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	Brian Finlay 
	Ladies and gentlemen, welcome to the Stimson Center. My name is Brian Finlay and I’m the CEO here. This is a very special occasion for us because we think that today, we are releasing what we believe is a pioneering new study that you are about to hear much more about from the group that is assembled here on the stage.
I think that the disconcerting and the really unethical trajectory towards transparency and how the United States government spends our money is clearly downward. And I think nowhere is that clear than in and around U.S. counterterrorism spending.
In this study, which we are releasing today, I commend to you, if you did not pick up a copy up on the way in. You should most certainly pick one up on the way out and as I say, it will be presented to you in a greater detail here on the discussion this morning. But, it really is I think the very first or one of the very first efforts to really try to encapsulate how much the United States government has spent on counterterrorism since 9/11.
There have been and I’m sure many of you in the room are aware of some very detailed work on cost of war when I should give to Amy Belasco who you will hear a little later, a shout-out for her remarkable work in that space, but this study wasn’t an attempt to really step back and look at counterterrorism spending specifically across an array of government departments or an array of priorities. It’s basically a wider aperture on U.S. government spending. I would also say that for us at least, it’s a first and, we think, important first step towards ensuring that the United States is able to approach future conflicts in a much, more cost-effective and efficient way. 
So, this is really just the first and I hope in a long set of efforts here in Stimson and well beyond Stimson. And I’m sure involving many of you in looking at this particular issue. As with virtually everything we do here at Stimson, we rely upon a bipartisan group of experts, both in-house and outside of the walls of Stimson. Some of those you will hear from here today. We’re very grateful I should mention to you the Charles Koch Foundation for seeding this work at Stimson and providing integral support and critical support for this particular study.
And the very last thing I have to do is to present to you our maestro for today’s festivities, but also the woman who was really responsible for conceptualizing and ultimately leading this research study. Our very own, Laicie Heeley. I give you Laicie Heeley.



	Laicie Heeley
	Thank you so much. I’ll try to live out to the maestro designation today and thank you all for coming out for braving the rain. I know it’s been kind of a crazy week out there and I hear it’s been pouring this morning. So, I really appreciate for coming here and being in a room to hear all about this report.
In the years since 9/11 as Brian mentioned, the U.S. has waged a widespread fight against terrorism that spans nearly every government agency. So, it’s not just Defense State and Homeland Security. That’s the Departments of Agriculture and Commerce and essentially every other department across the government, where counterterrorism spending lives. And partially because of that wide burst of counterterrorism spending and partially because there are a lot of issues with transparency and definitions and varied problems that we identified in this report, folks have not heretofore chosen to really take a look at and root out that spending partly because what was required in rooting out that spending was making a lot of judgment calls, a lot of judgment calls that I myself as an analyst who understands the budget would be happy to make, but I don’t think you all necessarily want to hear from me.

So, we gathered this group of experts here whose bios you can read. From the front who have a wide range of experience in perspectives on this subject. We’re also missing two here, Tina Jonas, who was also a former controller and Mackenzie Eaglen, with the American Enterprise Institute, who really helped us make these judgment calls. And that was a big, heavy lift and that was essentially the beginnings of this report and how it began to come together.

And so, I would say that you know at the same time as we have been part of the reasons why we wanted to bring together this report is and begin to understand the spending is because at the same time as the U.S. has been waging this war against terrorism. Transparency of government spending has eroded. We have a few specific issues that we can pointed to, issues like overseas contingency operations, the war funding account, which has been increasingly included a spending for the base budget instead of just wars and emergency. It was meant to include the Pentagon acknowledged in 2016 that actually half of that designated spending was going towards base budget needs and that is 30 billion dollars and it’s quite a big chunk.
At the same time, 2017 marked the final year of OMB’s Homeland Security Index, which was a crosscut of Homeland Security Spending. That was phased out in lieu of a Cyber Security Spending Report, which is undoubtedly also a very valuable report, but the two are not mutually exclusive. And the Homeland Security Spending Index was actually invaluable to this group as we begin to put together this analysis. And so moving forward, we would not be able to rely on that report.

And so, that is something that as of this year, it’s the first time something like this existed. So, at the same time, we see that today, the Pentagon has begun to shift back to great power competition. And while budgets have risen and priorities have shifted, arguably to a far more expensive course. Trade-offs will be necessary. We will have to choose to invest in in the future. And right now, we have no way of looking back at our past. We have no way of really evaluating what we spend on the fight against on the counterterrorism fight since 9/11. And well, this group really has sketched out the broad parameters of that spending, we are not able to dig deeper and really look at the problematic trade-offs and evaluate those problematic trade-offs.
So, I think it’s really important to remember that evaluating spending is not just about identifying efficiencies. Well, we often like to think of budget work as being counting and something for the green eyeshade contingent, I think that it’s also important to remember that as we think of about strategy, spending is a part of that. It’s not something that spending dictates strategy, but it is nonetheless something. But, surely constraints are something we have to live with and the best choices within. And I think this is an important part of the reason why we want to put together this report.
So, we convene to this group in order to provide a better roadmap to future strategy and spending and to tackle what has been regarded for some time as an instrumental problem, which is really understanding how much we spent on counterterrorism since 9/11. And we have an answer. The study group concluded this analysis of current CT spending should include world-relating OCO. and emergency supplemental spending, all Homeland Security-related spending as defined by OMB’s Homeland Security Index. So, that is not Homeland Security Department Spending. That is Homeland Security spending across the government and all foreign aid through U.S. Funding accounts and Initiatives specifically created for CT.
Now, that last one is a low number. That is accounts and we are really grateful to our partners in the Security Assistance Monitor for helping us to really look at that very opaque part of the budget because it’s a low number and it’s a conservative number. It’s a number that we can certainly say it’s a counterterrorism spending. However, when you look at the whole of counterterrorism aid, you get a whole foreign aid post 9/11, there are some countries, where it has been very obviously risen significantly beyond these amounts and beyond these new accounts.
And there is very much an argument to be made for that spending. Also, being included in this amount, but here, we’ve really chosen to make the conservative course in order to show folks that you know on one hand, we are including our world-related spending, because at this point with the shifts at OCO and otherwise, it’s very hard to parse that out. Although inside the report, we do show you how that would begin to be done. And it includes some illustrative examples.
So, that is a little bit of an overestimate. Foreign aid is also quite an underestimated. So ultimately, I think where we come out of this is that the number is not completely perfect. It has its downsides, but it’s probably a conservative estimate ultimately.
So, what we as a group define the broad contours of CT spending, the finer points being cluttered by a number of significant constraints as well. These issues don’t just prevent us as citizens from accessing information about counterterrorism spending, but it also prevents policy makers from making informed decisions about our future. And the next step for this group in addition to our recommended actions for our policy makers and lawmakers should be a full evaluation of CT spending that begins to focus on the lesson learned from past programs and experiences and explore priorities in trade-offs as I mentioned.
This is really skimming the surface of this issue and there is a lot of more work to be done, both by us, outside the government, and by those inside the government.

