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ABSTRACT 

AN EXAMINATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY’S PORTION OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE BUDGET REQEST IN ORDER TO DETERMINE IF 
IT HAS BEEN IN LINE WITH THE SPECIFIED PRIORITIES OF THE CONGRESS 
FROM FISCAL YEAR (FY) 2001 THROUGH FY 2010, by Shannon Wilson, 193 
pages. 
 
This thesis studies the above stated question using a comparative approach. The 
examination conducted involved using qualitative textual analysis, quantitative judgment, 
and mixed method analysis. In addition to the stated thesis question, the following sub-
questions were considered in the examinatin: When new priorities emerged, did the 
budget request respond? Is there a correlation between a change in priorities and a change 
in budget? What were the priorities set forth in the National Security Strategy, the 
National Defense Strategy, and the Quadrennial Defense Review? How much 
supplemental funding was appropriated to the Army? How much did the Army’s budget 
request change from FY 2001 through FY 2010? Additionally, this study examined the 
Army’s budget requirements for the period being studied and attempted to identify any 
correlations between the executive branch and congressional priorities for the Department 
of the Army. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This study examined if the Department of the Army’s portion of the Department 

of Defense (DoD) budget request was in line with the specified priorities of congress 

from Fiscal Year (FY) 2001 through FY 2010. In order to address the research question 

mentioned above the following sub-questions were raised in order to expand the scope of 

research: 

1. When new priorities emerged, did the budget request respond? 

2. Is there a correlation between a change in priorities and a change in budget? 

3. What were the priorities set forth in the National Security Strategy (NSS), the 

National Defense Strategy (NDS), and the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)? 

4. How much supplemental funding was appropriated to the Department of the 

Army for the period being studied? 

5. How much did the Department of the Army’s budget request change from 

FY 2001 through FY 2010? 

Additionally, this study examined other viable sources of data in order to use 

deductive reasoning in creating and testing a hypothesis. Consideration was given to the 

following data: 

1. Executive priorities (identified in the appropriate governing priority 

documents). 

2. Changes in executive priorities and-or strategy from fiscal year to fiscal year. 

3. Correlations between the executive branch and congressional priorities for the 

Department of the Army. 
 1 



4. The magnitude of change for priorities between priority funding documents and 

from fiscal year to fiscal year. 

Background 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide context to the Department of the Army’s 

portion of the DoD congressional budget request for FY 2001 through FY 2010. The 

process begins with the Department of the Army requesting funding through the DoDs 

congressional budget justification submission, which is transmitted to Congress as a part 

of the President’s annual budget request.1 Congress authorizes and appropriates budget 

toplines on a fiscal year basis, rather than by calendar year (January to December). A 

fiscal year starts October 1 and ends on September 30th.2 All congressional budget 

requests are required to be submitted to Congress by February of each year, as mandated 

by law. Department and program budget requests are then either reduced, supplemented, 

or enacted “as is” through congressional authority. 

On September 11, 2001, the United States (U.S.) was attacked by terrorists. The 

events of that fateful day forced the United States Government to immediately respond in 

defense of its people and national security interests, which led to military combat 

operations in two wars spanning over a decade. These operations had an immediate effect 

1Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Preparing 
Submitting, and Executing the Budget, Section 15, “Basic Budget Laws” (Washington, 
DC: Executive Office of the President, August 2012), http://www.whitehouse.gov 
/sites/default/files/omb/assets/a11_current_year/s15.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 1. 

2Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Preparing 
Submitting, and Executing the Budget, Section 20, “Terms and Concepts” (Washington, 
DC: Executive Office of the President, August 2012), http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
sites/default/files/omb/assets/a11_current_year/s20.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 6. 
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on the Department of the Army’s mission, priorities, and requirements as they had spent 

the previous several years in garrison and peacekeeping environments. 

In order to assess the significance of the points mentioned above and any impacts, 

the Department of the Army’s budget request was analyzed for FY 2001 through 

FY 2010 to determine if the appropriated resource levels were in line with congressional 

priorities and intent. 

The President is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force 
against those nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, 
authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 
11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future 
acts of international terrorism against the United States by such nations, 
organizations, or persons.3 

As part of the nation’s arm against terrorism, the Department of the Army 

increased its recruitment efforts, made the necessary doctrinal revisions, established new 

training requirements, and initiated large acquisition programs. and began to spearhead 

joint coalition efforts. Just as it has always been in past conflicts, department and 

program budget submissions quickly became an intricate process that Congress would 

use to extend its authority over military forces using budgetary means, and as an 

extension of politics. Similarly, the Department of the Army would use the budget 

request process as a way to obtain resources that would assist in more effectively 

conducting combat military operations, enhancing its ability and capabilities. 

Per the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidance, all federal 

government organizations are required to submit a budget request that addresses 

3U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-40, Section 2, “Authorization for Use of United 
States Armed Forces,” 107th Cong., September 18, 2001, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/ 
pkg/PLAW-107publ40/pdf/PLAW-107publ40.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012). 
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efficiencies, seeks to advance program or project effectiveness, is results driven, and 

aligns with clearly defined strategic goals and objectives.4 The OMB also requires that all 

departments and programs submit budget requests that are expected to advance their 

agency’s goals, as well as align with the specified presidential priorities5 outlined in the 

NSS and other appropriate priority documents as applicable. Additionally, all government 

organizations are required by OMB to: 

1. Establish attainable goals. 

2. Provide justification for additional funding. 

3. Provide program and project description and purposes. 

4. Provide projected funding costs. 

5. Provide current and previous year program and project programed budgets. 

6. Develop metrics in which performance can be measured. 

7. Must fully obligate and expend all appropriated funding for the purposes 

intended.6 

4Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Preparing 
Submitting, and Executing the Budget, Section 250, “Agency Priority Goals” 
(Washington, DC: Executive Office of the President, August 2012), http://www.white 
house.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/a11_current_year/s250.pdf (accessed August 19, 
2012), 250-2. 

5Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Section 250, 2. 

6Congressional Budget Office, Budget Concepts and Budget Process 
(Washington, DC: White House, June 18, 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2013/assets/concepts.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 
131. 

 4 

                                                 



Purpose 

The research behind this study conducted quantitative, qualitative, and mixed 

method analysis, and identified any correlation aspects, outlying data, trends in 

determining if the Department of the Army’s budget was a predictive model and 

magnitudes of change for the Department of the Army’s budget. Through the integration 

of different data sets a hypothesis was developed. The relationship between changes in 

policy and changes in government were researched, as well as changes in congressional 

composition. Upon completion of the research and using deductive reasoning conclusions 

were drawn. 

Assumptions 

The assumptions for this thesis include: 

1. That the Department of the Army’s budget requests to DoD represents the best 

professional judgment of Army leaders in defining the resourcing level needed 

to accomplish the mission. 

2. That the Department of the Army’s requests for Overseas Contingency 

Operations or supplemental funding was to address significant shortfalls. 

Definitions 

The following terms will be used throughout this thesis: 

Allocation is the money allotted to a government entity and available for 

obligation and expenditure.7 

7Department of Defense, DoD Financial Management Regulation 7000.14R, 
Summary of Major Changes to DoDFMR “Glossary” (Washington, DC: White House, 
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Amendment is the reassessing and modifying of the President’s budget request by 

the House and Senate Appropriation Committees prior to enactment.8 

Apportionment is the process of funds being made available to government 

organizations via the OMB, as provided in appropriation bills, acts, and-or continuing 

resolutions passed by Congress.9 

Appropriation is the process of government organizations being provided with the 

legal right to obligate and expend funding as provided by law through Congress.10 

Budget is funding appropriated by Congress providing, obligating, and expending 

authority through the OMB in order to execute in coordination with the President’s 

priorities.11 

Budget Authority is the legal authority to obligate appropriated funds, resulting in 

expenditures.12 

Budgetary Resources are the resources available for obligation and expenditure 

during the fiscal year.13 

December 2008), http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/ 
a11_current_year/s20.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), iii. 

8Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Preparing 
Submitting, and Executing the Budget, Section 20, “Terms and Concepts” (Washington, 
DC: Executive Office of the President, August 2012), http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
sites/default/files/omb/assets/a11_current_year/s20.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 3. 

9Ibid. 

10Ibid. 

11Ibid. 

12Ibid. 
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Congressional Budget Justification Submission is the President’s budget request 

submitted through OMB to Congress for justification and enactment. 

Fiscal Year (FY) is the federal government funding cycle, which begins on 

October 1 and ends September 30th.14 

Military Personnel Appropriation is funding designated for Active, Reserve, and 

National Guard personnel for the purposes of pay, allowances, subsistence, permanent 

changes in duty stations, and other military personnel costs.15 

National Defense Strategy (NDS) is the Secretary of Defense’s strategy that 

addresses how the DoD will assist in achieving the stated objectives and goals outlined in 

the NSS.16 

National Security Strategy (NSS) is the President’s strategy that identifies the 

nations concerns, focuses, and priorities in support of national security, and is mandated 

by law (reference Public Law 99-433, October 1, 1986).17 It is mandated by law that the 

13Ibid. 

14Ibid., 6. 

15Department of Defense, DoD 7000R, Financial Management Regulation, 
Volume 2A, Chapter 2, “Military Personnel Appropriations” (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, November 2012), http://comptroller.defense.gov/ 
fmr/current/02a/02a_02.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 2-3–2-4. 

16Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Publication 5-0, Joint Operation Planning 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, August 11, 2011), http://www.dtic.mil/ 
doctrine/new_pubs/jp5_0.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), xi. 

17U.S. Congress, Public Law 99-433, Section 603, Annual Report on National 
Security Strategy, October 1, 1986, http://csis.org/images/stories/bgn/gnact_2.pdf 
(accessed August 19, 2012). 
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NSS accompany the President’s budget request to congress, transmitting both a classified 

and unclassified version.18 

Obligation is the legal authority to obligate funding, resulting in expenditures.19 

Operation and Maintenance Appropriation is funding designated for operating and 

maintaining annual mission requirements for the purposes of Active, Reserve, and 

National Guard training, equipment, real property maintenance, minor construction, etc.20 

Overseas Contingency Operations—Global War on Terrorism (GWOT) is 

additional funding appropriated by Congress for specific purposes.21 The OMB has 

disseminated guidance identifying funding that geographically supports combat or 

conducts combat operations to include Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and other designated 

countries. This guidance also outlines specific criteria that must be met in order for 

funding to be categorized as Overseas Contingency Operations (e.g., the replacement of 

items not yet programmed for).22 

18U.S. Congress, Public Law 99-43. 

19Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, 7. 

20DoD Financial Management Regulation, Volume 2A, DoD Comptroller, 
November 2012, http://comptroller.defense.gov/fmr/02a/02aarch/CHAPTER03.PDF 
(accessed August 19, 2012), 3-3–3-4. 

21Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, 8. 

22Steven M. Kosiak, OMB Guidance Memorandum, “Criteria for War/Overseas 
Contingency Operations Funding Requests” (Washington, DC: Executive Office of the 
President, September 9, 2010), http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/OfficeDocuments/ 
Budget/Guidances//omb-gd.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012). 
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Procurement Appropriation is funding designated for large acquisitions for the 

purposes of multi-year procurement, and time-phased requirements.23 

Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) is the strategic document that establishes 

defense policy goals, force structure, capabilities, modernization, budget plans, and plans 

in addressing challenges. The QDR is prepared by the Secretary of Defense every four 

years or in a year that there is a newly elected Presidential Administration, and is 

mandated by law (reference Public Law 104-201–September 23, 1996).24 

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) Appropriation is funding 

designated for investment cost for basic research, applied research, advanced technology 

development, advance component development and prototypes, system development and 

demonstration, management support, and operational system development.25 

Reduction in Budgetary Resources is the process of Congress eliminating or 

reducing resources.26 

Supplemental Appropriation is the process of Congress providing additional 

funding separate from appropriated funding.27 

23DoD Financial Management Regulation, Volume 2A, Chapter 3, DoD 
Comptroller, November 2012, http://comptroller.defense.gov/fmr/02b/02barch/ 
02b_04old.pdf (accessed August 19, 2012), 4-1–4-2. 

24U.S. Congress, Public Law 104-201, Section 923, “Quadrennial Defense 
Review,” September 23, 1996, http://www.nps.gov/legal/laws/104th/104-201.pdf 
(accessed August 19, 2012). 

25Department of Defense, DoD Financial Management Regulation, Volume 2B, 
Chapter 5, “Research, Development, Test and Evaluation Appropriations, DoD 
Comptroller,” November 2012, http://comptroller.defense.gov/fmr/archive/02barch/ 
CHAPTER05.PDF (accessed September 5, 2012), 5-1 to 5-3. 

26Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, 9. 
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Scope 

This study examined the Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD 

congressional budget request, appropriated budget levels, and any relationships that 

existed. Due to the scope of information available for examination, the focus for this 

thesis was narrowed. Only the Army’s budget requests and appropriated funding for  

FY 2001 through FY 2010 and the following appropriations was examined for the 

quantitative analysis: (1) Military Personnel, Operation, and Maintenance,  

(2) Procurement, (3) Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation, (4) Overseas 

Contingency Operations, and (5) Supplemental. 

Additionally, for the qualitative analysis, this study only examined the following 

priority documents (applicable to the period being evaluated): the National Security 

Strategy, National Defense Strategy, and the Quadrennial Defense Review. 

Of note, the priorities examined were not all inclusive to the governing priority 

documents outlined above due to time and the scope of information available. The mixed 

methods analysis examined all of the above mentioned sources of data as well. Additional 

information was considered for examination in this study based on when the data was 

made available and applicability to the thesis. 

Due to the complexity of the data and the amount available a high-level analysis 

was conducted, understanding that a comprehensive analysis was required, and therein 

laid the rationale on why only specific data was reviewed. There was a large amount of 

27Ibid., 9. 
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data that could have been reviewed at detailed levels, but this type of analysis would have 

proven too broad for the intent of this thesis. 

Limitations 

Anticipated limitations were identified prior to conducting the examination. The 

estimated time available, research requirements, and other constraints limited the amount 

of research gathered and analyzed in support of this thesis. Limited access to the 

Department of the Army’s budget systems, raw data, and historical reports inhibited the 

ability to collect detailed information. For the reasons mentioned above, it would have 

been difficult to determine if the findings of the research would be impacted by the 

limitations stated. 

