to train and equip indigenous security forces in Iraq and Afghanisfamotal of $891 billion has

thus been appropriated since September 2001 for military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and other

war-related activities.

In addition, $51 billion has been provided for diplomatic operations and foreign aid to Iraq, Afghanistan,
and other countries that are assisting the United States in fighting terrorism. Of that amount, $16 billion
was appropriated for the Iraq Relief @rRdconstruction Fund.

DoD reports that in 2009, obligations for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and related activities averaged
almost $10 billion per month through May, the last month for which data are available. That rate is about
$3 billion less thn the average monthly obligations in 2008. Because more than half of the funding for

2009 was provided at the end of June, however, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) expects that

monthly obligations will increase significantly during the last quastehis fiscal year.

Operation Iraqi Freedom accounts for approximately 74 percent of all reported obligalimne from 80

percent in 2008 and 85 percent in 2007é0Operation

in and around Afghanistan) ammts for another 26 percent. Additional security missions based in the
United Stated such as combat air patrols over Washington, D.C., and New York City (known as
Operation Noble Eagld)account for less than 1 percent.

Because most appropriations for ogteons in Iraq and Afghanistan and for related activities appear in the
same budget accounts that record appropriations
actually been spent for those activities is difficu@BO estimates that approgtions for those operations
resulted in outlays through 2008 of about $575 billion (of which about $140 billion occurred in 2008). Of
the funds appropriated for international affairs related to the wars, about $35billion was spent through
2008, CBO estimas. In total, outlays for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan amounted to roughly $145
billion | ast year. Outlays in 2009 (which also i
approximately $160 billion, in CBO&s estimati on.

In the cae of the Afghan War, the United States underfunded the conflict to the point where it
risked defeat. In spite of significant allied contributions, the Afghan War has received less
outside funding than the Iraq WaCosts for Operation Enduring Freedomdagen

dramatically since FY2006 as troop levels and the intensity of conflict have grown, but
expenditures have been three times higher on Iraqg to date.

2, CBO, The Budget and Economic Outlogk Update August 2009, p. 1:23..
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The Bush Administration simply did not fund the war it had to figlstFigure IIl illustrates, it

was only inFY2009, some seven years after the war in Afghanistan became a major US strategic
commitmentwhenthe US began to fund the war seriouglya minimum, American

underresourcing allowed the Taliban to recover and seize the initiative -Qadlalto create a

new sanctuary in Pakistan. The end result is that the cost of salvaging vidttng is still

possiblei will be an order of magnitude higher than it should have bdsyh in dollars and

body bags.

Figure Il: Baseline Budget vs. Spplementals for Iraq, FYO3-FY09 (in $US billions)
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Figure 11l : Baseline Budget vs. Supplementals for Afghanistan, FYOBY09 (in $US
billions)
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Source:Adapted by the author from data provided Asy Belasco,The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other
Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/Tlongressional Research Servicee33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

These years of underfunding have created a dilemma for the Obama Administration where it

must now pay far more to compensate for a pas
losing the war in Afghanistan. Moreover, neitb¥dD northe State Department budgets now

fund an adequate or welkefined plan for the civil side of either war, and it is unclear that the
Department of Defense plans to sustain the US military advisory effsaq at anything like

the |l evel required. The US finds it easy to a
that it can back them with efficient and effective plans, programs, and budgets.

The end result is that President Obama mustaeal with two badly managed and budgeted

wars. In the case of Iraq, he must deal with the withdrawal of US combat forces from a war with
no clear plan or funding for making the transition to a civililmminated nation buildingffort

and supporting the g@elopment of Iragi security forces. It the case of Afghanistan, he must
either make unpopular and costly decisions to compensate for seven crippling years of
underresourcing the war, or risk losing it.
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INTRODUCTION

Effective war fighting requires effective planning, and this is especially true of resatiaes
time when the US federal budget and national econonayfiyiting and other defense
expenditures are putting more pressure on the budget and ecoradtimyugh scarcely at
anything approaching Cold War levels. The CBO estimated in August 2009 that,

fi N edefense discretionary outlays are expected to climb to $8Bdnkthis yead an increase of 12
percent éAt t-defanse disaetiomdry, spending will represent about 4.1percent of GDP, the
highest share since 1983. Defense outlays are anticipated to increase by 7 percerdt sligo0g below

the rate of gowth that such outlays have experienced, on average, over the past 10 years. Defense outlays
are expected to total $657 billion this year, or

TheUnited States, however, failed to develop meaningful-kerm strategies and plans for

most of war fighting in the Irag and Afghan Wars, and failed to translate them into budgets and
well-defined requests for resources. In both wars, it dealt with each year in ways where it
budgeted by an annual incremend @hnd not tie its resource requests to a coherent campaign

plan for warfighting or armed national building. It never developed a consistent or and a credible
mid of longterm funding profile for war fighting, or properly managed either conflict.