And so before I turn over the microphone to our members to detail the findings and recommendations of this report, I just want to say thank you first and foremost to the members of this group, who were willing to make judgment calls necessary to complete this report and have worked tirelessly to ensure that it’s the best that it can be and also to the team at Stimson for helping to provide the guidance and legwork to pull this thing off. It was not a simple feat. And I want to say thank you to outside partners, particularly the folks at Security Assistance Monitor, who really did allow us to dig into those very opaque parts of the budget that are not otherwise available by just looking at government resources. And thank you to our funders to allow us the bandwidth to explore this final subject in the first place. We really hope that this will serve as a first step toward a much longer process of detangling counterterrorism budget in order to better evaluate our past and better prepare for our future. I’m really happy to introduce and turn the microphone over to former Pentagon Comptroller Mike McCord and former senior director for counterterrorism at the National Security Council Luke Hartig, who will provide more details on those. Michael, you’ll handle this first.


	Mike McCord
	Thank you, Laicie. I want to start off by thanking you for all your work on this project and for herding the cats, you got 4 of the six cats herded today. That’s not too bad and also to Rachel and the rest of the team at Stimson for the support and initiative to get this going. I’m Mike McCord and I’m going to talk a little bit about the findings.
And I’m going to start a little bit on how we got here. The report doesn’t do well on how we got here, but I’ll just lay a little groundwork. So, as Lacie said, we’re talking about counterterrorism spending. Counterterrorism spending is not a budget term. It’s not a budget category. So, the way we are using this and I’m just going to reiterate what Laicie said that it’s a combination of what is generally called Homeland Security activities or spending, not the Department of Homeland Security Budget and Homeland Security related activities inside the U.S. And generally, what we call OCO outside the U.S. So, that is a D.O.D. and State Department, that is the cost of operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, Syria, and also in that region, foreign aid or foreign assistance that is targeted at key countries. So, it’s not all foreign aid in the world or not even foreign aid in the Middle East, but…
So, what is generally known is that OCO is probably a familiar term known to some of you and Homeland Security is a category that was for a while, something that OMB tracked. So, how do we get? I would say, basically what we had when the attacks happened at 9/11, we had a budget structure that we have been using for about 25 years that had agencies submitted budgets to the Appropriations Committee generally, for the things that they did. And we had created a structure of budget functions that describe larger emissions of government did even at multiple agencies did them, like Science or Health Care.
Homeland Security Counterterrorism was not any one of those categories 25 years ago and it’s not one of those categories today either. So, we basically took this new activity, which has become a significant activity in the government and grafted onto an existing structure without really making much change. We did make some changes of course. We created Director of National Intelligence after these attacks, we created Department of Homeland Security, even created something that is pretty relevant to what we’re talking here on National Counterterrorism Center, but the NCTC has no role in budgeting or resourcing. It’s an operational and more strategy related organization.
So, we didn’t create Homeland Security budget function or a counterterrorism budget either nor did we create an agency for counterterrorism. So, we had the structure, we augmented the structure, but didn’t really change the structure.
On the overseas side, about the time that we had to start having budget summits that created budget caps in the first place was around 1990. The experience we just had was relatively short wars: Panama, Operation Desert Storm, where the idea of incremental cost kind of made a lot of sense. You have something that lasted a couple of months. You knew how many missiles you dropped, how much fuel you burn, how much people you sent that had danger pay, and that was it.
So, we had a structure that kind of made sense. Again, we kept that structure, but it no longer made a lot of sense for wars that lasts 15 years. And that is kind of how we find ourselves I think with these problems.
So, what we found is we looked is that counterterrorism spending, as again we’ve defined it, kind of what we call you think as Homeland Security Activities inside the borders and war-fighting the OCO, cost of military and diplomacy efforts targeted at these counterterrorism efforts outside. It’s basically increased by a factory of 10-fold since the pre-9/11 days from 16 billion to depending on the year and recent years in the neighborhood of 150, 160, 170 billion. So, it’s 10 times of what it was prior to 9/11. So, this is a pretty significant share now of your government funding, your tax dollars at work. The share of the spending of the total budget was about 2% 20 years ago or pre-9/11.
At its peak, it also increased 10 times from what it was to over 20%, it’s now dropped down to more like a 6th, but it’s still a pretty significant share of the budget. And yet, we find ourselves I think many people can certainly budget agreements find are still written in a kind of an outdated mindset of defense/non-defense. Actually, it’s a significant amount of what’s called a non-defense is security-related now. It’s Homeland Security, law-enforcement, and it’s a lot of things that are included as counterterrorism in this report. But, we still have this old way of talking that kind of masks I think, in addition that we don’t have categories, budgeting categories that is for Homeland Security or for counterterrorism. It kind of math how much budgets are really going to these activities.

In addition, we have difficulty being real precise about these and I think one of the driving reasons for this group getting together was that moving in the wrong direction in terms of clarity that we do have. On the Homeland side and Domestic side as Laicie referred to, we did have a report. This group is not saying it was a perfect report, but it was a report and attempt to put your arms around everything that every agency was doing that was to be considered as Homeland Security, not counterterrorism, but Homeland Security, the inside the U.S. part.
I believe they had of the 19-budget function, I believe 17 were touched by this and most major agencies, some of which are very small by the way, but there are 5 or 6 major agencies that are now playing in this space. D.O.D. has a role even inside the borders. Department of Homeland Security #1, H.H.S has a very significant player, which you may not realize. D.O.E. State, Treasury, and a number of agencies have roles in what is considered Homeland Security. But again, as Laicie said, that report has now been discontinued.
On the overseas side, we’ve seen a couple of budget agreements now moving further and further away from clarity about what is really the cost of war by explicitly pegging targets that is exceeding what is required as sort of a way to augment the budget rather than change the cap by the same amount.
So, I think the message of this group and I’m going to turn over to Luke in a second to talk about what we recommend is that we’re moving in the wrong direction for something that is going to continuing to be for the foreseeable future, a significant activity of federal government and a significant amount of your tax dollars. In terms of discontinuing reports on what we’re doing on Homeland Security spending and having budget agreements that are further and further eroding a kind of definition that might exist about what should be in the OCO budget. And yet, there is a better path available to us if we worked at.

So, this group talk is going to talk about what are the things that can be done to work at. And now, I’ll just summarize real quick is that you can’t assess. It’s pretty difficult to assess on what you can’t measure. So, the first step is going to be to measure, but that is only the first step. And so, this report is kind of laying the groundwork for how you move from the first step of measuring to then what you’re going to do with that information later. And so with that, let me turn over to Luke to talk about the specific recommendations.