Delimitations 

The Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD’s budget requests for FY 2001 

through FY 2010 was considered to be too broad to analyze in their entirety. Therefore, 

this study focused on the request and appropriated budget levels for: (1) Military 

Personnel, (2) Operations and Maintenance, (3) Procurement, (4) Research, 

Development, Test, and Evaluation, (5) Supplemental, and (6) Overseas Contingency 

Operations. 

Additionally, due to time constraints of this study only specific data was 

reviewed. This study examined the following: (1) The Department of the Army’s budget 

request, (2) the Quadrennial Defense Review, (3) the National Security Strategy, (4) the 

National Defense Strategy, and (5) the appropriate legislative documents. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study examined if the Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD budget 

request was in line with the specified congressional priorities. The importance of this 

study is to provide specific information to those with a vested interest in the Department 

of the Army’s request and appropriated budgets, to include the American taxpayer, the 

OMB, and congressional committees charged with oversight. For the purposes of this 

study, a historical analysis was conducted, identifying how the Department of the Army’s 

previous budget requests compared to its appropriated funding levels for FY 2001 

through FY 2010. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the documents and information examined 

in support of the thesis. The literature that was used in this study provided a historical 

context as it related to the stated thesis by identifying relationships, determining trends, 

and discovering if there were any gaps or lags in information. All of the literature 

examined were considered viable, and included government publications, federal reports, 

department funding requests, and applicable legislative documents. The following 

sources were utilized in conducting research for the stated thesis, and provided direct 

evidence in support of the study. 

Department of the Army’s Portion 
of the DoD Budget Request 

The DoD’s congressional budget requests for FY 2001 through FY 2010 were 

examined for a comprehensive understanding of the Department of the Army’s budget 

request, budget requirements, and overall priorities for each fiscal year. The DoD’s 

congressional budget requests are submitted to the executive branch, through the OMB, 

for coordination and approval as directed by the Budget and Accounting Act.28 

According to Chapter 11, Title 31, U.S. Code, all agencies are required to submit budget 

requests to Congress no later than the first Monday in February, providing a summary of 

requirements as well as supporting information.29 

28Ibid., 1. 

29Ibid. 
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National Security Strategy 

This is the President’s strategy document that outlines national priorities in 

support of national security, and is mandated by law (reference Public Law 99-433, 

October 1, 1986).30 The law also requires that the NSS accompany the President’s budget 

request to Congress, and it should include both a classified and unclassified version.31 

The 2001 NSS was published during the Bush Administration and covered international 

strategy, deterring and defeating terrorism, and planned economic prosperity.32 The 

strategy addressed the importance of U.S. Federal Government organizations actively 

responding to challenges, while strategically exploiting opportunities33 of the Twenty-

first century. The 2001 NSS framed the priorities as: 

1. Champion aspirations for human dignity.34 

2. Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks 

against the U.S. and our friends.35 

3. Work with others to defuse regional conflicts. 

30U.S. Congress, Public Law 99-433, Section 603, Annual Report on National 
Security Strategy, October 1, 1986, http://csis.org/images/stories/bgn/gnact_2.pdf 
(accessed September 18, 2012). 

31Ibid. 

32The White House, The National Security Strategy 2002 (Washington, DC: The 
White House, September 2002), http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf 
(accessed September 18, 2012), 1, 5, 17. 

33Ibid., 29. 

34Ibid., 1. 

35Ibid. 
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4. Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends, with 

weapons of mass destruction (WMD).36 

5. Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free 

trade.37 

6. Expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the 

infrastructure of democracy.38 

7. Develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global 

power.39 

8. Transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and 

opportunities of the Twenty-first century.40 

The 2006 NSS was published during the Bush Administration and covered the 

strengthening of international alliances, defusing international conflicts, and planned 

economic prosperity.41 The strategy addressed the importance of all U.S. Federal 

Government organizations actively responding to challenges, while strategically 

36Ibid. 

37Ibid. 

38Ibid. 

39Ibid., 2. 

40Ibid. 

41The White House, The National Security Strategy 2006 (Washington, DC: The 
White House, March 2006), http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf 
(accessed September 18, 2012), 8, 14, 25. 
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exploiting opportunities of the Twenty-first century.42 The 2006 NSS framed the priorities 

as: 

1. Champion aspirations for human dignity.43 

2. Strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks 

against us and our friends.44 

3. Work with others to defuse regional conflicts.45 

4. Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends with 

WMD.46 

5. Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free 

trade.47 

6. Expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the 

infrastructure of democracy.48 

7. Develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global 

power.49 

42Ibid., 47. 

43Ibid., 2-7. 

44Ibid., 8-13. 

45Ibid., 14-17. 

46Ibid., 18-24. 

47Ibid., 25-30. 

48Ibid., 31-34. 

49Ibid., 35-42, 47. 
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8. Transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and 

opportunities of the Twenty-first century.50 

9. Engage the opportunities and confront the challenges of globalization.51 

The 2010 NSS was published during the Obama Administration and addresses 

protecting the U.S. against WMD attacks, emerging cyber threats, and economic growth 

and stability.52 The strategy also outlines the importance of U.S. economic growth,53 

diplomatic efforts within the international community, and difficult fiscal decisions that 

must be made for the good of the U.S. as a whole.54 The 2010 NSS framed the priorities 

as: 

1. Secure the U.S., its citizens, and its allies and partners.55 

2. Ensure a strong, innovative, and growing U.S. economy in an open 

international economic system that promotes opportunity and prosperity.56 

3. Defend universal values at home and around the world.57 

50Ibid., 43-46. 

51Ibid., 47-48. 

52The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 (Washington, DC: The 
White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/ 
national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed September 18, 2012), 5. 

53The White House, The National Security Strategy 2006, 47. 

54The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010, 9. 

55Ibid., 17-28. 

56Ibid., 28-35. 

57Ibid., 35-40. 
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4. Maintain international order advanced by U.S. leadership that promotes peace, 

security, and opportunity through stronger cooperation to meet global 

challenges.58 

Quadrennial Defense Review 

The DoD’s 2001 QDR lays out its strategic priorities, focuses, and risk 

assessments for the armed forces. The first report published since the September 11, 2001 

attacks, concentrated on the armed forces protecting America, its allies, and national 

interests.59 The report highlighted anticipated new and emerging challenges as well as 

resource requirements, to include the strategic plan to bolster military capability, 

recruitment of forces, training programs, and force sustainment. 

The defense policy goals focused on maintaining alliances and deterring, 

thwarting, and—or defeating threats to national security.60 Additionally, the report 

identified that the requirements being levied on the DoD would have a definite impact to 

the size and organization of the armed forces.61 The outlined priorities were: 

1. Assure allies and friends. 

2. Dissuade future military competition. 

 

58Ibid., 40-50. 

59Department of Defense, The Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 30, 2001), 
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed September 18, 2012), 25. 

60Ibid., 20. 

61Ibid., 18. 
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3. Deter threats and coercion against U.S. interests. 

4. If deterrence failed, decisively defeat any adversary.62 

The DoD’s 2006 QDR outlined the strategic priorities, capability requirements, 

and risk assessments for the armed forces. The report highlighted anticipated new and 

emerging challenges as well as resource requirements, to include the strategic plan to 

bolster military capability, recruitment of forces, training programs, and force 

sustainment. The defense policy goals focused on leveraging interagency abilities;63 

flexible resource authorities;64 and enhancing capabilities in support of defense 

operations.65 Additionally, the report identified that the requirements being levied on the 

DoD due to overlapping missions required a more tailorable force and capabilities.66 The 

priorities outlined were framed as: 

1. Defeat terrorist networks.67 

2. Defend the homeland in-depth.68 

 

62Ibid., 2. 

63Department of Defense, The Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2006 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 6, 2006), http://www.defense. 
gov/qdr/report/Report20060203.pdf (accessed September 26, 2012), ix. 

64Ibid., ix. 

65Ibid., ix. 

66Ibid., 4. 

67Ibid., 20-24. 

68Ibid., 24-27. 
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3. Shape the choices of countries at strategic crossroads.69 

4. Prevent hostile states and non-state actors from acquiring or using WMD.70 

The DoD 2010 QDR outlines the strategic priorities, capability requirements, and 

risk assessments for the armed forces. The report highlights anticipated new and 

emerging challenges as well as resource requirements, to include the strategic plan to 

bolster military capability, recruitment of forces, training programs, and force 

sustainment. The defense policy goals are focused on international order, security, and 

economic development.71 Additionally, the report identifies that the DoD will seek to 

advance national interests while achieving a balance between resources and 

requirements.72 The priorities were framed as: 

1. To prevail in today’s wars.73 

2. Prevent and deter conflict.74 

3. Prepare to defeat adversaries and succeed in a wide range of contingencies.75 

4. Preserve and enhance the all volunteer force.76 

69Ibid., 27-32. 

70Ibid., 32-35. 

71Department of Defense, The Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2010 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense. 
gov/qdr/qdr%20as%20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF (accessed September 26, 2012), iv. 

72Ibid., v. 

73Ibid. 

74Ibid. 

75Ibid., vi. 
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National Defense Strategy 

The NDS is the Secretary of Defense’s strategy document and it addresses how 

the DoD will assist in achieving the stated objectives and priorities outlined in the NSS.77 

The 2005 NDS outlines the strategic approach in which the DoD will ensure national 

defense, address emerging challenges, meet national priorities set forth in the NSS, and 

building—leveraging international partnerships.78 The 2005 NDS was published by 

Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense, and identified the strategic priorities as the 

following: 

1. Secure the U.S. from direct attack.79 

2. Secure strategic access and retain global freedom of action.80 

3. Strengthen alliances and partnerships.81 

4. Establish favorable security conditions.82 

The 2008 NDS outlines the strategic approach in which the DoD will conduct 

campaign development, manage and develop forces, and leverage actionable 

76Ibid. 

77Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Publication 5-0, xi. 

78Department of Defense, The National Defense Strategy of the United States of 
America (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, March 2005), 
http://www.defense.gov/news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed September 26, 
2012), iv. 

79Ibid., 6. 

80Ibid. 

81Ibid., 7. 

82Ibid. 
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intelligence.83 The 2008 NDS was published by Robert Gates, Secretary of Defense, and 

identified the strategic priorities as the following: 

1. Defend the homeland.84 

2. Win the long war.85 

3. Promote security.86 

4. Deter conflict.87 

5. Win our nation’s wars.88 

Legislation 

Public Laws authorize and appropriate funds, personnel, and resources and were 

referenced for each of the fiscal years examined for this study. The United States 

Constitution states that Congress has legislative authority to appropriate funding for all 

government organizations, and that no funding will be obligated in excess of what has 

been enacted by law.89 All government organizations are required to submit their budget 

83Department of Defense, National Defense Strategy (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, June 2008), http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20national 
%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed September 26, 2012), 1. 

84Ibid., 6-7. 

85Ibid., 7-9. 

86Ibid., 9-11. 

87Ibid., 11-12. 

88Ibid., 13. 

89Sandy Streeter, The Congressional Appropriations Process: An Introduction 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Service, December 2, 2008), http://democrats. 
appropriations.house.gov/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=289%3Acrs
appropsintro&catid=10&Itemid=35 (accessed September 26, 2012), 1. 
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requests through the Executive Branch (the OMB) to Congress on an annual basis.90 The 

Defense House and Senate subcommittees have legislative oversight for all the DoD 

budget requests91 (to include the Department of the Army). 

All federal government organizations are required to obligate their full budgetary 

authority within the timeframe specified for each of their authorized appropriations. It is 

mandated that the budget cycle be obligated and executed within a fiscal year, rather than 

a calendar year. Any federal government organization appropriated funding that is 

available for only one year must obligate its budgetary authority in full or risk returning 

the unused portion of the funding to the Department of the Treasury.92 The length of an 

appropriation is based on the type of funding it is. For example, Operation and 

Maintenance funds are only available for one year for obligation and then five more years 

for expenditure of funds, while Procurement funds are only available for three years for 

obligation and then five years for expenditure of funds. 

90Ibid. 

91Ibid., 2. 

92Ibid., 3. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this chapter is to identify the methods and techniques used in 

determining the magnitude of change in the Department of the Army’s budget requests 

and appropriated funding levels for FY 2001 through FY 2010. In doing so, the evidence 

was examined in order to determine if there were any spikes, declines, or correlations in 

the Department of the Army’s budgets from fiscal year to fiscal year due to executive and 

congressional changes. Mixed method analysis was utilized in identifying trends or 

patterns in determining if the Department of the Army’s budget was in fact in line with 

congressional priorities for the period analyzed. The methods used during this research 

included: 

1. Integrating different data sets to create a hypothesis in order to identify any 

relationships between the changes in policy and changes in government. 

2. An examination of the funding requested and appropriated from fiscal year to 

fiscal year in order to draw conclusions. 

3. Framing the research problem to determine if the budget was consistent with 

priorities. 

4. Identifying if there were any extenuating circumstances (e.g., the U.S. 

economy, priorities established by the Executive Branch, Congressional 

priorities, and public opinion) that could be used in deductive reasoning to 

hypothesize budget decisions made. 

5. Examining the analysis conducted in order to determine any outliers from fiscal 

year to fiscal year. 
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Instruments of Measure 

The instruments of measure for this study included qualitative textual analysis and 

quantitative judgment by comparing the Department of the Army’s budget request and 

congressionally appropriated budgets; the appropriate governing priority documents and 

changes in those priorities; and congressional composition. Additionally, mixed method 

analysis was conducted for the purposes of this study. This examination used a 

comparative analysis providing a more in-depth review of both the quantitative and 

qualitative data sets and their findings. 

Data Compilation 

A budget thesis matrix [Appendices A through J] was constructed for each of the 

10 fiscal years being studied in order to have a side-by-side comparison. These matrices 

outline the DoD’s budget request and congressionally appropriated funding levels 

(represented in millions) for the Department of the Army for the following 

appropriations: (1) Military Personnel, (2) Operations and Maintenance, (3) Procurement, 

(4) Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation. 