In the cae of the Iraq War, the United States threw enough money at the conflict to largely
defeat the insurgency, although the ultimate outcome is still unclear. It did so, however, without
developing coherent budgets and long term funding profiles, and withpatear effort to

develop the kind of consistent and welanaged programs that could have reduced the cost of
the war and improved the effectiveness of US forces.

In the case of the Afghan War, the United States underfunded the conflict to the pmitwh
risked defeat. A war cannot be won without adequate resources. Worseeadbthreat can

fester and grow into a major threat in a climate where it is met with a state of denial and where
far too few resources are provided to contain and defédte United States made these

mistakes in Afghanistan, and may have lost a war it was far too confident it had won. At a
minimum, American underresourcing allowed the Taliban and other Jihadist insurgents to
recover and seize the initiative, aneidato create a new sanctuary in Pakistan. The end
result is that the cost of salvaging victorif this is still possiblé will be an order of magnitude
higher than it should have begemoth in dollars and in body bags.

The financi al slongsirtgwarsyisagifim oAemkor the pastéeight budgets, the
Department of Defense requested emergency supplemamdang outsidehe regular defense
budget.Supplementals constitute over 90 peradidOD funding for bothwars, witha small
remaindeiprovidedin regular defense bills dransfers from regular appropriationet, these
emergency and supplemental funding requestienot processed through the Planning,
Programming, Budgeting, and Execution System, the normal mechanism for peacetime or

3CBO,The Budget and Economic Outlodkn Update August 2009, p. 11.
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fir egul ar © DOD “Waolidegeyular anhual defensa appropriations they did not
require approval from Senate and House Budgeting, Armed Services, and Appropriations
CommitteesSupplemental appropriation requests are directly submitted to thepyirons
Committees where they receive final approval.

This duaitrack budget process created numerous problems in terms of ensuring both effective
planning and resource of the wars and in ensuring suitable Congressional and media review.
Emergencyfudi ng i s exempt from ceilings applying t
annual budget resolutions. Given the urgent timing for supplemengaid the reality that they

receive less scrutiny and easily become laden with Congressioral mdd  okr, defemse r

budget deliberationare shorcircuitedand oversighis reducedMoreover, DOD consistently

sought funding foprograms that do not meet the reasonadefor a watrelated emergencyn

essencehe Department treatéde supplemental artie baseline budgets as fungible, and in

ways that compromisetie integrity of thenormal budgetingrocess.

The Burke Chair has prepared an overview of the current estimates of the cost of the war to date,
and of possible future costs. While it surveysiget requests made by the Department of

Defense (DOD)it relies heavily on work by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO),
Congressional Research Service (CRS), and General Account@ificg (GAO). While there

are problems in the available data amahy different ways to estimate costee CRSanalysis

shows thatvar costs of $915 billion have been covered by supplemental emergency
appropriations, with $687 billion going to the Iraq War and $228 billion going to Afghanistan.

The analysis also shewhat the Bush Administration failed to devebomeaningful longerm
strategy or plan for the Iraq and Afghan Wars, as well as falpdoperly resource its wars and
produce sound budgetschose to rely on poorly justified supplementals for expgares that
were clearly predictable during the drafting of the baseline budget, instead of aggregating all
civil and military costs into a single credildstimate. It also shows that thesgplementals

came to include a steadily risimgmberof itemsof uncertain relation to the war, particularly in
the case of procurement.

TheBushAdministratiord wartime budget proposals fadto make a convincing or useful case

to Congress or the American peoporeover theywerenot supported by any credibleng

term budget for sustained actiorhe end result is th&resident Obamiaust now deal with two
badlymanagedind budgeted wars. In the case of Iraq, he must deal with the withdrawal of US
combat forces from a war with no clear plan or funding for nakie transition to a civilian
dominated role in nation building and supporting the development of Iraqi security forces. It the
case of Afghanistan, he must either make unpopular and costly decisions to compensate for
seven crippling years of underrescing the war, or risk losing it.

These are only part of the broader problems that come from fundamentally mismanaging the
resourcing of Americads wars, sevVveatanptsof whi c
madein this reportto address macroeaomic costs or tdeal with calculations of social costs

like those presented by Jos&ilylitz and linda Bilmesin The Three Trillion Dollar Warlt

* Dr. Gordon AdamsBudageting for Ira and the GWOTStatement before the Senate Budget Committee (6
February 2007).
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also is clear from CBO projections that the trends in overall military medical costs are headed in
the @ame unaffordable vector as dimedical entitlement programs. Whilgg is an urgent issue
of national social policyif is not one that can be tléo the Afghan and Iraq wars.

All of these issues must be addressed in dealing with the FY2010 detelyst &nd the future

year defense program (FYDP), as well as in funding the forgotten side of both tivanselated

State and Veteran Affairs Department budgets for each conflict. They also cannot be addressed

in terms of vague strategies, concepts,faqdl ans o6 t hat are not tied to
action, detailed estimates of the resources required, andl@fgled measures of effectives.