	Luke Hartig
	Great and thanks, Mike. Let me reiterate both Mike and Laicie’s thanks to everybody at the Stimson Center, to our fellow working group members and funders and to all of you for being here today for this conversation. This is just an incredibly overdue conversation at this point. I come at a slightly different perspectives and thinking about some of our counterterrorism strategies and what we’re doing as a nation to deal with this persistent threat.
And I think when we look at all the findings that Mike talked about and we identified some of the pain points when it comes to thinking about what we’re spending on counterterrorism. And certainly, we should note and if you haven’t read John Miller’s work on this, you should.
The true cost of counterterrorism and indirect cost and things like that are astronomical in many ways and beyond the scope of our particular report here, but they’re worth considering as part of the strategic conversation. What we wanted to do within the conversational on what’s happening inside the U.S. Government is we want to create recommendations that were definitional and transparency-orientated. As Mike said, our feeding to these processes that will allow us to make better resources and decisions in going forward.
I think we need to be in a place where we’re making some clear and hard choices about what we count as counterterrorism. We’d be as transparent as possible with the public with the Congress about what those results are. And we need to be able to facilitate some hard conversations among policy makers, both in the Executive Branch as well as in the Congress as well as between those entities and the public about what we’re dealing in the name of counterterrorism, what we’re spending on and why we’re spending on that, what we count as a major threat and what are some of the opportunities for us in the context of the other competing resource constraints that we have.


So, we pegged our recommendations and there are 5 of them, around some of the key themes that popped up in this research. And those were themed around transparency, around definitional issues, what is counterterrorism, and as Mike said, that is just a tremendous amount of activities that count as that, around how we do the accounting? This was not meant to be as Laicie said as green eyeshade stuff. It’s meant to say “What are we as a government doing within our systems?”
Around our budgeting, either the Executive Branch requesting it or a Congress appropriating in it and ultimately around the role that the Congress plays in all of this and how they are paying a constructive role to try and make sure that we’re making rational choices. So, I’ll walk you through each one of these and give a little context and discuss what we are hoping to accomplish here. 

So, the first recommendation is that we should create a clear and transparent counterterrorism funding report. As has been stated, this is nothing new. The O.N.B. have done this for many years until very recently around tracking Homeland Security. Earlier on after 9/11 in 2002-2004 range, there was broader analysis of counterterrorism spending that included a global piece to it.
This either way creating a mechanism and an annual report that accounts for counterterrorism for all of these different brackets. We think that it’s something that is extraordinarily important. But, the National Counterterrorism Center does track a lot of this stuff. We talked about that a little bit on this report. Because the nature of their work, a lot of that is classified and they don’t release any of that to the public.
And certainly, there are going to be issues around classification, particularly when we’re talking about intelligence community activities. But gosh, we managed to work through this before. We managed to figure out ways to obscure the things needed to be obscured and still be honest about the resources that we’re spending in the American Public’s name.
But overall to get all of this, it doesn’t need anything unless you put it in a context. Since we want to take those numbers and to take that spending and ask the OMB as the administration to put that in context, next to our total discretionary spending and indeed next to our total spending, including our mandatory spending. We get an idea of how this ranks among our national priorities.

The second recommendation is to adopt a detailed agency-wide definition of counterterrorism spending. The report goes through some great lengths of describing the many definitions of counterterrorism. Some of those are operational definitions, strategic definitions that have changed over time, and certainly when you are talking about counterterrorism from the perspective of somebody at H.H.S., it’s going to be very different than the perspective of somebody at the C.I.A. for example.
And so, there has to be some accommodations for this specific activities, roles, and responsibilities in different agencies. But, we do need a pretty hard definition of instead of criteria really about what is in and what is out. So that we can avoid jamming things into counterterrorism that really is better accounted for in other sense.
So, there are also a number of activities in this space that are kind of dual use if you think about all the things the Special Operations Command does for example at the Department of Defense. A lot of that is around counterterrorism. A lot of it is around other missions, counter-proliferation and other types of missions that are important for our special operators. We made some hard judgment calls here, but gosh, we’re just a group of folks that came together to put our mind towards this. There needs to be some harder decision-making around those criteria.
The third piece is to build on our current accounting structures to anticipate future budget pressures. And what we need here is that it’s not enough to just say definitionally this is what is counterterrorism this is what it’s not.” We have to go further and say “We’re tracking counterterrorism spending at the program activity and project levels in particular.”
And crucially, we need to distinguish between those things that are enduring requirements that we are going to need to spend on for many years to come because of the threat, the persistent threat that we’re likely to face. And those that are temporary or more contingency-oriented in nature. And we should be honest about that and be clear about what is going to endure and what we can expect to draw down after what particular engagement we’re involved in draws down.
The fourth one is I think closely related to this. It gets to take those activities, those programs, and merging it into how do we actually request those resources and how does the Congress appropriate those resources. And we want to tie the definition of war spending to specific activities. One of things that we noted somewhat approvingly was the move from emergency supplementals to an overseas contingency operations or OCO budget. And there are certain criteria about what is in OCO and what is not. However, we still found a lot of instances of questionable things being in OCO, a lot of questions on what it is in OCO as the supplemental budget versus what is in the base budget.
And what we thought was important was that we developed very clear criteria around what we can do in supporting counterterrorism and it’s ultimately about supporting our people, about executing the mission that we need to execute in about being prepared for the types of activities that we might have to take at home to protect ourselves that are kind of extraordinary in nature. And without that, we think that it’s extremely difficult to make very hard choices about what is going to be an extraordinary expense versus what we’re going to do on a persistent basis.
And then, the final recommendation is really asking Congress to step up to the plate. And so, we recommend here that we require Congress, Congress has to require itself, to separately approve emergency or war time spending. Indeed, we actually mean that. Congress should pass legislation requiring the Congress to vote separately to approve spending that is designated as war related emergency or war time overseas contingency operations before those funds could be obligated.
And what we are looking at here is that we believe that Congress should really step up to the plate and own these decisions. There should be a separate vote, which we’re asking question on how much money are we spending? What are we spending it on? What is included in that large number? How does it add up compare to our other national priorities? It shouldn’t be something that you can just that a member of Congress can just vote on within a larger package and it sort of doesn’t count because it’s off the books, special, supplemental types of spending. We need to have a serious debate about these and actually have specific   legislation on each piece of appropriations and the space. So with that, I’ll hand to floor back to Laicie and I’m really looking forward to this conversation. Thank you.