The matrices framework also consists of the governing priority documents 

applicable to each of the fiscal years and ascertains the related priorities. Additionally, 

the appropriation bills [or public laws] applicative to each of the appropriated funds and 

funding requests, for each of the fiscal years, have been identified in support of the thesis 

research and for referencing. 
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Qualitative Research 

The qualitative textual research restates the executive branch’s priorities set forth 

in the NSS [mandated by law], the QDR [mandated by law], and the National Defense 

Review [prepared at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense] for each of the fiscal 

years. The list of priorities outlined in Appendices K and L should not be considered all 

encompassing, due to time constraints and priorities embedded within priorities. The 

purpose of Appendix K is to determine the overarching priorities; and to then identify 

which of those priorities are applicable to the different governing priority documents and 

in what fiscal years. The purpose of Appendix L is to indicate the added, dropped, and 

maintained of priorities per each fiscal year and for each of the governing priority 

documents. 

Additionally, the congressional composition for the U.S. Senate Majority, House 

of Representatives Majority, and the presiding President were outlined in Appendices K, 

L, and M in preparation of both qualitative and mixed method analysis. Of note, there 

were no mathematical formulas used in Appendices K and L. 

Qualitative research conducted in Appendix M numerically represents the added, 

dropped, and maintained priorities depicted in Appendix L. These priorities were also 

converted into percentage, and a change index was developed. The mathematical formula 

used for “added percent” was calculated as follows: added divided by the total of added, 

dropped, and maintained per priority document for a given fiscal year. The mathematical 

formula used for “dropped percent” was calculated as follows: dropped divided by the 

total of added, dropped, and maintained per priority document for a given fiscal year. The 

mathematical formula used for “maintained percent” was calculated as follows: 
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maintained divided by the total of added, dropped, and maintained per priority document 

for a given fiscal year. The mathematical formula used for the “change index” was 

calculated as follows: the total of added and dropped divided by priorities per document. 

Qualitative research conducted for Appendix N depicted ranges that were 

developed based on the qualitative results displayed in Appendix M. The appropriate 

classification groupings (small, medium, and large) were identified by priority document 

per fiscal year. The ranges used in Appendix N were determined by the identified 

changes (of the added and dropped priorities in Appendix M) per funding document for 

each fiscal year. The purpose of Appendix N is to make a qualitative judgment regarding 

the change in policy—priorities from priority document to priority document. The ranges 

developed are as followed: 

1. Small (0 to 5 priorities), 

2. Medium (6 to 10 priorities), 

3. Large (11 to 15 priorities). 

The qualitative research conducted for Appendix O involved comparing the 

congressional composition (outlined in Appendices K and L) with the DoD composition 

(depicting the Secretary of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff) per fiscal year for the 

period analyzed. Of note, there were no mathematical formulas used in Appendix O. 

Quantitative Research 

The quantitative research conducted for Appendices P and Q identifies the degree 

of change from fiscal year to fiscal year. The mathematical formula used is as follows: 

the delta percentage was determined by taking the appropriated budget minus the request 

and then divided by the request. The budget requests and appropriated funding levels 
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were extracted from the appropriate appropriation bills (public laws) as depicted in 

Appendices A through J. 

Mixed Method Research 

As mentioned above, mixed method research was conducted by examining 

different angles and using a comparative approach of the quantitative and qualitative 

research. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this chapter is to examine all of the research gathered in support of 

determining if the Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD budget request was in 

line with the specified congressional priorities for the period studied. Analysis conducted 

assisted in determining if there were any trends, patterns, or correlations between the 

quantitative and qualitative research; in addressing the stated thesis question. 

Components of the Department of the Army’s budget request, governing priority 

documents, congressional composition, and congressional testimony were analyzed in 

order to identify any periods of change, fluctuation, relationships, or irregularities in 

relation to the rest of the data analyzed for the period of this study. 

Quantitative Findings 

Over the 10 year period analyzed, the Department of the Army’s actual 

appropriated budget received a cumulative increase in excess of $53.0 billion (see 

Appendix P). However, when the FY 2001 appropriated budget was adjusted for the 

purposes of inflation, the increase in appropriated dollars reflected the change as 

$37.0 billion (see table 1), which is an increase of more than 42 percent over the 10 year 

period. An in-depth analysis was conducted of the Department of the Army’s budget 

requests and appropriated funding levels for the following appropriations: Military 

Personnel; Operations and Maintenance; Procurement; and RDT&E. 

 

 29 



Table 1. Adjusted For Inflation 

Fiscal Year Average U.S. 
Inflation

Adjusted Inflationary 
Budget (Army)

FY 2010 Appropriated 
Budget

FY 2001 0.0000 69,899.4$                     123,395.40$                       
FY 2002 1.0159 71,010.8$                     
FY 2003 1.0227 72,622.7$                     
FY 2004 1.0268 74,569.0$                     
FY 2005 1.0339 77,096.9$                     
FY 2006 1.0324 79,594.9$                     
FY 2007 1.0285 81,863.3$                     
FY 2008 1.0385 85,015.1$                     
FY 2009 (0.0034) (289.1)$                        
FY 2010 1.0164 86,703.1$                     36,692.30$                        

FY 2010 Appropriated 
Budget Less FY 2001 
Adjusted Inflationary 

Budget

(Funding in Millions)

 
 
Source: Inflation.eu, “Current Inflation/United States,” http://www.inflation.eu/ (accessed 
August 19, 2012). 
 
 
 

For the purpose of this study, any appropriated funding levels identified to be 

within a deviation of six percent of its corresponding budget request were considered to 

be appropriated as requested. This 6 percent figure was arrived at because it was the 

median of the percentage changes between appropriated budget levels and requested 

budgets. There were no significant differences between the appropriated and requested 

amounts for FY 2001 through FY 2006, as they were all identified as having a deviation 

within 6 percent. FY 2007 through FY 2010 was identified as having larger deviations 

between appropriated and requested budgets, ranging from 9 to17 percent. The deviations 

for each of the fiscal years are depicted in table 2. 
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Table 2. FY 2001 through FY 2012 Deviations 

Fiscal Year Requested Appropriated Percentage Change 
2001 $71,590.4  $69,899.4  -2.4% 
2002 $77,229.8  $76,087.9  -1.5% 
2003 $90,928.6  $86,036.8  -5.4% 
2004 $90,232.0  $90,730.9  0.6% 
2005 $95,582.1  $94,818.7  -0.8% 
2006 $91,505.1  $86,802.9  -5.1% 
2007 $106,439.0  $88,855.4  -16.5% 
2008 $124,184.5  $111,680.2  -10.1% 
2009 $136,292.8  $122,636.1  -10.0% 
2010 $135,861.4  $123,395.4  -9.2% 

 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2001 Budget 
(Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 
2000), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed November 20, 2012); 
Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2002 Budget (Green 
Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), August 2001), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2003 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2002), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2004 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2003), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2004.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2005 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2004), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2005.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2006 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), April 2005), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2006.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2007 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2006), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2007.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2008 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2007), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2008.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2009 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2008), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2009.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2010 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), June 2009), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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Appropriation Level Analysis 

The analysis of FY 2001 through FY 2006 topline funding level identified 

evolving budgets where increases at the appropriation level stayed rather consistent. 

Subsequently, the FY 2007 through FY 2010 topline level budgets were identified as 

having larger deviations for the period studied. This was determined by calculating the 

deviation between appropriated funding levels and budget requests. For the purposes of 

this study, the above mentioned fiscal years were determined to have to larger deviations 

in excess of 6 percent between appropriated funding levels and corresponding budget 

requests. 

Analysis at the appropriation level identified deviations that will be discussed in 

further detail later in the chapter. Of note, the RDT&E and Procurement appropriations 

were consistently found to have larger deviations. Throughout the period studied it was 

identified that the Department of the Army never received its full budget request for the 

Procurement appropriation. In fact, it was actually appropriated 24 percent less on 

average than its requested budget level for each fiscal year (see Appendix P). This 

analysis only accounts for base funding, as the researcher did not have access to any 

Department of the Army financial systems in order to review detailed information. 

Some of the above mentioned shortfalls associated with the Procurement 

appropriation may be attributed to the shifting of funds to Overseas Contingency 

Operations, the GWOT, or supplemental funding for the purposes of procuring wartime 

equipment, such as Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Vehicles. Further analysis 

identified that the Department of the Army received, on average, 11 percent more than its 

requested amount for the RDT&E appropriation for each of the fiscal years analyzed (see 
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Appendix P). A break out on significant findings will be outlined by fiscal year in the 

follow-on sections. The other two appropriations (Operations and Maintenance and 

Military Personnel) were found to have smaller deviations at the appropriation level, and 

will be discussed later in the chapter. 

QUAN-qual Findings 

This section discusses the qualitative data of the quantitative information as it was 

considered to provide emerging insight to the researcher. The Department of the Army’s 

portion of the DoD budget requests, public laws, appropriated funding, and congressional 

testimonies were considered to be in relation to one of the four appropriations studied in 

support of the stated thesis. The researcher was unable to obtain congressional 

testimonies and the detailed purposes for appropriated funding for every fiscal year. The 

data gathered only represents information that was researched and analyzed, and should 

not be considered all encompassing for every fiscal year. 

The information annotated in the follow-on section provides further context in 

support of the study. As there are numerous hearings regarding the budget for each fiscal 

year, the researcher selected those that were most appropriate and obtainable. Therefore, 

the researcher selected the hearings that were most appropriate to DoD and its budget 

requests. A breakdown of the findings follows. 

FY 2001 

The information examined for FY 2001 attributed the budget request 

($72.0 billion in base funding) to continued stability efforts that were being conducted in 
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both Kosovo and Bosnia.93 The FY 2001 budget requested resources for continued efforts 

in the following areas: 

1. Procurement efforts that enhanced military capability;94 

2. Focusing on building capabilities and adapting to post Cold War threats 

throughout the international community;95 

3. Continued development of U.S. weapons and defense systems, to include 

programs such as the Medium Armored Vehicle for use in combat 

operations;96 

4. Continued implementation of the base closure and realignment program for the 

purposes of realigning funds from infrastructure to military operations.97 

Subsequently, Public Law (P.L.) 106-259 appropriated funds for FY 2001 ($70.0 

billion in base funding) for purposes that included: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include healthcare, clothing allowances, and 

permanent change in duty station;98 

93Department of Defense, “Department of Defense Budget for FY 2001,” 
February 7, 2000, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=2306 
(accessed April 27, 2013). 

94Ibid. 

95Ibid. 

96Ibid. 

97Ibid. 

98U.S. Congress, Public Law 106-259, August 9, 2000, http://asafm.army.mil/ 
Documents/OtherDocuments/CongInfo/BLDL/PL//01APPNpl.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013). 
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2. Active duty operation and maintenance, infrastructure, and ammunition 

upkeep;99 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples included UH-60s (Blackhawk 

helicopters), ground-handling equipment, installation of equipment, and 

modification of ammunition;100 

4. RDT&E of programs to enhance military capabilities and effectiveness.101 

While the deviation for FY 2001 was 2 percent, the year-over-year budget was not 

researched for an increase or decrease in budget as it was the starting point for the study. 

In order to review FY 2001 appropriated versus requested see figure 2 and figure 3 to 

view FY 2001 by appropriation. 

 

 

99Ibid. 

100Ibid. 

101Ibid. 

 35 

                                                 



$71,590.4 $69,899.4 

-2.4%

($10,000.0)

$0.0

$10,000.0

$20,000.0

$30,000.0

$40,000.0

$50,000.0

$60,000.0

$70,000.0

$80,000.0

Request Approp Percentage Change

FY 2001 Request vs. Appropriation

 
 

Figure 1. FY 2001 Appropriated versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 106-259, August 9, 2000, http://asafm.army.mil/ 
Documents/OtherDocuments/CongInfo/BLDL/PL//01APPNpl.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Figure 2. FY 2001 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 106-259, August 9, 2000, http://asafm.army.mil/ 
Documents/OtherDocuments/CongInfo/BLDL/PL//01APPNpl.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

No congressional testimony could be obtained for FY 2001 through open sources. 

Additionally, since FY 2001 has more of a relationship with its preceding years (FY 2000 

and FY 1999) it is not considered individually applicable to the study. FY 2001 served 

more as a starting point for the purposes of this study, and assisted in identifying trends, 

correlations, and relationships between FY 2002 through FY 2010. 

FY 2002 

The information examined for FY 2002 attributed the budget request ($77.2 

billion in base funding) to the Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s priorities in 
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advancing military programs, capabilities, and ensuring soldier readiness.102 The 

Secretary of Defense stated that the FY 2002 budget request would create a much needed 

balance between program shortfalls and military readiness and capabilities.103 The 

FY 2002 budget requested resources for continued efforts in the following areas: 

1. Operations and Maintenance for the purposes of preserving military weapons 

systems, conducting base operations, and ensuring force protection;104 

2. Developing the intelligence systems, technology, and weapons requirements 

necessary for the Twenty-first century;105 

3. Augmenting and upgrading DoD infrastructure, to include living quarters, 

medical facilities, and of military facilities;106 

4. Ensuring competitive outsourcing for contractual DoD requirements.107 

Subsequently, P.L. 107-117 appropriated funds for FY 2002 ($76.1 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that included: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;108 

102Department of Defense, “Department of Defense Amended Budget for 
FY 2002,” June 27, 2001, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=2958 
(accessed April 27, 2013). 

103Ibid. 

104Ibid. 

105Ibid. 

106Ibid. 

107Ibid. 
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2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;109 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include installation of equipment, 

ground-handling equipment, and modification of ammunition;110 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.111 

While the deviation for FY 2002 was -2 percent, the budget increased by 9 

percent when compared to FY 2001. In order to review the FY 2002 appropriated versus 

requested see figure 3 and figure 4 to view FY 2002 by appropriation. 

 
 

108U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-117, 107th Cong., January 10, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ117/pdf/PLAW-107publ117.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 

109Ibid. 

110Ibid. 