These are key challenge that President Obama must meet during the source of the next six

months, and so far theare few indications that he will be more effective than President Bush,

as his administration has made only minimal improvements to the budgeting process.
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BUDGETING FOR PREVIOUS WARS

The Bush Administrationods c hhdénamcethetAfghanand y on s
Irag Wars is atypical of US wartime budgeting practiteshe pastsupplementals were used

duringthe initial, unexpecteghhase omilitary operationsbut administrations quickly shifted to

regular annual appropriations.

The Truman Administration began to include funding to cover the cost of the Korean War in its
regular annual budget requesttie first year of that conflict Similarly, the Johnson

Administration began including funding to cover part of the cost of thenafietWar in its

regular annual budget request in January 1966, less than a year after the United States began to
deploy combat troops in that counfry 1968, such appropriations accounted for 86 percent of
war-related funding. Longerm funding was notraissue in the case of the 1991 Gulf war due to

the short duration of that conflict. More rec
in Bosnia, the Clinton Administration included funding for that operation in its regular annual

budget requst.

By contrastgight years into the war in Afghanistan andys#ars into thevar in Iraq,the Bush
administratiorcontinued to relyn supplemental appropriations to cover solieither war
could have beeoonsideredgnunforeseermergency after thigrst year Projecting costs for
Afghanistan and Irag was no more difficult than during previous,wdrigh in some cases cost
much more than either of the two ongoing operationBjgage 1 demonstrates. However, the
Defense Department failed to plardamanage a critical aspect of warfightikgr eight
budgets, DOD effectivelgxecutedwo parallel budget processisne for itswarsand the other
for its regular defense budget.

Continuing this practichashad a debilitating effect on the integriaf/the defense planning and

budget process in the Department of Defense. It provided a misleading and far too optimistic

view of defense funding requirements for the coming fiscal year and did not reflect the true cost

of policy choices. Moreover,itcomponded each military serviceos
plans, programs, longerm force structure plan, and modernization plans that were tied to

credible cost estimates and affordable future year defense budgets.

St ephen Daggett, AMi |l itary Operations: Precedents for
Supplemental Appropriations Bills, Congressional Research Service{@3006), p. 3; Amy Belasco, Statement

before the House Budget Committee, Hearing on the Growing Costs of the Iraq War, October 24, 2003, pp. 9

®St ephen Daggett, fAMilitary Operations: Precedents for
Supplemental Appropriations Bills, Congressional Research Service, (13 June 2006), p. 5.
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Figure 1: Total Cost of Previous Wars (in $US billions)
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PROBLEMS WITH SUPPLEMENTALS

Some in the Bush Administration argued that it datl matter whether funding for the ongoing
military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan was provided through regular annual appropriations
or supplemental appropriations. They argued that that it was the amount of funding required that
was important, not therocess used to provide However planning and process do matter,
particularly when one war ends up having something approaching adequate resources and the
other does not.

Obscuring the True Cost

The Bush Administration never presented a toergn gan or budgt for the Iraq or Afghan

Wars l'ts budget projections t atscurénybudges sumed nv
request, and never realistically budgeted for any confliBfo st f ut ur e or HAoutye;
fighting either were not eXigitly costed and projected in its budget submissions, or involved
undefined mixes of modernization and fAreseto

Withouta reasonable estimate of projected funding requirementisef@ngoing wars in Iraq

and Afghanistan, the budgetovidesonly a misleading and excessively optimigiartrait of

overall federal spending duririlge upcoming fiscal yealWhereas @aound budgeting process

would forcepolicymakers to recognize the true codttheir choices,tha d mi ni strati onods
reliance on suppleemtals obscusgthe cost of théraq and Afghan wars, excluding them from

White House deficit projections and letgym plans.

Thea d mi n i sfailuratb inatudedost estimates faheseongoingmilitary operations in

annual projections of federalepding meant that those projections significantly understated
funding requirements for the future. Agyure 2 illustrates, separating the appropriations for the
wars from the baseline budget gives the impression of a much smaller defense budget than is
adually the case. fiis perception can lea@ongress tancrease spending other areathat it

would not consider iits projections of federal spending included an estimate of war costs.
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Figure 2: Historical DOD Funding FY01 to FY10 (in $US billions)
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Reducing Oversight

Reliance on supplemental appropriations substantially diminishdeMleof oversight

Congress exercidever warrelated funding. Unlike funding requests submitted through the
regular annual budget process, which work their way through the House and Senate budget
committees, armed services committees and, finally, @ptons committees, requests for
supplemental appropriations are submitted directly to the appropriations committees.