	Laicie Heeley
	Thank you so much to you both and so, we’re going to open up the questions just to kick us off. I actually like to propose the first two questions to Amy and John. Amy, if you talk a little bit just about the war spending piece of this puzzle and what Luke mentioned our final two recommendations talk about really tightening the constraints of OCO and beginning to define what should and should not be that doesn’t include in that designation? And if you can just talk a little bit about how we came to include that and why we feel that is such an important piece of this puzzle, given that is a piece of counterterrorism spending puzzle. 
And then John, I would love for you to talk just a little bit quickly about what we haven’t included here. So, this is really a small and a very conservative estimate of the full cost and consequences of the War against Terror. And you’re the foremost expert on this. I think that I would love the folks to hear on a little bit of that just for you.


	Amy Belasco
	Okay, so I’m supposed to talk about why it should or should not be considered war spending. And yeah 

	Laicie Heeley
	Yeah, and how we came to the conclusion that the Congress should have to separately approve this as well.

	Amy Belasco 


	Okay. I think I preface this by saying just that historically on spending for war costs which used to be mostly in supplementals. There were always sloppy parts supplementals or terribly tempting things to turn into Christmas trees. So, there was in fact, I mean you can go back almost every supplemental you'll find some whether it was for war or for storms, hurricanes, natural disasters. There were always a few things that sneak in because that's a place to put them and it's a must pass bill and it's irresistible, right? I think what we found was that with particularly with the budget caps, with the threat of a sequester, creating real pressures for the base budget that there was again an irresistible temptation to put more money into more spending. And I mean I'd start by saying you know and then you can say well all right you know so what? This is convenient, this is politically acceptable. Why is it matter? And I'd like to say something that I said to the group as well, which as I said I think we need to step back for a minute and acknowledge that war is a different kind of activity, for the government. You know, war spending is an official policy sanctioned decision that the United States should on its own or with other countries participate in killing people. Okay? Killing people. This is not the same as giving them social security benefits. This is not the same as NIH research into cancer or autism or whatever it is. This is a fundamentally different sort of thing for the government to do and it's a very serious decision both moral and philosophical and for policy reasons. And you have to have a really good reason to decide you're going to spend money to kill people and you have to think this one through. So, I would argue from that jumping off point lead you to say, well, let us then seriously consider what it is that it takes to go to war. And you know as Mike said there is a fairly long term since at least the 90's tradition of sort of the Defense Department looking at what it does and saying OK normally we have ships here. But because we're at war we need to spend more time in this location and we need to be or we need to launch missiles from this ship. And this is in fact an incremental additional cost associated with this first serious activity going to war. So, I mean I think the Defense Department has in fact done some of the groundbreaking work of trying to define what these activities are. The trouble of courses that some of these activities are a lot easier to define than others. Even the questions with ships skittles, it's a little bit murky you know. I mean, ships are always deployed one place or another for policy reasons. How do you say this one going to war? You can say if you shoot off a missile the cost of that missile go to your enemy is in fact a war cause, you can say that. You can say if you mobilize reserves or if you deploy people and pay them special imminent danger pay that's a war decision. But meanwhile, there are a lot of other things that are much more murky than those famous of which, someone of the people in our audience that a lot of work on, which is if you decide that you are using your equipment more heavily and you choose to do other procurement that in fact you are doing because you lost a plane or you lost the tech or is it procurement because it be kind of nicer to have the upgraded version what we were at this. So, I mean that's an example and it's murky. And there are many others that become even murkier. But I would argue there are two chief reasons when it comes down to it. One of course is what I said the moral philosophical policy reasons to know and to grapple with what war cause are. And the second reason of course is that if you decide to go to war, we should have some idea of what this is going to be in terms of resources and we haven't been very good at.

	John Mueller


	Okay. Thank you. Let me just make a couple of comments. Some of which comes off what you just heard from Amy. The business of war is killing people. And those are those exact costs. What happens in this report is, it's basically focus in on federal government spending and not necessarily on the costs of counter terror, the full costs. And this is on page 16 and 17 or some suggestions of things that would be included if you want to deal with what the cost, the full cost of these wars are not just money government spending, it's really local state and the private expenditures. There's the cost of the counterterrorism measures that cause people not to fly. For example, one calculation is about 500 people die every year because a driver other than fly because of the TSA has requirements. And most importantly perhaps the cost of the war itself, this would not be a form of government expenditure. But 6,000 Americans have died in these wars. If the value of their life is what fairly conventionally taken to be 6 million dollars that's 36 billion dollars in addition, twice as many Americans have died in these wars to stop another 9/11, then died in 9/11 for example. And there's also the destruction that's been reached in the war zones. If one assumes that only a hundred thousand people have died because of the American allures which is probably about one third of the real number. And if you assume since these are foreigners and merely Arabs, their lives are only worth one million dollars apiece. It would be something like a hundred billion dollars and expunged wasted to use the military term, wasted lives in the Middle East. For that we've got two disastrous wars overall. So, those numbers we should be kept in context. The good thing about this report deals with the things that are the easiest to work with, stays with government spending and as Laicie indicated it sort of is an underestimate generally, but a solid one from which you can build and the things I've said are, you may or may not want to include it in the overall cost. The other calculation would be what have we gotten for this. They don't usually like to quote Donald Trump. Let me try it once. He said almost everything. So, there's something you know on every side of every issue. But he once said, it cost us seven trillion dollars to board us in the Middle East. He made up the number no doubt. But nonetheless, it's in the same ballpark as this. What did we get for it? And that would seem to be a very sensible question and it's not in this report. The report explicitly says we're dealing with this, giving the base. And so the question was it worth it? Well there's a couple of fairly straightforward back-of-the-envelope ways to deal with that problem. One is to figure out how many 9/11s it would have had to prevent or deter preventer disrupt or whatever, and they'd have to be about 14 of them one every year. 9/11 it should be pointed out is an extreme outlier in the whole history of terrorism there's scarcely any terrorist acts that committed even one tenth as much total destruction. In fact if you use total destruction not just people, but buildings and so forth, there's probably never been a terrorist event that was even one tenth is as destructive. So, they'll expect there have been a large number of 9/11. It's really pretty questionable. The other would be if department of security once heroically, it is not a very good analysis for the most part about cost benefit of its procedures. But once they did have a report saying how much is a life worth? We're in the business of saving lives. How much is it worth? So, the commission a study out of Harvard which concluded that brought up to current dollars in Americans life is worth about 7.5 million dollars. And they suggest that terrorism caused a lot of ancillary problems and so forth and so for terrorism might be counted as 15 million dollars. If that's the case then this expenditure, lowball expenditure on terrorism namely the 2.8 billion. That expenditure would have to have saved the lives of about 250,000 people in the United States. If you take the $15,000 or about 500,000 if you take the lower number 7.5 million. So, what I'm suggesting that this is fantastically good place to start. Which is what the problem is about the book report says to start an analysis. It gives you a solid base on expenditures and then the next question is which is certainly very arguable, debatable and discussable is hasn't been worth it and I'd like to urge the Stemson and people to start working on that right now.