111Ibid. 
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Figure 3. FY 2002 Appropriated versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-117, 107th Cong., January 10, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ117/pdf/PLAW-107publ117.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Figure 4. FY 2002 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-117, 107th Cong., January 10, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ117/pdf/PLAW-107publ117.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2002 depicted in figure 4, it was determined that there 

were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of less than 1 

percent, Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of 5 percent, and RDT&E with a 

deviation of 6 percent. The Procurement appropriation was identified as having a larger 

deviation of -22 percent. Research of the House hearing with 107th Congress on 

Wednesday, July 11, 2001 for FY 2002 has provided further insight.112 Ranking member, 

112U.S. Congress, Defense Department Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2002, 
December 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collection 
Code=CHRG&browsePath=107%2FHOUSE%2FCommittee+on+the+Budget&isCollaps
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Mr. John Spratt (Democratic party—South Carolina) stated that the DoD’s research and 

development (R&D) request had been significantly increased over its prior fiscal year 

request.113 

Mr. Spratt stated that the problem with R&D programs was that the DoD could 

only develop weapons not acquire actual equipment in support of military operations.114 

He stated that the procurement of weapons was actually more important than their 

development, and noted that while DoD requested additional RDT&E funding it reduced 

its request for Procurement.115 Mr. Spratt stated that if the DoD did not have the funding 

necessary to acquire the weapons it has sought to develop its efforts for future programs 

would be in vain.116 

Additional research of the Senate hearing with 107th Congress on Thursday, 

March 22, 2001 for FY 2002 provided further understanding.117 Ms. Mary Landrieu 

(Democratic party—Louisiana) and Mr. Joseph Lieberman (Democratic party—

Connecticut) stated that congress had provided additional funding for the continued 

procurement of several programs, and questioned their importance, planned uses, and if 

ed=false&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=446 (accessed May 
4, 2013). 

113Ibid. 

114Ibid. 

115Ibid. 

116Ibid. 

117U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for 
Fiscal Year 2002, March 22, 2001, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-
107shrg75346/pdf/CHRG-107shrg75346.pdf (accessed May 4, 2013). 
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there were any projected resource shortfalls. It appears that the questions asked 

throughout the testimony were focused on items procured, further requirements, plans for 

procured items, and their importance to military operations. 

FY 2003 

The Department of the Army’s budget increase could be attributed to military 

action taken in response to the September 11, 2001 attacks on America and its people. Of 

note, the Department of the Army’s budget request for FY 2002 had already been 

transmitted through the President to Congress, which meant that the funds required in 

response to the 9/11 attacks would not be requested until the latter part of FY 2002. The 

standard fiscal year budgetary process for appropriated base funding (as mandated by 

law) would not allow the Department of the Army to receive the funds required in 

response to 9/11 until FY 2003 (upon congressional authorization and appropriation). 

The information examined for FY 2003 attributed the budget request 

($91.0 billion in base funding) to fighting and winning the war against terrorism.118 

Funding was requested for counter-terrorism, force protection, and other critical 

requirements.119 The FY 2003 budget requested resources for continued efforts in the 

following areas: 

118Department of Defense, “Details of Fiscal 2003 Department of Defense (DoD) 
Budget Request,” February 4, 2002, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx? 
releaseid=3226 (accessed April 27, 2013). 

119Ibid. 
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1. Transforming military programs, to included RDT&E and procurement for 

missile defense; armored vehicles; and Comanche reconnaissance 

helicopters;120 

2. The procurement of chemical biological defense, and Science and Technology 

efforts;121 

3. Enhancing soldier readiness in order to keep up with deployment requirements 

for the war against terrorism.122 

Subsequently, P.L. 107-248 appropriated funds for FY 2003 ($86.0 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;123 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;124 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include CH-47 fleet, ground-

handling equipment, and modification of ammunition;125 

120Ibid. 

121Ibid. 

122Ibid. 

123U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-248, 107th Cong., October 23, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ248/pdf/PLAW-107publ248.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 

124Ibid. 
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4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.126 

While the deviation for FY 2003 was -5 percent, the budget increased by 13 

percent when compared to FY 2002. In order to review the FY 2003 appropriated versus 

requested see figure 5 and figure 6 to view FY 2003 by appropriation. 
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Figure 5. FY 2003 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-248, 107th Cong., October 23, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ248/pdf/PLAW-107publ248.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 

125Ibid. 

126Ibid. 
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Figure 6. FY 2003 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-248, 107th Cong., October 23, 2002, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ248/pdf/PLAW-107publ248.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2003 depicted in figure 6, it was determined that there 

were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of less than -1 

percent, and Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -1 percent. The 

Procurement (-28 percent )and RDT&E (11 percent) appropriations were identified as 

having larger deviations. Research of the House hearing with 107th Congress on 

Tuesday, February 12, 2002 for FY 2003 has provided insight127 as to why there were 

127U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2003, 
February 12, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-107hhrg77819/pdf/CHRG-
107hhrg77819.pdf (accessed May 4, 2013). 
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larger deviations for the two appropriations above. Chairman Jim Nussle (Republican 

party—Iowa) stated that the DoD’s R&D and Procurement requests had significantly 

increased over its prior fiscal year request.128 He asked the DoD to provide further 

clarification on how the funding request could be determined and for what.129 Testimony 

led to the assumption that the House committee had concerns about the large requests for 

RDT&E and Procurement funding.130 

Additional research of the Senate hearing with the 107th Congress on Wednesday, 

February 27, 2002 for FY 2003 provided further131 understanding. In testimony, Mr. 

Richard Shelby (Republican party—Alabama) stated that he was of the belief that DoD 

was not spending nearly enough on R&D programs, and identified that the R&D program 

was below its funding target.132 Mr. Daniel Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii) 

criticized the development of the Comanche helicopter that spanned over two decades 

and had significant cost overruns, continuous revisions, and poor performance.133 He 

went on to then criticize the DoD’s budget increase for programs such as the above 

128Ibid. 

129Ibid. 

130Ibid. 

131Ibid. 

132U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2003, 
February 27, 2002, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode= 
CHRG&browsePath=107%2FSENATE%2FCommittee+on+Appropriations&isCollapsed
=false&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=350 (accessed May 5, 
2013). 

133Ibid. 
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mentioned. Additionally, many of the other committee members consistently brought up 

the fact that most procurement efforts had proven to be in excess of available funds, 

requiring out year funding that may not be available, while other procurement programs 

had proven unsuccessful.134 

FY 2004 

The information examined for FY 2004 attributed the budget request 

($90.2 billion for base funding) to President George Bush’s new defense strategy.135 

Funding requested was for the purposes of maintaining solider readiness in response to 

threats, to include terrorism.136 The FY 2004 budget requested resources for continued 

efforts in the following areas: 

1. Acquisition and procurement of defense programs in response to the GWOT;137 

2. Preparing military forces in response to the war on terrorism and other required 

military engagements;138 

3. Transforming military organizations, fostering joint efforts, and engaging in 

joint military training efforts;139 

134Ibid. 

135Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2004 Department of Defense Budget Release,” 
February 3, 2003, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=3615 
(accessed April 27, 2013). 

136Ibid. 

137Ibid. 

138Ibid. 

139Ibid. 
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4. Transforming and enhancing military capabilities and ability, to include Stryker 

armored wheeled combat vehicles and Comanche low observation 

reconnaissance helicopters.140 

Subsequently, P.L. 108-87 appropriated funds for FY 2004 ($91.0 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;141 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;142 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include modification, ground-

handling equipment, procurement requirements for the fifth and sixth Stryker 

Brigade Combat Teams, and modification of ammunition;143 

4. RDT&E for molecular genetics and musculoskeletal research and other 

programs that will enhance military capabilities and effectiveness.144 

140Ibid. 

141U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-87, Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
108th Cong., September 30, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ87/ 
pdf/PLAW-108publ87.pdf (accessed April 28, 2013). 

142Ibid. 

143Ibid. 

144Ibid. 
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While the deviation for FY 2004 was less than -1 percent, the budget increased by 

6 percent when compared to FY 2003. In order to review the FY 2004 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 7 and figure 8 to view FY 2004 by appropriation. 
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Figure 7. FY 2004 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-87, Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
108th Cong., September 30, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ87/ 
pdf/PLAW-108publ87.pdf (accessed April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/ 
budget2004.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Figure 8. FY 2004 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-87, Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
108th Cong., September 30, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ87/ 
pdf/PLAW-108publ87.pdf (accessed April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/ 
budget2004.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2004 depicted in figure 8, it was determined that there 

were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of less than -1 

percent, and Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of less than 1 percent. The 

Procurement (-7 percent) and RDT&E (14 percent) appropriations were identified as 

having larger deviations. Research of the House hearing with 108th Congress on 
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Wednesday, March 12, 2003 for FY 2004 has provided insight145 to the larger deviations 

mentioned above. 

In given testimony one of the committee members (unidentified) explained that 

the DoD had requested R&D and Procurement funding for the Patriot PAC-3 system, and 

were now questioning the Department of the Army. They stated that they could not 

understand why in the FY 2004 budget request the Department of the Army was once 

again seeking increased funding for the same program.146 They also questioned other 

aspects of the program, such as record of accomplishment and advancements. Another 

unidentified member questioned other R&D and procurement efforts pertaining to current 

costs per aircraft requirements, and the increased funding requirements for the R&D and 

procurement of the same aircraft.147 

The Senate hearing with 108th Congress on Wednesday, March 19, 2003 for 

FY 2004 provided further understanding.148 Of note, there were no committee members 

found to have made remarks in the testimony in regards to RDT&E appropriation. 

However, there were many pertinent questions asked by Senate committee members. Mr. 

Thad Cochran (Republican party—Mississippi) asked the DoD if it was procuring 

145U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriation for 2004, March 12, 
2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108hhrg92804/html/CHRG-
108hhrg92804.htm (accessed May 5, 2013). 

146Ibid. 

147Ibid. 

148U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2004, 
March 19, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108shrg1910409/pdf/CHRG-
108shrg1910409.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 
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unmanned aerial vehicles at a fast enough rate.149 Mr. Arlen Specter (Republican party—

Pennsylvania) questioned how the Department of the Army was going to be able to 

develop or upgrade combat vehicles being manufactured by United Defense, ensuring 

timely completion and cost savings, to include Bradley Fighting Vehicles and self-

propelled howitzers.150 

FY 2005 

The information examined for FY 2005 attributed the budget request ($96.0 

billion for base funding) to maintaining soldier readiness in response to GWOT and the 

continued advancement of military programs and capabilities.151 This request identified 

the importance on maintaining solider readiness in response to threats, to include 

terrorism.152 The FY 2005 budget requested resources for continued efforts in the 

following areas: 

1. Advancing capabilities in response to unconventional threats experienced in the 

Iraq and Afghanistan wars;153 

2. Training and developing other security forces and militaries in combating 

terrorism and conducting military operations in unconventional fights;154 

149Ibid. 

150Ibid. 

151Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2005 Department of Defense Budget Release,” 
February 2, 2004, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=7046 
(accessed April 27, 2013). 

152Ibid. 

153Ibid. 
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3. Rebalancing the force in order to enhance responsiveness, to ready reserve 

forces, and to maintain rotational forces for deployment requirements;155 

4. Continue base realignment and closure effort in order to realize a cost savings 

that can be transferred to support military operations;156 

5. Transforming and developing military capabilities necessary in combating 

threats, to include the Joint Unmanned Combat Air Systems.157 

Subsequently, P.L. 108-287 appropriated funds for FY 2005 ($95.0 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;158 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;159 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include modification, ground-

handling equipment, training devices, and modification of ammunition;160 

154Ibid. 

155Ibid. 

156Ibid. 

157Ibid. 

158U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-287, 108th Cong., August 5, 2004, 
http://www.coherentbabble.com/PublicLaws/HR4613PL108-287.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013). 

159Ibid. 
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4. RDT&E for molecular genetics and musculoskeletal research and other 

programs that will enhance military capabilities and effectiveness.161 

While the deviation for FY 2005 was less than -1 percent, the budget increased by 

5 percent when compared to FY 2004. In order to review the FY 2005 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 9 and figure 10 to view FY 2005 by appropriation. 
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Figure 9. FY 2005 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-287, 108th Cong., August 5, 2004, 
http://www.coherentbabble.com/PublicLaws/HR4613PL108-287.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2005.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 

160Ibid. 

161Ibid. 
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Figure 10. FY 2005 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-287, 108th Cong., August 5, 2004, 
http://www.coherentbabble.com/PublicLaws/HR4613PL108-287.pdf (accessed April 28, 
2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2005.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2005 depicted in figure 10, it was determined that 

there were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of -1 percent, 

Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -1 percent, and Procurement with a 

deviation of -2 percent. The RDT&E appropriation was identified as having a larger 

deviation of 3 percent. No testimony could be obtained through open resources for a 

House hearing with either the 108th or 109th Congress for FY 2005. The Senate hearing 

with 108th Congress on Wednesday, April 21, 2004 for FY 2005 was obtained, but no 

committee members were found to have made any remarks in the testimony in regards to 
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the RDT&E appropriation.162 Of note, while the 108th Congress held testimony on the 

DoD’s FY 2005 budget request, it was the 109th Congress that appropriated actual 

funding level. 

FY 2006 

The FY 2006 budget request could be attributed (in part) to Secretary of Defense 

Donald Rumsfeld’s plan to reduce U.S. troop levels in Iraq and the handing-over of 

security operations to the host nation.163 In 2005, the United States Government and its 

coalition partners planned to transition over responsibility and security in 2006 after 

planned elections took place.164 In fact, the U.S. House of Representatives was seeking to 

force the President’s hand in what it stated was a much needed withdrawal from Iraq.165 

An intense battle was being waged in Congress as U.S. troop casualties for 2005 were the 

highest since the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan began. In fact, many congressional 

162U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriation for 2004, March 12, 
2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108hhrg92804/html/CHRG-108hhrg 
92804.htm (accessed May 5, 2013). 

163Jim Garamone, “Rumsfeld Sees Iraqi Special Operations Training in Jordan,” 
American Forces Press Service, December 23, 2005, http://www.defense.gov/News/ 
NewsArticle.aspx?ID=18467 (accessed April 21, 2013). 

164Enes Dulami, Kevin Flower, Jamie McIntyre, and Ayman Mohyeldin, 
“Rumsfeld in Iraq: No Political Delays,” CNN, April 12, 2005, http://www.cnn.com/ 
2005/WORLD/meast/04/12/iraq.main/ (accessed April 21, 2013). 