Moreover, because supplemental requests are typically submitted in the middle of the fiscal year,
the amount of time available to caher these measures is smlg limited. Much of the

expertiseof the House and Senate Armed Services committees was shut out of the process.
Taken together, these factors considerably reduced the effectiveness of congressional oversight
of thewar-relatedf undi ng. The B uddeveAtuhigbhow o sohgreasionalo n 6 s
pressure and include a request for-fidar funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as part

of its FY2008 reguladefense buddeequest, but this represented only a belptedess

improvement and did not in falgtad to a realistic baseline budget or eliminate the need for
supplementals.
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Lack of Justification

The probl ems caused keliande bresupplenmantal apgrdpmnatonsito n 6 s o
cover war costs over amgét year period were compounded by a failure, throughout most of this
period, to provide detailed and timely justification materials. In 2006 testimony, CBO identified

a number of specific concerabout D 6 s -reladed budget justification materials nbted,

for exampl e, that t hos enougladetailrtadatérminedidwt®n do fin
develops its budget requests and how funds for operations in Iraq and the war on terrorism have
been ob’ligated. o

As an example of the absenof detail ften presentin DD 6 s -reVaded supplemental

requests, althougBperations and Maintenand®@&M ) fundingaccounted for $74.1 billion of

DOD 6 BY2010 Overseas Contingency Operaticgguest, the justification materials

accompanying the requeatluded oty five pages focusedon O&KWBY contrast, t he
Overview, 0 which summari zes DODG6s request for
more than 200 pages lofig.

Expanding Definition of War Costs

As previously noted, traditionally DD directedthat appropriations measures used to fund
military operations should be limited to covering only incremental costs directly redated
carrying out the operations, suchcasts associated with activating reserve personnel called up
to serve in military oprations; the ¢t of extra fueand ammunition; and costs associated with
transporting forces deployed to military operations.

TheBush Administratioralso embraced a very broad notion of what constituteGlibieal \War

on Terror GWOT).*® Although almosall observers would agree that military operations in
Afghanistan appropriately fit within the concept of the GWOT, but the idea that the US invasion
of Iraq and subsequent military operations in that country should be considered part of the
GWOT remaingar more controversial and combined the costs of two very different types of
wars into onanade it far harder to evaluate whether both were being adequately financed and
whether any given level of expenditure was neces#agffectively confronted Congss with
something approaching a black box and a situation whereatsalmad to vote against the wars

to make major changes.

Starting withthe 2007 supplemental request, D®egan to take a muditoadewiew of the
kinds ofrequestghatthey permittedhe services to make supplementabudgetsIn October
2006, Deputy Secretary of Defense Gordon Engissukednew guidancéor drawing up

"Donal d B. Marron, CBO, fAlssues in Estimating the Cost
statement before the Subcommittee on National Security, Emérgnegts, and International Relations, Committee

on Government Reform, US House of Representatives, July 18, 2006, p. 3.

8 Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscal Year 2010 Budget Request: Summary Justificalitery 2009.

°Donal d B. Masmuers, i @GBGstilmating the Cost of Operations
statement before the Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations, Committee

on Government Reform, US House of Representatives, July 18, 2086,

10 Amy Belasco;The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.

Congressional Research Servidee33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.
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requests to the Office of the Secretary of
memo, the ground rulesrfthe FY2007 Spring Supplemental are being expanded to include the
[ Defense] Departmentos efforts related to

De

t he

Operation Enduring Freedom (OE¥) and Operatio

With this guidance, #h Defense Department greatly expanded the kinds of programs and
activities the Services could ask to have funded gitr@upplemental appropriations, even
programs and activities that were, at best, only indirectly relatde: tovars in Iraq and
Afghanisan'? Reflecting these new instructions, the level of procurement funding dbinble
2007, reaching $52 billiaiwith the FY2007 request, resefigpment waso longerimited to
currentgeneration systems. DOf@quested and received appropriations to ceplasses of
older systems, such as the @B helicopter and the-E6 fighter, with nexgeneration systems
that are currently in production, such as the Ztilt-rotor and the 5 Joint Strike Fighte"

In essence, the new guidance removed any digtmbetween what should be included in
emergencyvar-related appropriations and tbentent of thdasdine defense budgeThis
inherently madé more difficult to track the true cost$ these two wars and weakened DO s
long-term planning and budgetimprocess.

Problems in War Cost Estimates and Reporting

GAO, CBO and CRS have albcumented he | i mi t ed t rsaarsoptar ency
estimating and reportinty. While DOD has provided more justification material for its war cost
requests beginning witthe FY2007 Supplemental, many questions remained difficult to answer

i n

and there continue to be unexplained discrepa

to recommend to Congress thaDD needed to provide a better basis for oversigRS
recanmended thadOD could:

- provide estimates of the allocations of all budget authorityhiewarsand compare those to outlays

- provide past, current and future estites of average troop strenfpph each operation;

- set up separate appropriation agusuor war funding to create visibility on outlays and increase accuracy;
- compare all budget authority appropriated for war with obligations to identify reporting inconsistencies;

- explain the rationale underlying estimates of reset requirements to aegaieplace equipment that is
worn out or lost in combat, and track amounts actually spent;

- explain how upgrade requirements are related to war needs rather than ongoing modernization;

“"Gordon England, Memorandum for Secretsamineds Pofocelses
Spring Supplemental,c‘) October 25, 2006, p. 1.