	Laicie Heeley 


	There's certainly a Next up order for all of you to check out John's good work because he has certainly begun to explore that question in a most step. So, I would like to turn it over to the audience to ask questions of these great folks and all of us start right here in front. And we have a microphone that should be headed your way right now.

	Mike Craft


	Thanks very much. I am Mike Craft. I spend a number of years in State Department counterterrorism office and co-author of a recent book on U.S. Government counterterrorism from Nixon to Trump and I really want to commend you guys and women for this effort. We've struggled for years and I worked on budget issue throughout the counterterrorism office for my since having been a congressional staffer at one done. And it's a remarkable job. What I'm curious about, you touched on this very briefly in your report on the dual use things and I can cite a number of programs that was a dual nature and wondering how you dealt with them for example: Justice department has got that program to help train prosecutors and judges overseas. State Department funds part of it for terrorism purposes but these same skills are useful in dealing with other crimes. CDC and Defense Department have labs overseas, monitoring infectious diseases like Ebola but also intended to deal with bioterrorism threats. Perhaps easier to pinpoint of Justice Department as National Security Division and part of the FBI. But when it comes the State Department. There's a Bureau of Counterterrorism which I served in its pre-assessor. But there's also the cost of diplomats overseas, some of them are in some countries are deeply involved in counterterrorism efforts. How do you factor these things in or is it worth having a separate category in your future analysis of dual usage? And then the question that you raised about congressional recommendations and having a separate vote I found in some of my experience dealing with the Hill that a counterterrorism called Peg is useful in helping get support for foreign aid etc. And as Mike and others know working the Hill, the committees are very jealous of their jurisdiction. How do you try to deal with issues that cross subcommittee lines like for defense appropriations to foreign ops subcommittees or CGIS. I mean it seems to me to it is a very complicated problem and Congress has not shown much willingness to streamline itself on that.

	Laicie Heeley


	Thanks so much. I'll start out just really quickly on dual use question and then turn it over to you both. So we have not attempted to tackle the dual use problem in this report, by large. We really do see the need as a next step for a separate deep dive into spending at the programmatic level that would make the judgment calls on duel use spending. But it really is judgment calls. It's a lacking a very specific definition from OMB on what does and does not constitute counterterrorism. It's very hard for us to begin to attribute those percentages of certain programs that may be considered counterterrorism. So, at this point we have largely excluded dual use spending from this calculation. And this is another thing that really makes this a very conservative estimate because we're feeling like the argument that something would be built for regardless of the counterterrorism mission is a strong one at this point for this very baseline estimate that we've created. But that a very necessary next step is to begin to make those judgment calls, both inside and outside the government. I think it's something that we can do as Luke mentioned. But we also are just a bunch of experts sitting around making these judgment calls on our own. The really important thing is that we have a more solid definition that allows us to make those more officially.



	Luke Hartig


	Thanks for that. The second question there, sort of, let me take kind of in two part. So first of all yes, that the counterterrorism peg can be helpful it can be a real driver just as before counterterrorism was so prominent. Kind of narcotics was off to a driver for a lot of democracy and governance type programs we wanted to do in Latin America for example. That is something I think we're always going to struggle with. I do think it creates a certain challenge which is to say it creates a strategic cloudiness around what we're doing and why we're doing it. There are a number of places in the world for example where we have assessed that a particular state is particularly fragile in its fragility threatens the region looking to place like Kenya for example, which is just pivotal to virtually everything we do in that part of Africa. If we have to say that everything we're doing in Kenya or a large chunk of what we're doing in Kenya is to prevent it from falling into violent extremists or to counter terrorist threats to that order. Sure we might get the resources we need there. But I worry that we'll often channel them to things that may not necessarily be what we should be doing in our national strategic interest to shore up Kenya for a whole range of purposes. The second part of your question is as I understood it, pertain to some of the complicated jurisdictional questions on the Hill. Certainly, we're not going to be able to solve that by requiring a separate vote on OCO. I am hopeful though however that it to the extent that we're able to pair that sort of a vote with the kind of transparency that we're advocating for here particularly around the overall reports that we composed putting out. You can start to have a conversation to say for example, when we a few months back dropped the MOAB the mother of all bombs in Afghanistan against an ISIS kind of underground bunker area. I think that thing was like 10 or 15 million dollars to the commander on the ground that thing was practically free. Right? I mean you're not out there saying all this the cost this mission some of these this ammunition because it's cheaper, but you can imagine if you have a conversation around, gosh we're doing we're spending this much money on this ammunitions. It's so hard to get ten million dollars in a place like Afghanistan to do some work around countering violent extremism that might prevent us from having to drop future MOABs. Maybe that transparency starts to force some harder questions about why we treat spending so dramatically different depending on which committee is responsible for it and which part of the appropriations it comes out of.



	 Mike McCord


	Yeah I think your question speaks to sort of the thought process we had in the group, but first you have to try and define these things, but then you have to move to the more detailed level of what I would call tagging and tracking, spending on these things so that's where you have to really get down and you're going to come right across the questions that you raised. Since a lot of the money not all the money but a lot of money at DOD. I'll just give you a little bit of flavor of how it works there. Generally the cost of acquiring an asset is not counted, right? Because you buy a plane you don't know what over the course of 25 years you might use a plane for. So you would not you know count the cost of an airplane that you happen to use in these missions as a counterterrorism spending. Operational side it tends to probably skew the other way of you might be a little over generous sometimes on the operating side. You get a lot of the judgment calls that Laicie was alluding to. If a ship is spending x percent of its time in the Central Command area of responsibility should you allocate x percent of its steaming days cost an x percent of its maintenance costs. Those are the things that have gotten to be a little trickier because as she said the ship would have been someplace else anyway. But as a matter of fact it was here, it was not available elsewhere it is fair to count that cost. Final point I would make is that even at the Department of Homeland Security no agencies, even Homeland Security no agency's entire responsibility is homeland or CT right. Every agency is part of what they do. Even Homeland Security as Hurricane response things like that. There are significant spending in some years that are not. So, there's parsing required all across the board you say FBI and State and DoD DHS that it can be done. It's just it takes some work. And I think also I would say I don't think that what the report is saying is that people are stupid or evil for not doing a better job now but that it's going to be it takes some work and there always be some judgment calls that even when you're done. 

	Tony Vertuca


	Hello everyone. Tony Vertuca, Inside Defense. I wanted to ask about the figure 11 on page 23 of the report that sort of shows a, I think it says it's like a notional breakdown of OCO that is enduring in OCO that it is war related. I was wondering what sort of the genesis of this breakdown is and how legit is this basically in terms of everybody up there and your expertise. Because in 2016 when the Pentagon said about half of the OCO budget is enduring, they haven't really updated that despite my best effort. So I'm wondering to what extent do you think this isn't an accurate breakdown that about half the OCO budget is for these so-called enduring expenses and not things that are war related for FY 19 especially, because we've got something that says again about half of it is really not war related.