165Ibid. 
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representatives questioned the benefit versus the risk166 of not transferring security 

operations responsibilities to host nation security forces.167 

Of the information examined for FY 2006, other factors could also be attributed to 

the budget request ($96.0 billion for base funding) to the continued transformation of the 

U.S. military in addressing challenges of the Twenty-first century.168 The FY 2006 

budget requested resources for continued efforts in the following areas: 

1. Military personnel allowance for the purposes of maintaining a proficient and 

skilled forces;169 

2. Provides resources necessary to prevail in wars against terrorism.170 

Subsequently, P.L. 109-148 appropriated funds for FY 2006 ($87.0 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;171 

166Ibid. 

167Ibid. 

168Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2006 Department of Defense Budget is 
Released,” February 7, 2005, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx? 
releaseid=8203 (accessed April 27, 2013). 

169Ibid. 

170Ibid. 

171U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-148, 109th Cong., December 30, 2005, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ148/pdf/PLAW-109publ148.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 
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2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;172 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include acquiring HH-60Ls 

(medical evacuation variant Blackhawk helicopters), UH-60 (Blackhawk 

helicopters), ground-handling equipment, training devices, and modification of 

ammunition;173 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.174 

While the deviation for FY 2006 was -5 percent, the budget decreased by -9 

percent when compared to FY 2005. In order to review the FY 2006 appropriated versus 

requested see figure 11 and figure 12 to view FY 2006 by appropriation. 

172Ibid. 

173Ibid. 

174Ibid. 
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Figure 11. FY 2006 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-148, 109th Cong., December 30, 2005, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ148/pdf/PLAW-109publ148.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2006.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Figure 12. FY 2006 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-148, 109th Cong., December 30, 2005, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ148/pdf/PLAW-109publ148.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013); Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget 
Request,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2006.html (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2006 depicted in figure 12, it was determined that 

there were significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of -9 percent, 

Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -4 percent, Procurement with a deviation 

of -12 percent, and RDT&E with a deviation of 15 percent. No testimony could be 

obtained through open resources for a House hearing with either the 108th or 109th 

Congress for FY 2006. The Senate hearing with 109th Congress on Wednesday, March 9, 
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2005 for FY 2006 was obtained, but there were no committee members found to have 

made any remarks in the testimony in regards to the above mentioned appropriations.175 

However, there were several general concerns raised. Mr. Inouye (Democratic 

party—Hawaii) questioned the DoD on a $285 million recruitment shortfall.176 Mr. Ted 

Stevens (Republican party—Alaska) testified that many of the committee members were 

questioning why modularity funding requirements were included in the military’s 

supplemental request, and exactly how this additional funding would assist U.S. troops 

on the ground.177 Mr. Richard Shelby (Republican party—Alabama) questioned the 

premature termination of the Joint Common Missile program, as it was funded as new 

capability that would allow the military to respond to future threats.178 

FY 2007 

For the purposes of this study, FY 2007 was identified as a larger deviation due to 

the fact that its appropriated funding level and budget request were not within the 

deviation of 6 percent. The information examined for FY 2007 attributed the budget 

175U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2006, 
April 6, 2005, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-109shrg39104137/pdf/CHRG-
109shrg39104137.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 

176Ibid. 

177Ibid. 

178Ibid. 
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request ($106.4 billion for base funding) to key179 areas for required investment. The 

FY 2007 budget requested resources for continued efforts in the following areas: 

1. Developing capabilities necessary to improve solider readiness and mobility;180 

2. Provide resources necessary to prevail in wars against terrorism.181 

Subsequently, P.L. 109-289 appropriated funds for FY 2007 ($89.0 billion in base 

funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;182 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;183 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include acquiring HH-60Ls 

179Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2007 Department of Defense Budget is 
Released,” February 6, 2006, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx? 
releaseid=9287 (accessed April 27, 2013). 

180Ibid. 

181Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2006 Department of Defense Budget is 
Released,” February 7, 2005, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx? 
releaseid=8203 (accessed April 27, 2013). 

182U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-289, 109th Cong., September 29, 2006, 
http://www.doi.gov/budget/appropriations/2006/upload/pl109_289.pdf (accessed April 
28, 2013). 

183Ibid. 
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(medical evacuation variant Blackhawk helicopters), ground-handling 

equipment, training devices, and modification of ammunition;184 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.185 

While the deviation for FY 2007 was -17 percent, the budget increased by 

2 percent when compared to FY 2006. In order to review the FY 2007 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 13 and figure 14 to view FY 2007 by appropriation. 
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Figure 13. FY 2007 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2007.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 109-289, September 29, 2006, http://www.doi.gov/budget/ 
appropriations/2006/upload/pl109_289.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 

184Ibid. 

185Ibid. 
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Figure 14. FY 2007 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2007.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 109-289, September 29, 2006, http://www.doi.gov/budget/ 
appropriations/2006/upload/pl109_289.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2007 depicted in figure 14, it was determined that 

there were significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of -11 percent, 

Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -11 percent, Procurement with a 

deviation of -40 percent, and RDT&E with a deviation of 2 percent. No testimony could 

be obtained through open resources for a House hearing with either the 109th or 110th 

Congress for FY 2007. The Senate hearing with 109th Congress on Tuesday, March 28, 
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2006 for FY 2007 was obtained, but there were no committee members found to have 

made any remarks in the testimony in regards to the above mentioned appropriations.186 

However, there were several general concerns raised. Ms. Dianne Feinstein 

(Democratic party—California) stated that the Pentagon and Secretary of Defense had 

estimated that U.S. forces would need approximately $50 million (this was the 

cumulative requirement for the DoD) for the GWOT, but stated that the current 

requirement had surpassed $200 billion.187 She went on to state, that to date the 

committee still did not have a true understanding on exactly what the FY 2007 funding 

requirement was.188 Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii) stated that the Department 

of the Army identified a funding shortfall for purposes that include bonuses and 

recruitment, and questioned why the FY 2007 budget request did account for funding 

these obligations.189 

Mr. Specter (Democratic party—Pennsylvania) questioned why the project for the 

Army Heritage and Education Center (that was funded FY 2006) remained unfinished 

even though facility plans had been complete for quite some time.190 Ms. Feinstein 

186U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2007, 
March 28, 2006, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collection 
Code=CHRG&browsePath=109%2FSENATE%2FCommittee+on+Appropriations&isCo
llapsed=false&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=259 (accessed 
May 5, 2013). 

187Ibid. 

188Ibid. 

189Ibid. 

190Ibid. 
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questioned the executive branch on its consistent reliance of emergency supplemental 

requests for the purposes of funding the GWOT.191 

FY 2008 

For the purposes of this study, FY 2008 was identified as having a larger 

deviation, as its appropriated funding level and budget request were not within a 

deviation of 6 percent. The FY 2008 budget request could be attributed to former 

President George Bush’s acknowledgement that U.S. forces needed to change their 

strategy in conducting operations in the Iraq War.192 The former President called for a 

revised strategy in the wake of increased violence and an on-going requirement of 

assisting Iraq in succeeding in its campaign for regional stability.193 Former President 

Bush stated that this newly devised plan would require the commitment of additional 

American troops.194 

The intention was for American troops, along with their Iraqi counterparts, to 

ensure a joint effort of securing the Iraqi people, protecting the local populace, and 

transition the responsibility for regional stability to Iraqi forces.195 Former President Bush 

stated that the revised strategy would go beyond conducting military operations; the new 

191Ibid. 

192The White House, “President’s Address to the Nation,” January 2007, 
http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2007/01/20070110-7.html 
(accessed April 21, 2013). 

193Ibid. 

194Ibid. 

195Ibid. 
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approach would require that U.S. troops work in conjunction with Iraqi forces in order to 

achieve desired objectives.196 

Of the information examined for FY 2008 other factors attributed the budget 

request ($124.2 billion for base funding) included continuing military operations in 

support of the GWOT.197 The FY 2007 budget requested resources for continued efforts 

in the following areas: 

1. Ensuring solider readiness and to continue military capabilities in order to 

maintain superiority;198 

2. Procuring and acquiring equipment and other resources in response to the 

GWOT.199 

Subsequently, P.L. 110-116 appropriated funds for FY 2008 ($112.0 billion in 

base funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;200 

196Ibid. 

197Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2008 Department of Defense Budget 
Released,” February 5, 2007, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid= 
10476 (accessed April 27, 2013). 

198Ibid. 

199Ibid. 

200U.S. Congress, Public Law 110-116, 110th Cong., November 13, 2007, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ116/pdf/PLAW-110publ116.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 
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2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;201 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include acquiring ordinance, 

ground-handling equipment, training devices, and modification of 

ammunition;202 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.203 

While the deviation for FY 2008 was -10 percent, the budget increased by 

26 percent when compared to FY 2007. In order to review the FY 2008 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 15 and figure 16 to view FY 2008 by appropriation. 
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Figure 15. FY 2008 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2008.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 110-116, November 13, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-110publ116/pdf/PLAW-110publ116.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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Figure 16. FY 2008 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2008.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 110-116, November 13, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-110publ116/pdf/PLAW-110publ116.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2008 depicted in figure 16, it was determined that 

there were significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of -1 percent, 

Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -4 percent, Procurement with a deviation 

of -35 percent, and RDT&E with a deviation of 15 percent. No testimony could be 

obtained through open resources for a House hearing with either the 109th or 110th 

Congress for FY 2008. The Senate hearing with 110th Congress on Wednesday,  

February 28, 2007 for FY 2008 was obtained, but there were no committee members 
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found to have made any remarks in the testimony in regards to the above mentioned 

appropriations.204 

However, several concerns were raised by committee members. Mr. Byron 

Dorgan (Democratic party—North Dakota) questioned why each of the military services 

were funding separate projects focused on Unmanned Aerial Vehicle programs.205 He 

stated that this was a bad business model, and insinuated that it should be more of a joint 

effort.206 Mr. Pete Domenici (Republican party—New Mexico) raised a point that the 

DoD had requested $1.0 billion in order to address the military’s global posture, but 

questioned its importance as it related to national defense.207 

FY 2009 

For the purposes of this study FY 2009 was identified as having a larger 

deviation, as its appropriated funding level and budget request was determined to be in 

excess of the 6 percent deviation. The information examined for FY 2009 attributed the 

budget request ($136.3 billion for base funding) to former President Bush’s commitment 

in prevailing in both the Iraq and Afghanistan wars by increasing military forces on the 

ground, maintaining force readiness, and providing support to the service members and 

204U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2008, 
February 28, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110shrg69104244/pdf/CHRG-
110shrg69104244.pdf (accessed May 6, 2013). 

205Ibid. 

206Ibid. 

207Ibid. 
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their families.208 The FY 2009 budget requested resources for continued efforts in the 

following areas: 

1. Succeeding in efforts against the GWOT;209 

2. Increasing ground forces and capabilities;210 

3. Maintaining readiness of the force;211 

4. Advancing required combat capabilities; and 

5. Improving quality of life for the service members and their families. 

Additionally, requested resources were intended to promote and encourage 

foreign partnerships or alliances in cost burden-sharing efforts in joint combat operations. 

Funding was also sought to strengthen U.S. troop efforts in support of stability efforts in 

Africa and in standing up the U.S. Africa Command.212 

Subsequently, P.L. 110-329 appropriated funds for FY 2009 ($122.6 billion in 

base funding) for purposes that include: 

208Department of Defense, “Fiscal Year 2009 Department of Defense Budget 
Released,” February 4, 2008, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx? 
releaseid=11663 (accessed April 21, 2013). 

209Ibid. 

210Ibid. 

211Ibid. 

212Ibid. 
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1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;213 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;214 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include acquiring ordinance, 

ground-handling equipment, training devices, and modification of 

ammunition;215 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness216 and continue the hypersonic weapons initiative.217 

While the deviation for FY 2009 was -10 percent, the budget increased by 

10 percent when compared to FY 2008. In order to review the FY 2009 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 17 and figure 18 to view FY 2009 by appropriation. 

213U.S. Congress, Public Law 110-329, 110th Cong., September 30, 2008, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ329/pdf/PLAW-110publ329.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 

214Ibid. 

215Ibid. 

216Ibid. 

217Ibid. 
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Figure 17. FY 2009 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 
represented in millions) 

 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2009.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 110-329, September 30, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-110publ329/pdf/PLAW-110publ329.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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Figure 18. FY 2009 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2009.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 110-329, September 30, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-110publ329/pdf/PLAW-110publ329.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2009 depicted in figure 18, it was determined that 

there were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of less than -1 

percent, and Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of less than -1 percent. The 

Procurement -39 percent and RDT&E 15 percent appropriations were identified as 

having larger deviations. Research of the House hearing with 110th Congress on 

Wednesday, February 13, 2008 for FY 2009 was obtained, but provided no support218 as 

to why the RDT&E and Procurement appropriations might have had larger deviations. Of 

218U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2009, 
February 13, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg46474/pdf/CHRG-
110hhrg46474.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 
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note, while the 110th Congress held testimony on the DoD’s FY 2009 budget request, it 

was the 111th congress that appropriated its actual budget. 

Even though House testimony was available, there were no committee members 

found to have made any remarks in regards to the above mentioned appropriations.219 

However, there were several concerns raised. Mr. John Murtha (Democratic party—

Pennsylvania) expressed a concern with the DoD’s lack of transparency.220 He brought 

up the subject on program reductions and that the DoD should identify those that would 

yield a cost savings.221 Mr. Murtha stated that the executive branch’s current plan called 

for more taxpayer dollars in assisting Europe against ballistic missile threats.222 He also 

questioned if taxpayers could afford the number of requirements levied on the DoD 

Airborne Laser Program.223 Another unidentified committee member questioned why the 

DoD was planning to get rid of programs that had just been initiated within the past few 

years.224 Lastly, Mr. Murtha questioned why the FY 2009 budget request did not reflect 

anticipated reductions to programs, such as the fire unit.225 

219Ibid. 

220Ibid. 

221Ibid. 

222Ibid. 

223Ibid. 

224Ibid. 