2 Steven M. Kosiak, Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessriﬁdaetﬁlobal War on Terror (GWOT): Costs,
Cost Growth and Estimating Funding Requirements. Statement before the Seigde Bommittee, (6 February
2007).

13 Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolld¥Y,2007 Emergency Supplemental Request for the Global War on
Terror (February 2007).

1 House Budget Committee, October 24, 2007, July 31, 2007, and testimony to Subcommitiermal Security,
Emerging Threats and International Affairs, House Government Reform, July 18, 2006.

fiolr i
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- show how fundingdroms up pl ement al appr oprhaseliné requests gdupding educe DC
maintenance or procurement earlier than anticipated; and

- estimate future costs under various scenailr5|os.

5 Amy Belasco;The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.
Congressional Research Servidee33110) Updated, 154ay 2009.
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CONGRESS AND THE SUPPLEMENTALS

Shortly after the US invasion of Iraq, Congress began to push the Bush Administraticinde

funding for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as part of its regular annual defense budget request.
When the administration continued to rely on supplementals instead, Congress began to attach a
Abri dge fundo to t he aatthatpravidedd doiwe pagnente@pvarr opr i a
related costs for the coming fiscal year. The size of these bridge funds grew from $27 billion in

2005 to $52 billion in 2006, and $71 billion in FY 2007. In addition, the 2007 defense

authorization act included lgnage directing the administration to include full funding for the

cost of military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan in its fiscal year 2008 budget request.

Failed Reform in the FY2008 Budget Submission

The Bush Administration did, finally, includeraquest for funding to cover the estimated-full

year costs of military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan for the upcoming fiscal year in its 2008
defense budget submission. This was a positive, if long overdueHswepver, the

supplemental still inclueld substantial amounts of funding for programs and activities unrelated
to the military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan in recentnekated appropriations has further
obscured the true cost of those conflicts, and undermined and we&®@béds -teronn g

planning and budgeting process.

The FY2008 Supplemental was the subject of a political tug of war for six months, threatening
the continuity of ongoing operations and the liquidity of military personnel accounts. The matter
of debate causing the delasas largely partisan. Democrats included language of withdrawal of

all combat forces from Iraq within 18 months. Another matter of dispute was the inclusion of
nontwar-related items in the supplemental bill such as domestic spending for energy assistance
to low-income households, a 4@eek extension of unemployment insurance, benefits for

veterans education, and other domestic projects, bloating the bill to exceed the presidential veto
threshold of $180 billion by over $20 billion.

The final version of ta FY2008 Supplemental represented a compromise between congressional
and Administration positions, expanding veteran education benefits and unemployment
insuranceé a move initially opposed by the Administratibnvhile lowering amounts for
domesti(:16fundig endorsed by the Senate and assigning new disaster funding for flooding to the
Midwest:

omMB, fAStatement of Administration Policy, H.R. 2642,
available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/legislative/sap/d/saphr264h2.pdf;, Senate Appropriations
Committee, Pr es sof$naatoeRolser C. ByidXl/ .¥d.)€hagnmah, Senate Appropriations

Commi ttee on Suppl ement al Funding for I nvestments in A
http://appropriations.senate.gov/pressroom,cfmHo us e Appr opri ations Committee, P
Supl ement al Funding for I raq, Afghanistan Veterans, wor

http://appropriations.house.gov/pdf/EmergencySupplemed&®3.pdf.
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On 27 June 2008, Congress passed a war supplemental bill allocating $161.8 billion to cover the
costs of operations in Iraq and Afghanistaithe bill covered suppieental requests of $92

billion dollars to cover the rest of FY 2008 (in addition to the $90 billion already appropriated).
As part of its 2009 defense budget submission, sent to Congress in February 2008, the Bush
Administration also included a request &out $68.5 billion for military operations, including

$66 billion forDOD. It acknowledged that this level of funding was insufficient to cover the full
year cost of the wars in Irag and Afghanistan, and indicated that it would amend its request later
in 2008 to include the necessary additional fundfhg.

The administration argued that the security situation in Iraq was too uncertain (early im02008)
make accurate estimates of the level of funding that would be required to cover the cost of
military operations throughout 2008 Specifically, the administration stated ti®D would

not be in a position to generate a reasonable estimate of 2008latad fundng requirements
until after GeneraDavid Petraeus, reported his findings concerning theessaaf thdraq
Asurged and t he ediwauleneedto ble keptinebeuntty®® WHilesttiei e v
uncertainty about future troop levels was certainly a factor in the decision not to submit a full
request, the unsound tradition of supplementagbtidg that has become the norm during the
Afghan and Iraq wars was also likely a factor.