	Mike McCord
	This is a good example of a judgment call where, again, as I alluded to earlier on, when spending caps were created about 1990-ish and we've had them most of the time since then, the concept of an emergency for what might be above a spending cap came into play about the same time. And the model of Dessert Storm made all kinds of sense at the time. You can kind of put your arms around. In no way we consider the cost of anything other than maybe a loss asset on the equipping side. And your operational costs were kind of easy. We steamed everybody over there. We flew them over there. It cost that much.

What we have now is sort of at least a generational struggle and I think this speaks to why this issue is important, why should people in this audience or beyond this that will hear us care is that if we were going to stop doing this next year it might not be worth the effort to get your arms around it any better than we have. But we are going to keep doing I think every serious expert on this thinks we're going to be in this business for a long time, whether it's the TSA part, the State Department part, the FBI part, or the DoD part, whatever. That's the reason for why you want to get this right.

But as we've morphed into something that's a 15-16-year mission now the questions that you've looked at inside of DoD, the cost of the structure that supports these efforts, it starts to look more and more logical to you to say, "Okay, on any given day I might fly a mission out out of Al Udeid that goes to Afghanistan, or to Iraq, or to both on some days, or to neither on some days.

But what we've seen happen is basically the entire cost pretty much of our presence in central command area of responsibility has grown into or morphed into being in the OCO budget. Because there's a plausible case for it, number one. And number two, and I'm just going to speak for myself, maybe not for the entire group here, that we have these budget caps since 2011 that have created in an incentive structure where you get exactly the behavior that you would expect when you have caps that are too low for people to do the job, but you have this handy exit door over here. What do you expect people to do? I would expect them to do exactly what they are doing.

That's not to say that for example if you look at what's in this table, that in theater support that that's a terrible decision. It's a plausible decision, but you can make other plausible decisions. Central Command could easily, If you wanted to you could take that number say we're always going to have a central command we believe. So let's move that back into the base and either change the caps or not change the caps. That's a political judgment call that people would make, should you to eat that or not eat that.

But you could have that discussion. That's the discussion that we haven't been having. And when Deputy Secretary Work kind of made some comments a couple of years ago it got people's attention for a while. But I don't really believe anything has changed except that the agreements the definitions have gotten even looser in budget agreements since then. So it doesn't seem like there is a ground swell of people who think that this is a serious problem, but we believe it is.

I'll just take one last example on this table, the European Reassurance Initiative, clearly unrelated to CT. Here's a new need. How can we get people to fund this? It was done very upfront. Everybody saw this. This is being added to OCO you could've added it to base or you could have change the caps, but people chose none of those doors, and so this is the way that people have kept acting since that time.

	Amy Belasco
	I just like to add a couple of things. I think what Mike said is very helpful, which is if you look at the war related versus the enduring one of the obvious distinctions is the incremental or relatively short-term in other words, and also something that would be variable and change over time. So operational cost going to change over time depending on how many people have deployed. 

Pakistan's logistical support will probably change for a lot of other reasons like changes in policy. The intelligence, this is only a piece of the intelligence that's war related. It's not other intelligence.

And in fact the repairs or replacement of war-worn equipment you could do a lot of dispute about, because there's probably more in there than in fact reflects the equipment that is used by 15,000 servicemen. That's too high. It should've come down right now. Again, this is just erring on the side of caution.

And you can see, I think the other thing is that when these wars started people kept expecting them to end. And now and for any number of years now it's pretty clear they're not going to end. We have in fact a presence in the area which is not that different from our presence in Korea, which of course may change, our presence in Japan, our presence in Europe.

If it's presence then it's not war-related. It's a signaling kind of thing. And again, if you look at going after IED's, if terrorism is one of our chief threats, it's directed against one of our chief threats which are expected to persist for a long time. So the time element is key to the difference.

The only other thing I would mentioned is I seem to have read a couple of articles lately which says that the defense department in fact is going towards a policy of trying to move some of these costs into the base budget. 

Mike knows there was an attempt to this earlier within the verse, but now I think they're talking about it again. And it's not actually quite clear to me whether they took some of the huge chunk of increase in 19 and allocated some of it to moving it. Do you know if they did?

	Mike McCord
	Well, Tony, as you probably know they submitted a budget that had OCO that was very high. And then when the agreement said, we'll give you some of that [inaudible 00:56:03] never mind, we'll move 20 billion back. 

I think there might be with reason sometimes, but an exaggerated impression, how much DoD likes the system the way it is. DoD wants to get the job done and the current system works for them. It worked when I was there. It works. 

Let me just give an example of special operations command. They have been heavily engaged in this line of work for many years. Their size has basically doubled since 9/11, the number of people in special operations command. And they're heavily engaged in this line of work. 

But if you look at their testimony year after year they will say, "We don't like having almost half our budget in OCO. Because when the music stops at some point we don't know where we're going to be."

It's like if your boss gave you a bonus every year and never gave you a pay rise, there's a lack of commitment and certainty that comes with OCO. Special operations command, I think their total budget is over a quarter in OCO. Their operating budget is like 60% base, 40% OCO.

They're not comfortable with that situation. It is not unreasonable in a way. It's reflective of what are we using this special operations command for heavily, it's for these operations. But we're going to keep them, Amy's point, after this is over. Maybe the end strength will change slightly.

But I think we're going to keep special operations command, so that's going to have to move back sometime. They would like to get to that point where they say, "We're inside the regular tent. We're not the person living on the OCO bonus year after year."

It works for them and you might think that they enjoy having these OCO dollars. But there's a degree of uncertainty that comes with that that they would prefer to be without.

And central command is kind of the same way. We're not going to get rid of it if our operations in Iraq or Afghanistan end. But the costs have largely gravitated to OCO, so that's something that has be dealt with. And there's a couple of ways to deal with it. But that conversation doesn't seem to really be getting a lot of traction. We're hoping that we...

	Tony Vertuca


	Will that improve do you think as the Budget Control Act expires that this OCO behavior will change because it's no longer a loophole for...? 

	Mike McCord
	I would say it certainly creates an opportunity to have a new discussion. And god-willing it either gets fixed now or there's one more 2-year deal is the more likely outcome right after series of 2-year deals. And then you have a commission on budget and appropriations reform that's working that maybe would be an avenue where some of this could get looked at. And this report can feed in I think also to what should be the next system that could work better for everybody than this system.