225Ibid. 
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Additional research of the Senate hearing with the 110th Congress on Wednesday, 

February 27, 2008 for FY 2009 also led to further226 understanding. Even though 

testimony was available, there were no committee members found to have made any 

remarks in regards to the above mentioned appropriations.227 However, many committee 

members did express other concerns.228 Mr. Dorgan (Democratic party—North Dakota) 

expressed that the military had too many contractor funded efforts, and he could not 

understand why.229 Mr. Cochran (Republican party—Mississippi) questioned why the 

Department of the Army would request procurement of 43 aircraft one fiscal year, 18 for 

the next few fiscal years, and then request 43 aircraft for the following fiscal year.230 He 

went on to question this procurement practice. 

FY 2010 

For the purposes of this study, FY 2010 was identified as having a larger 

deviation between its appropriated funding level and corresponding budget request in 

excess of a 6 percent deviation. The information examined for FY 2010 attributed the 

budget request ($136.0 billion for base funding) to President Barack Obama’s 

commitment in maintaining support to military operations being conducted in Iraq and 

226Ibid. 

227Ibid. 

228Ibid. 

229Ibid. 

230Ibid. 
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Afghanistan.231 This funding request takes into account the planned reduction of U.S. 

forces in Iraq, which was intended to take place after the Iraqi elections in March 

2010.232 Operational and equipment requirements were projected to decrease if the 

planned reduction strategy for U.S. forces in Iraq took place.233 

Subsequently, P.L. 111-118 appropriated funds for FY 2010 ($123.4 billion in 

base funding) for purposes that include: 

1. Active duty personnel costs that include pay and allowances, subsistence, and 

permanent change in duty station;234 

2. Active duty operation and maintenance for purposes that include confidential 

military requirements and the care of ammunition;235 

3. Active duty procurement of aircraft, missile, weapons and tracked combat 

vehicles, and ammunition. Some examples include acquiring ordinance, 

231Department of Defense, “DoD Releases Fiscal 2010 Budget Proposal,” May 7, 
2009, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=12652 (accessed April 21, 
2013). 

232Department of Defense, “FY 2010 Supplemental Request and FY 2011 OCO 
Request,” February 2010, http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/OfficeDocuments/Budget/ 
BudgetMaterials/FY11/OCO/oma.pdf (accessed April 29, 2013). 

233Ibid. 

234U.S. Congress, Public Law 111-118, 111th Cong., December 19, 2009, 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ118/pdf/PLAW-111publ118.pdf (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 

235Ibid. 
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ground-handling equipment, training devices, and modification of 

ammunition;236 

4. RDT&E of programs that will enhance military capabilities and 

effectiveness.237 

While the deviation for FY 2010 was -9 percent, the budget increased by less than 

1 percent when compared to FY 2009. In order to review the FY 2010 appropriated 

versus requested see figure 19 and figure 20 to view FY 2010 by appropriation. 

 
 

$135,861.4 
$123,395.4 

-9.2%

($20,000.0)

$0.0

$20,000.0

$40,000.0

$60,000.0

$80,000.0

$100,000.0

$120,000.0

$140,000.0

$160,000.0

Request Approp Percentage Change

FY 2010 Request vs. Appropriation

 
Figure 19. FY 2010 Appropriation versus Request (Funding 

represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 111-118, December 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-111publ118/pdf/PLAW-111publ118.pdf (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Figure 20. FY 2010 by Appropriation (Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request,” 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed April 28, 2013); U.S. 
Congress, Public Law 111-118, December 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/ 
PLAW-111publ118/pdf/PLAW-111publ118.pdf (accessed April 28, 2013). 
 
 
 

Based on the results for FY 2010 depicted in figure 20, it was determined that 

there were no significant deviations for Military Personnel with a deviation of less than -1 

percent, and Operations and Maintenance with a deviation of -1 percent. The 

Procurement (-40 percent) and RDT&E (9 percent) appropriations were identified as 

having larger deviations. Research of the House hearing with 111th Congress on 

Thursday, March 19, 2009 for FY 2010 has provided further insight.238 While none the 

committee members made specific reference to any of the appropriations mentioned 

238U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2010, 
March 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg56285/pdf/CHRG-
111hhrg56285.pdf (accessed May 6, 2013). 
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above, they did express several concerns. Mr. John Murtha (Democratic party—

Pennsylvania) questioned how the DoD could spend so much of U.S. taxpayer dollars on 

helicopters, and then determine that it was less capable than other preexisting 

helicopters.239 

Mr. Murtha stated that the DoD was responsible for the acquisition operations of 

the services, and remarked that it was the taxpayer who had to pay for their mistakes in 

procurement errors.240 Ms. Marcy Kaptur (Democratic party—Ohio) questioned Europe’s 

missile defense abilities, and if it was the U.S. taxpayer that was going to be responsible 

for the entire requirement.241 Additional research of the Senate hearing with the 111th 

Congress on Tuesday, May 12, 2009 for FY 2010 was available,242 however none the 

committee members made direct reference to the above appropriations, nor asked any 

questions that could be attributed to any of the deviations. 

The Department of the Army’s budget requests and appropriated funding levels 

were identified as upward trending for the period studied, with the exception of FY 2006 

and FY 2007. These fiscal years are further discussed later in the study. A snap shot of 

each of the fiscal years studied is depicted in figure 21 by appropriation, followed by 

figure 22, which then displays appropriated funding versus budget requests for the period 

studied. 

239Ibid. 

240Ibid. 

241Ibid. 

242Ibid. 
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Figure 21. FY 2001 through FY 2010 by Appropriation 

(Funding represented in millions) 
 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request 
FY 2001 through FY 2010,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed 
April 28, 2013). 
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FY01 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10
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Figure 22. FY 2001 through FY 2010 by Appropriation 
(Funding represented in millions) 

 
Source: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), “DoD Budget Request 
FY 2001 through FY 2010,” http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (April 28, 
2013). 
 
 
 

Supplemental 

Analysis identified FY 2002 as having a larger standard deviation for 

supplemental funding with 55 percent, between the appropriated funding level and 

correlating budget request (see Appendix Q). While the FY 2002 delta is considered to 

have a larger deviation, the value of the appropriated amount when compared with other 

fiscal years was extremely small. The value of the FY 2002 appropriated budget level 

was $300 million, versus an average of $31.0 billion for the period studied (see Appendix 

Q). Excluding FY 2002 and FY 2003, the Department of the Army received on average  
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7 percent less than its requested amount for supplemental funding (see Appendix Q). Of 

note, a detailed justification of the Department of the Army’s FY 2003 supplemental 

funding request could not be obtained through open sources. It cannot definitively be 

determined if there was even a supplemental funding request submitted for this fiscal 

year. 

Additionally, the FY 2007 appropriated amount for supplemental funding was 

only $7.0 billion (see Appendix Q). This is compared to $36.0 billion in FY 2006, and 

$56.0 billion in FY 2008 (see Appendix Q). There is no evidence as to why the 

Department of the Army was appropriated such a significantly low amount of 

supplemental funding in FY 2007 when compared to the other fiscal years analyzed. 

Analysis only identifies that the funding was appropriated for the purposes of conducting 

operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the Horn of Africa.243 

Qualitative Findings 

Governing Priority Document Analysis 

Legislation dictates the NSS as the primary governing priority document 

responsible for setting the tone for each of the following priority documents (the QDRs 

and the NDS). There was a verifiable trend in correlating priorities from document to 

document. Analysis conducted also assisted in determining that when there where 

changes in administration, there were also follow-on changes in the development and 

structuring of priorities. The research conducted assisted in identifying that the Bush 

243Jim Garamone, “President Signs 2007 Defense Authorization Act,” American 
Forces Press Service, October 17, 2006, http://www.defense.gov/news/NewsArticle. 
aspx?ID=1650 (accessed April 28, 2013). 
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Administration (from FY 2002 through FY 2009) developed higher quantities of 

specified goals and priorities within the NSS that were considered very clear and concise 

in their intent (see Appendix K). 

Research further identified that the Obama Administration (FY 2010) developed a 

significantly shorter list of priorities within the NSS (see Appendix K). While the total 

number of priorities were less, each of the main priorities were considered very high level 

and had embedded sub-priorities featured for the purposes of providing a more holistic 

view and intent. Understanding how each of the administrations developed priorities 

within the NSS provided insight into how priorities changed during the period studied. 

Through the research conducted, it was determined that priorities were either grouped as 

a list or combined as a set of priorities within priorities. 

Of the priorities examined during this study, the majority appeared to be focused 

on maintaining homeland security, establishing national security, and enlisting the 

support of U.S. international partners (see Appendix K). The examination conducted 

identified that priorities in the beginning of the study were determined to have more a 

domestic focus and then slowly shifted over the period studied. This myopic focus of 

domestic concern eventually took on a more holistic approach; focusing more on 

international priorities, developing foreign partnerships, and seeking global and economic 

development (see Appendix K). Examination of the governing priorities essentially 

established through the executive branch allowed the researcher to observe the consistent 

changes in priorities, as they were added, dropped, and then re-added throughout the 

period studied. 
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While priorities consistently changed there appeared to be no real “new” priorities 

added during the period studied, but rather recycled throughout the years examined 

(whether it was covered under a main or nested sub-priority). Even though priorities were 

considered recycled throughout the period studied, changes did occur from fiscal year to 

fiscal year, which were accounted for in the priority change index section. 

Congressional and DoD Composition 

A detailed accounting of the U.S. Senate congressional composition is depicted in 

table 3. 

 
 

Table 3. Senate Congressional Composition 

 
Fiscal Years Congress 

Senate 

 Republican Seats  Democrat Seats Vacant Seats 
2001 107th 50 50 0 
2002 107th 50 50 0 
2003 108th 51 48 1 
2004 108th 51 48 1 
2005 109th 55 44 1 
2006 109th 55 44 1 
2007 110th 49 49 2 
2008 110th 49 49 2 
2009 111th 40 58 2 
2010 111th 40 58 2 

 
Source: Infoplease.com, “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” 
http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 

A detailed accounting of the House of Representatives congressional composition 

is depicted in table 4. 
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Table 4. House of Representatives Congressional Composition 

Fiscal 
Years Congress 

House of Representatives 
Vacant 
Seats Independent Republican 

Seats  
Democrat 

Seats 
2001 107th 221 212 2 0 
2002 107th 221 212 2 0 
2003 108th 227 205 2 0 
2004 108th 227 205 2 0 
2005 109th 230 202 2 1 
2006 109th 230 202 2 1 
2007 110th 199 235 1 0 
2008 110th 199 235 1 0 
2009 111th 178 256 1 0 
2010 111th 178 256 1 0 

 
Source: Infoplease.com, “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” 
http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 

As depicted above, for the period of FY 2002 through FY 2006 the Republicans 

held the majority for both the Senate and House of Representatives more often than not 

(see Appendix K). For the period of FY 2007 through FY 2010, the Democrats held the 

majority for the Senate and House of Representatives (see Appendix K). Of note, former 

President George Bush was in office and oversaw the FY 2002 through FY 2009 budget 

requests, while President Barack Obama was in office and oversaw the FY 2010 budget 

request (see Appendix K). 

The DoD composition for the position of the Secretary of Defense is depicted in 

table 5. 
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Table 5. FY 2001 through FY 2010 Secretary of Defense 
 

Fiscal Years Secretary of Defense 

2001 Donald Rumsfeld 
2002 Donald Rumsfeld 
2003 Donald Rumsfeld 
2004 Donald Rumsfeld 
2005 Donald Rumsfeld 
2006 Donald Rumsfeld 
2007 Robert Gates 
2008 Robert Gates 
2009 Robert Gates 
2010 Robert Gates 

 
Source: Department of Defense, Secretaries of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/ 
specials/secdef_histories/ (accessed April 21, 2013). 
 
 

The DoD composition for the position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is depicted in 

table 6. 

 
 

Table 6. FY 2001 through FY 2010 Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Fiscal Years Secretary of Defense 

2001 Donald Rumsfeld 
2002 Donald Rumsfeld 
2003 Donald Rumsfeld 
2004 Donald Rumsfeld 
2005 Donald Rumsfeld 
2006 Donald Rumsfeld 
2007 Robert Gates 
2008 Robert Gates 
2009 Robert Gates 
2010 Robert Gates 

 
Source: Infoplease.com, “Past Chairmen of the JCS,” http://www.infoplease.com/ 
ipa/A0004630.html (accessed April 21, 2013). 
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QUAL-quant Findings 

This section discusses the quantitative data of the qualitative information as it was 

considered to provide emerging insight to the researcher. Congressional testimony from 

House and Senate hearings were reviewed in support of the stated thesis. The researcher 

was unable to obtain congressional testimonies for every fiscal year. The data gathered 

only represents information that was researched and analyzed, and should not be 

considered all encompassing for every fiscal year. The information annotated in the 

follow-on section provides a congressional viewpoint for the purposes of supporting the 

study. Some fiscal years were identified as having multiple testimonies and several 

hearings by various committees. Therefore, the researcher selected the hearings that were 

most appropriate to DoD and its budget requests. A breakdown of the findings will 

follow. 

Congressional Testimony 

FY 2001: No testimonies were obtainable through open resources for either 

Senate or House hearing with 107th Congress for FY 2001. 

FY 2002: There was a House hearing with 107th Congress on Wednesday, July 

11, 2001 for FY 2002. The hearing was held by the Committee on the Budget and was 

titled “Defense Department Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2002.”244 In this testimony, 

Chairman Jim Nussle (Republican party—Iowa) recognized that the military’s budget 

244U.S. Congress, Defense Department Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2002, 
December 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode= 
CHRG&browsePath=107%2FHOUSE%2FCommittee+on+the+Budget&isCollapsed=fal
se&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=446 (accessed May 4, 
2013). 
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was in desperate need of its FY 2002 requested budget increases. He identified that the 

funding request was in response to soldier readiness issues, the President’s Blueprint for 

New Beginnings a new national defense strategy, and resourcing the military in 

preparation for future requirements.245 In his opening remarks, Mr. Nussle also 

recognized that the defense of the nation was the number one constitutional priority of 

Congress, and that nothing else mattered if the U.S. was unable to preserve its national 

stability in ensuring its continued freedom.246 

In a statement made by ranking member, Mr. Spratt (Democratic party—South 

Carolina), he spoke of the DoD’s additional budget request of $3.0 billion (a 60 percent 

increase) for its ballistic missile defense system. He also stated that the ballistic missile 

defense system could not be fiscally sustained in follow-on budget years should the DoD 

not receive its entire funding request,247 which he strongly suggested that it would not. 