Congress reduced the Administrationds request

taken from the DOD requestyttingfromD OD6 s i nv e st meapitalfuadn d wor ki
accounts? In total, Congress provided $182 billion for FY2088 some $1 billion more than

in FY2007. Thus, although the annual increase contiatiadslower ratehe FY2008

Supplemental constituted the highest emergency appropriatiors féguae 3 demonstrates

Figure 3: DOD Supplemental Spending, FY 0FY10 (in $US billions)

7 Amy Belasco;The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operatiome 9/11.
Congressional Research Servides33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

18 Amy Belasco;The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.
Congressional Research Servides33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

¥ Amy Belasco;The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.
Congressional Research Servides33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

% General David Petraeus, Testimony before Congress (April 8, 2008).

% Amy BelascoThe Cost of Afghanistairaq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.
Congressional Research Servidee33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.
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Source:Adapted by the author from data provided Ay Belasco,The Cost of Afghanistan, Irag and Other
Global War on Terr Operations Since 9/1Congressional Research Servicee33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

A Change in Direction in theFY2009 Supplemental

I n April 20009, President Obamads requested
appropriations to fund omgng military, intelligence, and diplomatic operations tlgiothe end

of FY2009%? Nearly 91 percentf the money ($75.5 billioris for DOD activities in support of
operations in Iraq and Afghanist&h.

In theFY2009request, the bulk of the Operationdv&intenance accoumiindedremaining
incremental costs for activities in supportloé Iraq and Afghan war§hese funds cover costs

of ground combat operations, flying hours, military intelligence activities, logistics support, base
support, and depotamtenancdor military operations in Iraq and Afghanistarhe O&M

account also provided $909 million for tbefense Health Fund to provideedical serviceto

active forces and mobilize@serve components, $415 million for theqi Freedom Fund to

fund detainee operations and immediate warfighter needi$3.6 billion for theAfghanistan
Security Forces Funim train and equithe Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF)

Theother large item in the supplemental request was procurement, for whatintir@stration
requeste®12.2 billion.DOD requeste®8.1 billion to by a range of tactical vehicles
communications equipment, unmanned aerial systems, and other ISR equipatemt.
requested1.4 billion for the Joint Improvised Explosive Devicef@a (JIEDD) Fungdwhich
covers activities to defeat IEB3

2 Amy BelascoThe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.
Congressional Research Servi¢Rs33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

% OMB, Supplemental Appropriations Request for FY2009, Estimate No. 1, 9 April 2009.

24 OMB, Supplemental Appropriations Request for FY2009, Estimate No. 1, 9 April 2009.

% OMB, Supplemental Appropriations Request for FY20B&timate No. 1, 9 April 2009.
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Congress passed the bill, which was signed into law by President Obama on 24 June 2009. As
Figure 4 shows, the bill allocated another $84.8 billion for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan for the
remairder of the 2009 fiscal year, beyond the $77 billion the President had reqiidsted.

assigned $45.5 billion for waelated actions in Iraq and $39.4 billion to Afghanistan. This

brought total war funding in FY2009 to $156.7 billion or nearly B#lion lower than the

previous year. fie decrease reflected a drop from a-bme purchase of Min&esistant

Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles and | ess DOD
traditional definition of warelated costs, rather th#meredudion of troop levels

The FY2009 supplemental request ddbet itwill be the last supplement to cover the cost of

war fighting. However, it once again failéo provide any meaningful estimate of the past,
current, and futureaek & owadr d pidute efitme xostqthadawerd i Af P
and wee not includedit did not involve substantive action to deal with significant

conceptual, programming, and budgeting challenges involved in disentangling supplemental

funds.

Figure 4: Supplemental Requests vs. Amount Enacted, FY08 and FY09 (in $US billions)
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SourceAdapted by the author from data providedAmy Belasco,The Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other
Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/TJongressinal Research ServiceRl(33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.

FY2010 Budget Request

% National Priorities Projeche Cost of War Tops $915 Billi¢gh7 July 2009). Available at:
http://www.nationalpriorities.org/cost_of war_tops_915_billion
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Despite the pledges in the FY2009 Supplemental that it would be the last, the Obama
administration did not incorporate the funding for the Afghan and Iraq wars into the FY2010
baseline budget. The administration did deliver the war funding request along with the annual
budget request and provided more justification than in thgpdstages as opposed to the 39
pages of the FY2009 Sulgmental), but the funding f@versas Cotingency Operations
(OCO)is still not integrated into the budget as a widle.

The Pentagon press briefing on the budget cited the total for the baseline budget ($533.8 billion)
andthe contingency funding ($13fllion) separately® Moreover, the budgeequest did not

fund thewarsin the outyears; thus, the reliance on one year supplemental will continue. It is
unclear how the administration intends to shift from supplemental funding to including the war
costs in the baseline budget.

The Departmentfdefense requested a total of $130.0 billion primarily to support Operation

Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operatloagi Freedom (OIF) in FY 201@hrough to September

20102° Despite strains on the force and its equipment, the OCO request regdesent

approx mately a 10 percent decr swgenentalrequesit he De p:
$145.1 billion continuing the downward trend started with the FY 2009 appropriations

Neverthelesshie budgetequest provided suppddr PresidenDbam&® s d e c bothi ons t o
increase forces in Afghanistan and redeploy forces from Iraq for a combined average force level

in these two countries of approximately 168,000 in FY 2010.