	Caroline Dorminey
	Hi. Caroline Dorminey with the Cato Institute. So part of the value of this report is taking lessons learned and then applying them to future decisions. So I just wanted to ask the panel what they think some of those lessons are, and then how they would apply to great power competition, which seems to be direction which our strategy is moving. Any comments would be great. Thank you.

	Mike McCord
	Quick comment. We have a recommendation here about cost of war overseas contingencies operation being voted on separately. We all probably have the mindset now that what we call OCO, contingency operations, are counterterrorism operations, because that's what they have been.

But if a conflict arose in Korea or with Russia or China as contemplated in this strategy we sort of go back to the old idea of what war costs were. It would really have nothing to do with this report other than it might be informed by structures and processes we've used for this long war. 

Let's just hypothetically say there was a conflict in Korea. You would have spending spike up in a way that wasn't provided for in the current base budget or OCO budget, and you'd have to figure how to deal with that. And there would probably be a supplemental, at least the first time.

And then if it looked like it was going to persist you have to figure out, "Do I move this into the base budget?" That's actually what happened in the Korean War in the '50s. We only spent one year in supplementals before it moved into the base.

But not all contingency operations are necessarily going to be a 15-year long, somewhat limited in terms of troop presence and such as these have been. So great power competition could look a lot unlike this.

To take the most extreme example in terms of consequence, a nuclear exchange. It might have very small budget consequences in the immediate term and catastrophic human consequences. It wouldn't be a budget event at all perhaps because we already possess as does Russia the weapons in question.

Not every lesson in here is translatable to a great power competition. I would just say that it sort of begs the same question of if an unexpected and perhaps significant expenditure comes up how are you going to deal with it? Are you going to increase the deficit, which is what we've done with this entire war on terror has been basically by adding into the deficit rather than paying for it with tax increases or significantly cutting back other spending, or are you willing to do something else? There are probably some lessons in here but there's also some significant differences would be my view.

	John Mueller
	Certainly a major lesson from this is, let me give you an example. Before the war, the gulf war, the Iraq War in 2002 there was a book called The Threatening Storm, in which the author. He was very strongly in support of the war. And he said this is a going to be a really expensive war. It's probably going to cost maybe $40 billion."

And I think no one would say that now. Essentially what comes out of this study, and certainly comes out of the experience since 2001 and 2003 is that these kinds of wars can be incredibly costly in every way possible. And the military seems to be incapable of winning them. 

The American military has really not done a very good job since World War II. They've really won only wars where the enemy didn't exist, which would be Panama, Granada, the first Gulf War, and Kosovo, where they're basically dealing with various kinds of thugs. In the case of Granada the enemy had three vehicles, one of which was rented.

And since 2012 in fact the military said, "We will not configure our forces for long-range stability operations." We certainly suggested we're simply not going to do this crap again. We'll see if that actually comes out.

Meanwhile we have the military saying, "We're going to win in Afghanistan. It's just going to take 40-60 years," just like Korea where it wasn't a war after 1953.

Anyway, essentially 2.9 trillion is an astounding number. Even in Washington 2.8. It was 2.7 for a while there. And I think the silver ring result of this is these things simply are wildly costly. And what you get out of it, which is the other half, of course as you indicated earlier, isn't worth it all. 

And furthermore, it doesn't work. I've just been reading Steve Coll's book on Afghanistan. I haven't quite finished it. I tried avoiding committing suicide before I do because it's screwed up in 2001 and 2002. It's gotten worse, and worse, and worse. They don't know what the hell they're doing. 

And the same a lot could be said for Iraq where we just had an election, in which a Communist has been elected into the cabinet. We got rid of Saddam Hussein. Now we got Communists running our favorite country over there.

Anyway, the frustration and absurdity of these wars against an enemy which is basically pathetic namely Al Qaeda. Al Qaeda, it reminds a lot of Lee Harvey Oswald, a trivial entity, that got horribly lucky once.

Al Qaeda has not done much of anything since 9/11. They haven't done much before, except run around, avoiding drone strikes, complaining about lack of budget, and watching a lot of pornography.

And the idea that this presents an existential threat to the United States, which is as you can say and gets a lot of money for your budget is basically preposterous. But I think the lesson coming out of this is certainly Iraq syndrome, similar to what happened after Vietnam which is the Vietnam syndrome, which was let's not do that again. And I hope that happens that way.

	Amy Belasco
	I was just going to make one point about the lesson of great power competition versus the cost of counterterrorism. One of the things that this report could do is try to join a true debate about this. We're not having that now. The military would much prefer to have great power competition because it justifies the kind of weapon systems that they like to design and build, and they'd really prefer not to be doing the Iraq. You told us but we're not very happy about it. And part of why is because they really don't know how to make it work. And even the newest strategy of train and assist, there were very few examples of successful efforts by the US to train and assist a foreign military.

But I think it would be, however, unlikely, I think it would be good for us to talk about what are the chief threats to what extent is our security threat, great power competition. Is it nuclear for the nuclear build-up? And to what extent using counterterrorism that we prefer not to talk about.

And if you have some sense of what you spend on those different things, presumably your budget should reflect a combination of how likely and how much you will participate in these three different activities versus risks. So that for many years the justification for nuclear was that it was a very small likelihood but huge consequences, so the certain amount you spend on it. 

And I think those are the same things that we need to acknowledge for counterterrorism, which we like to keep thinking is about to go away, versus great power competition. And unfortunately I don't think we're having that kind of debate.

	Luke Hartig
	I'll just add to it. I have a decidedly different view of the threat that we face from terrorist groups, particularly Al Qaeda and ISIS than John does. I have spent several years looking at the intel on a daily basis, looking at the threats that we face every single day, and that the counterterrorism community is dedicated to addressing. 

I think that the threat is actually very serious and we shouldn't confuse the lack of attacks and casualties with a minimal threat. It's a mitigated threat. It's one that we've successfully mitigated.

It still merits the question of is 2.7 trillion the optimal amount of resourcing it takes to mitigate that threat? And there are some really important questions we should be considering there.

I think one of the things that came out for me as a conclusion of this, and maybe it's less relevant to the great power conflict, but maybe it is, is that we have to do a better job of making sure that what we're investing in actually matches the strategy that we put forward. 

An old professor of mine who was a deputy secretary of defense John White used to say, "Don't listen to my speech, read my budget because that's where I have to make decisions right." This is almost a clichéd adage at this point. 

And if you look at what we've said our strategy has been, and this is really across all three administrations that we've had since 9/11 the strategy has not been a military only strategy, it has been a strategy that prioritizes things like working with partners, like countering violent extremism and addressing root causes of radicalization and the such.

And if you look at our budges and what we've spent we've just totally mismatched the investments, so that we're so heavily invested in military and intelligence. That we are not really doing what we've said we want to do. And there are a whole number of reasons for that. They get to the committee jurisdictions, they get to bureaucratic issues. But one way or another if we're going to be serious about pivoting our strategy beyond militarized approaches we have to actually be willing to invest in that regard.