He stated that this was an important point and consideration for the committee, as he did 

not know if additional funding could be obtained, nor how it was going to be sustained in 

future fiscal years.248 Upon completion of these remarks, Mr. Nussle entered in a 

prepared statement at the consent of the presiding committee.249 

245Ibid. 

246Ibid. 

247Ibid. 

248Ibid. 

249Ibid. 
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These remarks stated that the committee had come together in order to conduct a 

defense review for FY 2002, and determine long-term resourcing requirements.250 It 

recognized that the military had experienced deployment requirements for over a decade, 

that it did not have appropriate priorities established, and that its budget was severely 

underfunded from the previous administration and it required immediate response.251 The 

statement identified that the purpose of the hearing was to gain further insight into the 

DoD’s priorities for FY 2002. Additionally, the statement addressed the requirement for 

future resources in response to increasing military obligations, and a concern for not 

cutting into the Social Security and Medicare surpluses.252 

There was a Senate hearing with 107th Congress on Thursday, March 22, 2001 

for FY 2002. The hearing was held by the Committee on Armed Services and was titled 

“Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2002.”253 In 

this testimony, Chairman John Warner (Republican party—Virginia) stated that this was 

the first of several hearings to be held on project status and the military’s obligation rate 

on the regional alignment of combatant commands.254 He referenced the various military 

operations that U.S. forces were engaged in, to include operations in Saudi Arabia, 

250Ibid. 

251Ibid. 

252Ibid. 

253U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for 
Fiscal Year 2002, March 22, 2001, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-107shrg 
75346/pdf/CHRG-107shrg75346.pdf (accessed May 4, 2013). 

254Ibid. 
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Kuwait, Turkey, Bosnia, and Kosovo.255 Upon completion of these remarks, gentlemen 

from the committee entered in prepared statements at the consent of the presiding 

committee.256 

In Mr. Thurmond’s (Republican party—South Carolina) prepared statement, he 

expressed a concern for the U.S. and its involvement in various military operations in the 

same regions for over 10 years, with no evident end in sight.257 He stated that the U.S. 

should have considered a different position concerning the Balkans and Iraq. Mr. 

Thurmond stated that the U.S. needed to now refocus its efforts on ending violence 

within these regions, minimizing the impacts on other military engagements and the 

military forces (writ large).258 Additionally, Mr. Thurmond stated that he wanted to 

understand DoD’s force protection issues and the current terrorist threats facing U.S. 

troops.259 

In Mr. Jim Bunning’s (Republican party—Kentucky) prepared statement, he 

expressed his concern of the military being overburdened and overused in regions 

throughout the world, in fact, in some places that the U.S. may not have a valid 

interest.260 He attributed the above statements as to the reason why soldier readiness was 

255Ibid. 

256Ibid. 

257Ibid. 

258Ibid. 

259Ibid. 

260Ibid. 
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severely lacking and perhaps a contributing factor to a growing trend in low morale.261 

Mr. Bunning explained his distrust for the military’s chain of command and lack of 

transparency.262 He stated that if the senior leaders within the DoD refused to be 

forthcoming then it would continue to hinder the committee’s ability in making 

appropriate decisions, and would subsequently affect military forces engaged in 

operations.263 

FY 2003: There was a House hearing with 107th Congress on Tuesday, 

February 12, 2002 for FY 2003. The hearing was held by the Committee on the Budget 

and was titled “Department of Defense Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2003.”264 

Chairman Nussle (Republican party—Iowa) recognized the U.S. as a country at war, and 

therefore, anticipated a corresponding budget request from the Executive Branch265 that 

was appropriate in response. He stated that national defense was the committee’s number 

one priority, and that the U.S. had recently suffered attacks resulting in grave 

consequences. 

261Ibid. 

262Ibid. 

263Ibid. 

264U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Budget Priorities for Fiscal Year 2003, 
February 12, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-107hhrg77819/pdf/CHRG-
107hhrg77819.pdf (accessed May 4, 2013). 

265Ibid. 
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Chairman Nussle beseeched the committee in appropriately responding to the 

military’s requirements in order to succeed in the war against terrorism.266 He also 

recognized that in doing so the committee was potentially creating a larger fiscal concern, 

as the U.S. economy was currently experiencing a downturn.267 Chairman Nussle quoted 

the President as saying that there were three acceptable reasons as to when the 

government should enter the U.S. into deficit, to include national crisis, an economic 

collapse, and-or a war.268 

Chairman Nussle stated that the U.S. Government would go into temporary 

deficits in order to conduct military operations, but stated that a payback plan would be 

developed for immediate resolution.269 He also made note that the DoD operations and 

maintenance budget request had been the largest it had been in over the past two 

decades.270 Upon completion of these remarks, Chairman Nussle entered in a prepared 

statement at the consent of the presiding committee.271 In his statement, he assured the 

DoD that the committee would do anything necessary to support military forces, equip 

266Ibid. 

267Ibid. 

268Ibid. 

269Ibid. 

270Ibid. 

271Ibid. 
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forces with the appropriate capabilities, and establish the training programs necessary to 

defeat terrorism.272 

There was a Senate hearing with the 107th Congress on Wednesday, February 27, 

2002 for FY 2003. The hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was 

titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2003.”273 In his opening 

statement, Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii) stated that the committee’s 

responsibility was to appropriate funding necessary for the military to enhance its ability 

in ensuring national defense.274 He referenced the attacks that took place on September 

11, 2001 and argued against cutting defense spending.275 Mr. Inouye stated that the DoD 

was underfunded, which necessitated increases to defense spending so that the military 

may appropriately be resourced, in order take on the difficult task of ensuring national 

security.276 He also brought up the statements made by DoD critics and requested that it 

be forthcoming on the purposes of requested funding.277 

272Ibid. 

273U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2003, 
February 27, 2002, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode= 
CHRG&browsePath=107%2FSENATE%2FCommittee+on+Appropriations&isCollapsed
=false&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=350 (accessed May 5, 
2013). 

274Ibid. 

275Ibid. 

276Ibid. 

277Ibid. 
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In Mr. Stevens’ (Republican party—Alaska) statement, he acknowledged that the 

U.S. was currently facing a varying degree of national security challenges.278 He stated 

that the funds requested were necessary to address critical requirements within the DoD, 

and then questioned the validity of the DoD’s large budget279 request. Mr. Stevens stated 

that he was impressed by soldier morale and their willingness to conduct and complete 

missions.280 He welcomed DoD testimony, but stated that there were still structural 

changes that he did not understand281 and that he welcomed testimony on the topic. 

In Mr. Fritz Hollings’ (Democratic party—South Carolina) statement, he 

commented on the DoD’s growing fiscal requirement and the neglect it received from the 

previous administration.282 He stated that DoD had significant shortfalls and that during 

the previous administration it had never realized the required increases. He recalled that 

the Secretary of Defense stated in the previous fiscal year’s testimony (and prior to the 

September 11, 2001 attacks) that the military needed to make several improvements, to 

include phasing out old systems, which would create a cost savings for developing new 

capabilities.283 Mr. Hollings acknowledged the DoD’s testimony before the committee, 

and made mention that the DoD was requesting a larger budget then it planned to, 

278Ibid. 

279Ibid. 

280Ibid. 

281Ibid. 

282Ibid. 

283Ibid. 
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according to last year’s hearing.284 He acknowledged that Congress had already provided 

the DoD with millions of dollars in additional supplemental funding.285 He then went on 

to question the FY 2003 budget increase, made reference to the national deficit, and 

stated that he would have many questions that required detailed justification.286 

In a statement made by Ms. Kay Hutchison (Republican party—Texas), she 

recognized the great job that the military had been doing since the September 11, 2001 

attacks.287 She acknowledged that the military was in desperate need of transforming 

each of the services, and that tough considerations would have to be made given the 

current state of the U.S. economy.288 She stated that she would have additional questions, 

particularly in the areas of vaccines and cures for service members potentially exposed to 

chemical attacks.289 

In Ms. Feinstein’s (Democratic party—California) statement, she commended the 

DoD for its progress and continued efforts.290 She then stated that she had several 

concerns about the DoD’s budget request. One of the concerns she expressed was that it 

assumed the military would be engaged in war for a prolonged period of time, and 

284Ibid. 

285Ibid. 

286Ibid. 

287Ibid. 

288Ibid. 

289Ibid. 

290Ibid. 
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therefore, imperative that the committee discontinue funding programs that had proven 

no longer necessary.291 Ms. Feinstein went on to express a concern for valuable resources 

being used to fund DoD programs that may no longer be essential, such as the missile 

defense program.292 She acknowledged the importance of funding the military in order to 

respond to the terrorist attacks that took place on September 11, 2001, but stated that 

continued increases to the DoD’s budget would significantly hinder the committee’s 

fiscal ability.293 

In Mr. Domenici’s (Republican party—New Mexico) statement, he commended 

the DoD for the progress it had made, but stated that it still had a long way to go in order 

to ensure continued success.294 He referenced the U.S. economy and stated that the 

committee may have been premature in its worry, as economists had stated it appeared to 

have bottomed out.295 He recognized that the U.S. had been confronted with a recession 

simultaneously while entering into war, that he was of the opinion the recession would 

soon falter.296 

FY 2004: There was a House hearing with the 108th Congress on Wednesday, 

March 12, 2003 for FY 2004. The hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations 

291Ibid. 

292Ibid. 

293Ibid. 

294Ibid. 

295Ibid. 

296Ibid. 
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and was titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for 2004.”297 In his statement, Mr. 

Jerry Lewis (Republican party—California) acknowledged that the FY 2004 budget and 

(as well as its preceding budgets) were in transformational stages so that it could better 

equip the military in responding to the challenges of the Twenty-first century.298 He 

praised the DoD for its efforts, and recognized the increased missions placed on U.S. 

troops, to include military operations being conducted in Afghanistan and the Middle 

East.299 

In an additional statement made by Mr. Murtha (Democratic party—

Pennsylvania), he recognized the Chairman’s efforts on supporting the Predator 

unmanned aerial system, as it had proven very successful out in the field.300 He 

acknowledged other DoD advancements, to include a more effective logistical system 

and expressed his support in the military winning in the war against terrorism.301 Mr. 

Murtha stated that a leaner military force was going to be the answer in responding to 

future conflicts and prevailing302 against terrorism. 

297U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriation for 2004, March 12, 
2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108hhrg92804/html/CHRG-108hhrg 
92804.htm (accessed May 5, 2013). 

298Ibid. 

299Ibid. 

300Ibid. 

301Ibid. 

302Ibid. 
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There was a Senate hearing with the 108th Congress on Wednesday, March 19, 

2003 for FY 2004. The hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was 

titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2004.”303 In a prepared 

statement, Mr. Stevens (Republican party—Alaska) acknowledged that DoD 

transformation efforts had thus far proven to be a success in the midst of several 

critics.304 He made mention of how U.S. troops were not only involved in the GWOT, but 

that they were now also preparing to conduct military operations in Iraq.305 Mr. Stevens 

stated that for the reasons mentioned above it was imperative the military be funded 

appropriately.306 He acknowledged that the transformation of the military not only 

involved the development and procurement of weapons, but also necessitated doctrinal 

revisions and changes in organizational structure.307 

In a statement by Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii), he praised the DoD’s 

transformation efforts and for enhancing a well trained, determined, and dedicated 

force.308 He acknowledged the DoD’s efforts in seeking developments that would 

303U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2004, 
March 19, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108shrg1910409/pdf/CHRG-
108shrg1910409.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 

304Ibid. 

305Ibid. 

306Ibid. 

307Ibid. 

308Ibid. 
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enhance its capabilities and assist U.S. troops in winning the war against terrorism.309 Mr. 

Inouye recognized the DoD’s growing mission, as reserve units had now been employed 

to serve in areas that included Bosnia, Kosovo, Sinai, Saudi Arabia, and soon in support 

of a war in Iraq.310 He expressed an interest on U.S. troop capability and sustainability 

with its current strength and capabilities.311 

FY 2005: No testimony was obtainable through open resources for a House 

hearing with either the 108th or 109th Congress for FY 2005. 

There was a Senate hearing with the 108th Congress on Wednesday, April 21, 

2004 for FY 2005. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was 

titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2005.”312 Of note, while 

the 108th Congress held testimony on the DoD’s FY 2005 budget request, it was the 

109th Congress that appropriated the actual funding level. In a prepared statement Mr. 

Stevens (Republican party—Alaska), made mention of developments to missile defense 

capabilities that had been initiated in 2004, and stated that he was interested in hearing 

the progression made.313 In a prepared statement, Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—

Hawaii) also spoke about the missile defense system and the various developments made 

309Ibid. 

310Ibid. 

311Ibid. 

312U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2005, 
April 21, 2004, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-108shrg3910492/pdf/CHRG-
108shrg3910492.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 

313Ibid. 
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in the midst of many naysayers.314 He expressed that the program’s budget continues to 

grow, even though it is unsure if out year funding will be attainable for long-term 

sustainability.315 

FY 2006: No testimony was obtainable through open resources for a House 

hearing with either the 108th or 109th Congress for FY 2006. 

There was a Senate hearing with the 109th Congress on Wednesday, March 9, 

2005 for FY 2006. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was 

titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2006.”316 Mr. Stevens 

(Republican party—Alaska) stated that he was looking forward to working with the 

Department of the Army in sustaining military requirements in a difficult time.317 He 

stated that it was imperative the military be remaining agile, trained, and well equipped in 

order to remain combat effective.318 Mr. Stevens acknowledged that the committee must 

take a balanced budget approach to the military’s budget request, while maintaining 

recruitment and mobility efforts.319 In another prepared statement by Mr. Inouye 

314Ibid. 

315Ibid. 

316U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2006, 
April 6, 2005, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-109shrg39104137/pdf/CHRG-
109shrg39104137.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 

317Ibid. 