The majority of the requestasfor Operations%74.1 bilion), as illustrated irFigure 5.

Developing local capacity also occupied a large portion of the budgettatathof $7.5 billion

requested to train th&fghan National Security Forces (ANSENd $0.7 billion teestablisha

Pakistan Counterinsurgency Capability Fund ($016Bjuild the ounterinsurgency capabilities

of Pakistanods secur i angfigitinsurgent® t o secure its b

The other large item in the budget was reconstituting the féideq billion). The budget

justification states that thisihdingfimaintains readirss byreplenishing consumables, replacing

and repairing weaposystems damaged or destroyed in battle, and upgraduigment tdetter

address current threa¥¥ However, virtually no meaningful details were provided to show how
adequate therequestwasn d t he request for funds for Aforc
category covered many of i mmediate Areseto ne
operations. Thus, the reconstitution category appeared to addresst®ngerodernization

without providing any clear picture of the extent to which it actually would do, and the extent to

which funds would actually go to future operations.

Figure 5: FY10 Overseas Contingency Operations Request: $130.0 Billion

2" Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscal Year 2010 Budg&equest: Summary Justificatiodiay 2009.
®Department of Defense. fADOD Releases Fiscal 2010 Budg:¢
http://www.defenselink.mil/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=12652

2 Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscad Year 2010 Budget Request: Summary Justificatiday 2009.

%0 Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscal Year 2010 Budget Request: Summary Justificafitary 2009.

3L Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscal Year 2010 Budget Request: Summasgification May 2009.
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Y g Operations

IED Defeat

Force Protection

Source Undersecretary of Defense (Comptrolldfiscal Year 2010 Budget Request: Summary Justificaliiay
2009 p. 47
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FUNDING IRAQ BUT LOSING IN AFGHANISTAN

The most serious problem in the way the US has approached the funding of its wars

Afghanistan and Iraqg, and one that may lead to its defeat in Afghanistan and failure to turn its
tactical victories in Iraq into lasting strategic gains, is its underfunding of the war in Afghanistan,

17

and its failures to develop in integrated cwillitary plan and strategy in either war and to fund

civil operations at the level required. The Bush Administration did far more than fail to develop a
meaningful approach to planning, programming, and budgeting its adventures in warfighting, it
failed to ue resources effectively at the grand strategic level. The Obama Administration has the
opportunity to at least try to correct these failures, but it is still far from clear that is will do so.

The total costs involved have been extraordinarily high, éweey are measured in dollars and
not in blood. Since 2001, the US government has providad &8 5billion for military
operations,

base

security,

reconstruction
This $15billion total covers bhappropriations approved by Congress for FY2001 to meet war

needs from FY2009 through the first part of FY2009, the current fiscally@arludes some
$838 billion provided ovefrom FY2001 to FY2008a $66 billionbridge fund to cover costs
until July 2009, and an $84.8 billion FY2009 supplemetdaarry theoperations througto the

end ofthe fiscal year?

Costs and fundingpr thesemilitary operations havasen exponentiallgince 2001. Annual war
appropriations more than doubled from a4 billion in FY2001/FY2002when US military
operatons in Afghanistan began, to $Billion in 2003, when the United States invaded
For 2008, Congress provided $1&@8ion in supplemental fundinghe peak in supplemental
appropriations Appropiiations dipped to $156.7 billion in FY2009. The stepward trenchas
beenprimarily related to the war in Irag, which has ended up costing far more than the Bush

Administration expectedalthough in recent years costs have remained around peak levels, bu
the emphasis has shifted to Afghanistan to provide funds to combat the insurgencies

Table 1: Estimated War Funding by Operation: FY2001:FY2010 War Request ($US billions)

ffag.

Operation | FYO1l | FYO3 | FY04 | FYO5 | FY06 | FYO7 | FY08 | FY09 | FY09 | FY09 | Total | FY10

-02 Bridge | Supp. | Total | FYO1- | Req.
FYQ09

Iraq 0 53 75.9 | 855 |101.6| 133.6| 140.9| 51 455 |96.5 | 7835 |68

OEF 20.8 | 14.7 | 145 | 20 19 36.9 {421 |20.7 |394 |60.1 |2882 |62

Enhanced | 13 8 3.7 2.1 0.8 0.5 0.1 0 0 0 282 |0

Security

Unallocated 0 5.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.5 0

Total 33.8 [81.1 | 94.1 |107.6|121.4| 171 |183.3|71.9 |84.8 |156.7 |1105.4| 130

32 National Priorities Projecthe Cost of War Tops $915 Billi¢h7 July 2009).

http://www.nationalpriorities.org/cost_of war_tops 915 billion; Amy Belasbte, Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and
Other Global War on Terror Operations $m9/11 Congressional Research Services33110) 15 May 2009.
3 Amy BelascoThe Cost of Afghanistan, Iraq and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11.