	Mike McCord
	If I can just add on to this, this last discussion is a great example of what the point of this report is. If you don't know how much you're spending, you can't even get to the good discussion about am I spending too much or too little. Or should my next marginal dollar in this effort, if I believe in this effort go to the FBI, or TSA, or DoD.

And so we have a couple of steps to really be able to get to that point, but we're trying to get that started. There's a book that's sort of a classic in my career field of defense budgeting and resourcing called How Much Is Enough? 

And the point of it is you can't every buy down risk to zero on anything that really matters, if anything is serious enough that you should really be worrying about. So you're always having to be judging, "Where should my next dollar go? Where can I really help myself the most?"

And again, without hard information you're kind of floundering on that question. That's what we're trying to get started here.

	Amy Belasco 

	If I could just make one final remark. I think this is kind of a tricky line to walk, and the report spends a lot of its time talking about the problems were with the data, the problems with accounting, definitions, and all of those things. And I think all of those things are true.

But at the same time I think this is probably the bulk of the spending apart from the indirect thing, which is a whole difference of category for spending, which you have to decide about.
My reading from what we've done is maybe it's off by 10%, maybe even 15%. But I think this is most of it. And if it's most of it can be used as a stepping stone to say, "Let's look at particular chunks of it for particular purposes and see how well they're carrying out those purposes, and how do those purposes rank versus other purposes?" 

I think it's important when you slug your way through the report not to feel, we can't possibly come up with the right number what's the point? Because if that were true there wouldn't be a report. It does have some numbers and I think they're pretty decent. I hope you agree with that.

	Laicie Heeley
	I do. Thank you to you all for all of your help. I think we have time for one last question. Let me just get the question in and then I'll make sure that I give you a chance as well. Ben?

	Ben:
	Two questions, but I'll begin with flattering. Your fifth map recommendation I think is just wonderful. As soon as I read that, I'm just curious you guys were coming up with that. Now my disappointing question, to me it seems politically completely unfeasible, so please convince me otherwise.

My second question is an equally annoying question probably. And it's about the intel community spending on CT. We've all heard, and I realize, completely justified and not including that you can't get real reliable estimates yearly. We've all heard stories though about the intel community radically increasing CT spending, CT resources all the way around. The black budget was leaked a few years ago. I know we're not supposed to look at it but I'm just curious if anybody did and got any sense of what amount of CT spending we're talking about, the black budget.

	Mike McCord
	I would say it's substantial. But to Amy's point that we're capturing some of that.

	Laicie Heeley
	Yeah. We're capturing a piece of the classified spending. We did not include the black budget spending here. It was just one year. I think it was 2013 that the whole of the spending was $50 or $60 billion. I believe not all of that is CT obviously, but a big chunk of it is.

And that's certainly a next step where you can take this to fill it out year over year. But because we didn't have a reliable estimate and we were really trying to go the conservative course here, we didn't look into that. We also didn't have an estimate for all of the years that we have it, but nonetheless it does include the war-related.

	Amy Belasco 
	It does include the five billion. The five billion is war-related, which is in fact unclassified. It shows up in all sorts of budget documents. We don't know if it's a good figure or a bad figure, but there is that margin. 

And for a lot of the other stuff I suspect there are all sorts of do use problems. Like if you've got satellites flying over, how much time do they spend here? How much time do they spend there? My guess is that some of it is in that five billion. But how much we have no way of knowing.

	Laicie Heeley 
	And I don't know if you want to talk a little bit, we had a deep discussion about the political feasibility question in this group. 

	Amy Belasco
	Oh you mean about the last recommendation?

	Laicie Heeley 
	Yes. 

	Amy Belasco
	The only thing Tim Kaine and Corker are still pushing to write a new authorization for the use of military force. The first time they brought it up I thought it was utterly hopeless and unrealistic. But it's gotten some traction. 

I think there's a possibility that this recommendation about a separate vote could attract people from... It would be a classic, strange bedfellows.

	Laicie Heeley
	Very optimistic here.

	Amy Belasco 
	And the other thing, and I guess this is the same thing as the authorization for the use of military force, is that by putting it out there you are in fact asking for Congress to put their money where their mouth is. Because in fact what happens is war spending is included as part of an overall supplemental. It's included as part of an omnibus. It's included in the CR. And it's included with all other defense spending. 

There are a lot of people just won't vote against all other defense spending. So they are not in fact being confronted with the question of what do you think about defense spending in general and what do you think about spending for war. That was the intent.

	Laicie Heeley
	I'd like to invite folks’ any final comments.

	John Mueller 
	Just on that, Mark Stewart and I did a book two years ago called Chasing Ghost, with intelligence particularly the FBI. And the FBI spends about $3 billion a year chasing ghosts, the number of terrorism leads we calculate within the United States that they trace is somewhere between 10 million and 20 million. And the number of people they've caught or dealt with is incredibly small.

Furthermore if you look at the guys they have caught they're basically pretty pathetic. The total number of people who have been killed by terrorists in the United States, Islamist terrorists since 9/11 is about six per year, nowhere near the 200,000 to 300,000 you'd need to get to the point where these expenditures would be justified.

So consequently there's just an incredible amount that they're chasing things that basically don't exist. Meanwhile the FBI is not chasing Bernard Madoff or dealing with drug cartels and things like that, because they're focusing on this fanciful thing.

From the beginning there's this massive exaggeration in 2002 that the intelligence was telling us there are between 2,000 and 5,000 Al Qaeda operatives in the United States. The number that was actually there was zero, or very close to it. Or maybe they're still here and they're just watching pornography and eating pizza.

But basically the whole idea that terrorism presents much of a threat needs massively to be reexamined it seems to me. And these huge expenditures to chase after these people, they're just wildly absurd.

Essentially if you look at the cases, and as I said, about six people die per year, and say, "Look at all the other cases." We've got a case book which is over a thousand pages long, spoiler alert there, on the cases in the United States. And you say, "Supposed these guys who were caught were not caught what would they do?" We look at each of them and say, "Probably they won't do anything and go back to dealing drugs, or getting drunk, or getting laid." 

And so instead of maybe 6 per year it might be 12 or 15 a year, which would be half as much that died from lightning. The sense of the futility of this ridiculous exercise still hasn't come home.

	Laicie Heeley
	This is certainly a worthy conversation to continue having. This group didn't delve into the trade-offs or the programmatic questions. We chose really to, as John said, give this baseline estimate, start the conversation. And we really hope that many additional conversations will blossom from here. 

So thank you all so much for being here. And we are happy to answer additional questions. We'll be hanging around.


[End of Recorded Material/01:18:10] 