Congressional Research Servidee33110) Updated, 15 May 2009.
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Strategic Failure and Implications for Funding

Both the Afghan War and the Irag Weaive proven to bar more costly than other recent US
military operations, eveadjusting for differences in the number of troops deployed and the
duration of the conflictsThe mosfundamental reasdior this underestimate of dotonflictsd
costs was the administrationdés WBforeesuldst i c
be withdrawn within a few months after conventional military forces were defeated, and that
there would be no need to conduct lasgale, longterm stability operations in the country.

The most flagrant underestimates were applied to the IragMeang the leaelp to the Iraq

War, there were discussions of the likely costs. Larry Lindsey, head of the National Economic
Council, suggested that they might reach $200 biflfoFhis estimate was dismissed as

Abal oneyo by t he Dedmsfeld MitchHDarkets ghte &fficg of Donal d
Management and Budget director, and Secretary Rumsfeld estimated the costs in the range of
$50 to $60 billion, a portion of which they believed would be financed by other coufitries.

Once it became apparent that thiéial estimates had been grossly underestimated, the Bush
Administration poured funding into Operation Iragi Freedom. However, they neglected the

R

Af ghan war, underfunding it to the point wher

had more thahalf a decade in which to-establish their presence in nearly half of Afghanistan.
The Afghan campaigns now require huge influxes of funding if the United States is to win. With
the passage of the FY2009 Supplemental, Congress will have appropriatddadeer $949

billion for military operations, reconstruction, embassy costs, and foreign aid programmes in Iraq
and Afghanistaii far more than the Bush Administration ever expected.

As a resulbf these underestimates, the United States enteredatisgvithout any plans to

conduct meaningful stability operations, to take on nabigifding tasks, or to fight a major
insurgencyThis grand strategic failure occurred as a result of decisions made by the Bush
Administration in spite of warnings from maexperts in the US military, US State Department,
the US intelligence community, and outside experts. This failure contributed immensely to the
US and allied casualties in both wars and to their length, total cost, civilian casualties, collateral
damageand opportunity costs.

There was, however, a fundamental difference in the way in which the Bush Administration
reacted to the challenges it faced after the initial moment of conventional victdFiguxe 6
illustrates, in Iraghe US reacted almosthimediately by making massive expenditures on forces
and economic aid. Total funding rose from $53.0 billion in FY2003 to $75.9 billion in FY2004,
S85.5 billion in FY2006, $133.6 billion in FY2007, and $149.2 billion in FY2008. The enacted
total for Iraq inFY2008is some 10 percemtore than th@revious year® As of the FY2009
Supplemental, a total of $687 billion have been appropriated for Irag.

% Linda Bilmes and Josegtiglitz. The Three Trillion Dollar War: The True Cost of the Iraq Conflidew York:
W.W. Norton & Co, 2008, p. 7.

% Linda Bilmes and Joseph Stiglitthe Three Trillion Dollar War: The True Cost of the Iraq Conflidew York:
W.W. Norton & Co, 2008, pr.

®¥Congressional Research Service
the I raq War, o0 October 24, 2007.

Testimony of Amy Bel a:t
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These figures were radically different in the case of Afghanig¥éh only $228 billion devoted

to the warn(25 percent of the total appropriated for both wars), the United Stateff¢cts/ely
failed to resource a steadily more serious insurgency as it developed during FY2002 through
FY2006. In spite of significant allied caidutions, the Afghan War hasaived less outside
funding than the Irag War, and has had fewer combat troops than were committed to the
Coalition forces in Iraq at their peaRosts for Operation Enduring Freedbiawve risen
dramatically since FY2006 as troop levels and titensity ofconflict have grown, but
expenditures have been thtemeshigher on Iraq to date.\eerage expenditure on éfianistan

per years has been $28.5 billion versus $114.5 billion fori lragghlyfour times higher. The
Bush Administration simply did not furtie war it had to fight.

Figure 6: Annual DOD Spending on the Iraq and Afghan Wars (in $US billions)
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There are other factors that complicate conducting an effective campaign in Afghanistan, outside
of the resources devoted by the United Statéghanistan isarger han Iraqgi asFigure 7
demonstrates has a largeand more fracturedopulation, has far more difficult terrain to fight

in, and has a virtual enemy sanctuary in Pakistan on its eastern and southern bordextsolt has
never had a cohesive goveraminora military or police force that was moieah a fraction the

Si z e 0oThis mearks ghat she money the US spends does not go as far as in Iraq. Moreover,
Afghanistan isa far poorer countrthan Iraq had no savings and capital resources tw dnaon

once the initial fightingvar over, and lackedil exports or other economic activity capable of
funding the basic needs of its population, much less funding development and strong national
security forces.

Figure 7: The Challenge of Afghanistan vs. Iraq

Source: Anthony H. Cordesmarhe AfghanistariPakistan War: A Status Report: 20602Center for Strategic and
International Studies (12 April 2009).