318Ibid. 

319Ibid. 
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(Democratic party—Hawaii), he echoed the comments and concerns made by Mr. 

Stevens. 

FY 2007: No testimony was obtainable through open resources for a House 

hearing with either the 109th or 110th Congress for FY 2007. 

There was a Senate hearing with the 109th Congress on Tuesday, March 28, 2006 

for FY 2007. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was titled 

“Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2007.”320 Chairman Stevens 

(Republican party—Alaska) stated that the U.S. was a nation still involved in two wars in 

Iraq and Afghanistan.321 He acknowledged that the budget request would receive much 

consideration, but that there are many challenges on the horizon.322 He identified these 

challenges as being recruitment, retaining the force, and continued efforts in developing 

capabilities.323 Mr. Stevens mentioned that the Department of the Army’s budget had 

realized continued growth throughout the past few fiscal years, and questioned if the 

government would be able to sustain that level of spending in the out years.324 

320U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2007, 
March 28, 2006, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/browse/collection.action?collectionCode= 
CHRG&browsePath=109%2FSENATE%2FCommittee+on+Appropriations&isCollapsed
=false&leafLevelBrowse=false&isDocumentResults=true&ycord=259 (accessed May 5, 
2013). 

321Ibid. 

322Ibid. 

323Bid. 

324Ibid. 
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In a statement made by Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii), he spoke about 

the Department of the Army’s transformational efforts in changing its organizational 

construct, while simultaneously conducting military operations in Iraq and 

Afghanistan.325 He recognized the ever increasing resource requirements and the 

committee’s ability (or lack thereof) in funding the military to meet its stated 

obligations.326 He expressed a concern for military operations that had significantly 

increased in the midst of its transformational efforts, which he stated was creating a 

heavy burden on U.S. troops.327 Mr. Inouye referenced the military’s additional 

supplemental requests, and expressed that he believed the Department of the Army would 

receive support from the committee.328 

In a statement prepared by Mr. Christopher Bond (Republican party—Missouri), 

he brought up a range of things that were identified as hindering solider readiness; and 

stated that the committee had many difficult choices to make given the scarcity of 

resources.329 He spoke about the National Guard at great length, making reference to 

many of the outstanding funding requirements.330 He also made mention of the military’s 

transformation efforts of future combat systems, and stated that the Department of the 

325Ibid. 

326Ibid. 

327Ibid. 

328Ibid. 

329Ibid. 

330Ibid. 
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Army needed to remain forthcoming about program successes, challenges, and gaps.331 

Mr. Bond also spoke about the C-17 at great length and questioned if revisions made 

would hinder future logistical support requirements.332 

In a statement made by Mr. Dorgan (Democratic party—North Dakota), he 

acknowledged all of the efforts that had been achieved by the National Guard and 

Reserve units in support of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars.333 He discussed the length of 

deployments for each of the military services, and questioned the effect deployments had 

on retention.334 Mr. Dorgan made the assumption that the committee would do whatever 

it needed to, in order to support the military in ensuring national security.335 

FY 2008: No testimony was obtainable through open resources for a House 

hearing with either the 109th or 110th Congress for FY 2008. 

There was a Senate hearing with the 110th Congress on Wednesday, February 28, 

2007 for FY 2008. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was 

titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2008.”336 In a statement, 

331Ibid. 

332Ibid. 

333Ibid. 

334U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2008, 
February 28, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110shrg69104244/pdf/CHRG-
110shrg69104244.pdf (accessed May 6, 2013). 

335U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2007, 
March 28, 2006. 

336U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2008, 
February 28, 2007. 
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Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii) remarked that the DoD’s FY 2008 budget and 

supplemental requests were now in the several hundred billions, and that while necessary, 

increases to the DoD’s budget were beginning to hinder investments of other federal 

programs.337 He recognized that the committee should support U.S. troops and their 

efforts, but that it should be through a practice of due diligence when appropriating 

taxpayer dollars.338 Mr. Inouye also stated that the committee was interested in hearing 

what steps the DoD had taken in reducing operating costs and realigning available 

funds.339 

In a prepared statement by Mr. Stevens (Republican party—Alaska), he 

acknowledged that the committee had a difficult task before them, as he stated that they 

must find a balance between available funds and the DoD budget request.340 He 

recognized the demand for continued increases to the DoD budget, but stated that a time 

had come when there was only a limited amount of resources available.341 

FY 2009: There was a House hearing with the 110th Congress on Wednesday, 

February 13, 2008 for FY 2009. This hearing was held by the Committee on 

Appropriations and was titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 

337Ibid. 

338Ibid. 

339Ibid. 

340Ibid. 

341Ibid. 
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2009.”342 Mr. Murtha (Democratic party—Pennsylvania) discussed the Walter Reed 

Medical Center, funding provided, and the much needed improvements that have been 

made.343 He expressed a concern for the numerous waivers being given to service 

members, and stated that the military was recruiting more and more individuals without a 

high school level education.344 He expressed his concern for U.S. troop abilities if the 

government continued to make exceptions to the rules.345 Mr. Murtha also spoke about 

service members serving on consecutive deployments, while an identified population 

within the military that had been determined to never have deployed.346 

Mr. Murtha acknowledged that the DoD submitted two supplemental requests for 

FY 2009, and stated that the substantial requests should be able address current and out 

year requirements.347 He commented that he was disappointed certain programs had not 

been utilized, and requested programs that are no longer needed be discontinued.348 

There was a Senate hearing with the 110th Congress on Wednesday, 

February 27, 2008 for FY 2009. This hearing was held by the Committee on 

342U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2009, 
February 13, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg46474/pdf/CHRG-
110hhrg46474.pdf (accessed May 5, 2013). 
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346Ibid. 

347Ibid. 

348Ibid. 
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Appropriations and was titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 

2009.”349 In a statement made by Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii), he referenced 

the Department of the Army’s FY 2008 budget increase request, FY 2008 pending 

supplemental request, and the FY 2009 budget increase and supplemental request.350 He 

made mention of the toll that the GWOT had on U.S. troops, equipment, and 

capabilities.351 Mr. Inouye addressed the military’s funding requirement and spoke about 

having to find a balance between priorities.352 He expressed his concern for high priced 

programs, asking if the military was taking on too much, and if the right amount of 

oversight was being provided in meeting future challenges.353 

In a statement by Mr. Stevens (Republican party—Alaska), he acknowledged a 

lack of funding when the military had first entered into conflict, and suggested that future 

changes be made to ensure that the military was never caught off guard again.354 In a 

prepared statement by Mr. Cochran (Republican party—Mississippi), he brought up a 

concern about the Department of the Army heavily relying on supplemental funding, and 

its inability to sustain mission requirements solely through its base funding requests.355 

349Ibid. 

350Ibid. 

351Ibid. 

352Ibid. 

353Ibid. 

354Ibid. 

355Ibid. 
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He also expressed an interest on how the military planned to address this problem in out 

year funding requests.356 

FY 2010: There was a House hearing with the 111th Congress on Thursday, 

March 19, 2009 for FY 2010. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations 

and was titled “Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2010.”357 Mr. 

Sanford Bishop (Democratic party—Georgia) made a statement on the importance of the 

new Africa Command, as growing threats had become problematic in this region over the 

past several years.358 He stated that the establishment of Africa Command had not been 

without its problems, since it was unable to find a close nation in which it could post its 

headquarters. This resulted in Africa Command being located in Germany where it was 

harder to establish necessary relationships with the appropriate African leaders.359 

There was a Senate hearing with the 111th Congress on Tuesday, May 12, 2009 

for FY 2010. This hearing was held by the Committee on Appropriations and was titled 

“Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2010.”360 In opening remarks, 

Mr. Inouye (Democratic party—Hawaii) referenced the Department of the Army’s FY 

356Ibid. 

357U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2010, 
March 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg56285/pdf/CHRG-
111hhrg56285.pdf (accessed May 6, 2013). 
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360U.S. Congress, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2010, 
May 12, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111shrg89104345/pdf/CHRG-
111shrg89104345.pdf (accessed May 6, 2013). 

 110 

                                                 



2009 budget and supplemental requests, as well as its FY 2010 supplemental request.361 

He mentioned that while the Department of the Army was still engaged in military 

operations overseas, it was also still in the midst of transformation efforts for the 

forces.362 Mr. Inouye made mention of the budget cuts that had sparked outrage over 

programs that had received significant investment and then failed operationally.363 He 

stated that the Department of the Army needed to reconsider its approach in conducting 

cost analysis and preparing the budget364 request. Mr. Inouye also mentioned that 

procurement funding would become more scarce and that the committee expected to see 

the DoD making appropriate decisions, as well as identifying the potential way forward 

in its next QDR365 report. 

Priority Change Index 

The priorities researched and analyzed for the period of this study were extracted 

from the National Security Strategy, the Quadrennial Defense Review, and National 

Defense Strategy (see Appendix M). The added, dropped, and maintained priorities per 

document for each fiscal year were identified in order to determine the relative change 

from document to document. The number of added, dropped, and maintained priorities 

per document where then calculated into percentages in order to identify the magnitude 

361Ibid. 

362Ibid. 

363Ibid. 

364Ibid. 

365Ibid. 

 111 

                                                 



of change from document to document. Of note, every priority (whether added, dropped, 

or maintained) was treated as co-equal and given a weight equal to one. A change index 

was then developed in order to determine the degree of change between priority 

documents per each fiscal year. 

The analysis conducted identified FY 2002, FY 2006, FY 2008, and FY 2010 as 

being years with the greatest magnitude of change (see Appendix M). Ranges where then 

developed for each of the priorities based on the above mentioned qualitative results (see 

Appendix N). The total numbers of change (added, dropped, and maintained) between 

successive documents determined these ranges, which were then classified into groups as 

depicted in table 7. 

 
 

Table 7. Classification 

Ranges Classification of 
Priorities

0 - 5 Small
6 - 10 Medium
11- 15  Large  

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

The qualitative judgment regarding the change in policy (priorities) between 

successive documents was determined to be small to medium. The number of small to 

medium results was equal and represented the vast majority of priorities reviewed in each 

of the documents (see Appendix N). 
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Budgetary Process 

A detailed description of the fiscal year budgetary request process follows in 

order to provide clarity and context to the follow-on mixed method findings. The 

Department of the Army prepares its budget requests and submits them through the DoD 

for approval. The DoD will then make any necessary revisions and then submit an all 

encompassing budget request to the OMB. The OMB is the oversight office responsible 

for ensuring that all congressional budget submissions reflect the President’s priorities 

(priorities of the Executive Branch). The OMB will provide direction, allocation, and 

necessary revision to any congressional budget submissions that are found not to be in 

line with priorities of the Executive Branch’s. 

When revisions are necessary OMB will enter into negotiations with the 

appropriate departments and then upon reaching a consensus will make necessary 

revisions. The DoD will then transmit what is considered the President’s budget to 

Congress for approval or revision. Once the budget request is considered to be in line 

with congressional priorities Congress will authorize and then finally appropriate funding 

through public law by the Congress (the legislative branch). 

Mix Method Findings 

For the period studied a mix method analysis was conducted by combining both 

the quantitative and qualitative research. The purpose of doing so was to expand the 

scope of the examination, and to determine additional findings for the stated thesis. 

Mixing the two research methods has expanded the results of the analysis conducted for 

the stated thesis question. Mixed method analysis was conducted in order to determine if 
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any relationships existed between the two methods, and the magnitude and timing of 

change. 

Executive versus Legislative Branch 

An exploratory examination of the quantitative and qualitative data was 

conducted using mixed method. Analysis identified that from FY 2002 through FY 2006 

President George Bush (a Republican) was in office and the congressional composition of 

both the Senate and the House of Representatives were primarily Republican majority. 

Research identified that during this timeframe the Department of the Army’s portion of 

the DoD budget request (which was approved by the executive branch) was determined 

to be in line with congressional priorities (the legislative branch), as each of the budget 

requests were considered to be appropriated as requested with deviations of less than 

6 percent (see Appendices K and P). These smaller deviations between what is ultimately 

considered to be the priorities of the executive and legislative branches could have 

attributed to a still aggressive and still fairly front and center war against terrorism. 

Additionally, the Department of the Army realized a consistent increase to its 

topline funding level from FY 2002 through FY 2006, which also allowed the researcher 

to determine that budget requests were in line with congressional priorities. It can be 

assumed, that for the period mentioned above the executive branch’s priorities were 

supported by Congress as the Republicans held majority, and had a common interest and 

agenda with the President (who was also a member of their party). 

For FY 2007 through FY 2009, the Senate was identified as being split, while the 

House of Representatives held Democrat majority. Democratic majority could explain 

why the executive branch’s priorities were not considered to be in line with congressional 
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priorities (legislative) for FY 2007 (appropriated with a 17 percent deviation), FY 2008 

(appropriated with a 10 percent deviation), and FY 2009 (appropriated with a 10 percent 

deviation). It can be assumed that the larger deviations could be attributed to a 

Democratic majority having different priorities and intentions than the President (who 

was not a member of their party), and other economic factors. 

For FY 2010, President Barack Obama (a Democrat) was in office and the 

congressional composition for the Senate and House of Representatives was Democratic 

majority. Analysis determined that in FY 2010 the Department of the Army’s portion of 

the DoD budget request (which was approved by the executive branch) was not 

considered to be in line with congressional priorities (the legislative branch), as the 

appropriated and requested budgets were identified as having a larger deviation in excess 

of 6 percent (9 percent deviation) (see Appendices K and P). 

Largest Deviation and Economic Factors 

Further examination identified the FY 2007 appropriated funding level as having 

the greatest magnitude of change in regards to its budget request. In FY 2007, qualitative 

data identified that former President Bush (a Republican) was in office; a congressional 

composition that was split in the Senate and Democratic majority in the House of 

Representatives, and that the U.S. economy was suffering a recession (see Appendix K). 

Quantitative data identified that the Department of the Army’s budget request was $106.4 

billion and yet was only appropriated $89.0 billion of its request (see Appendix P). 

Additionally, the U.S. national debt had significantly increased in 2007, while it 

was simultaneously experiencing a downturned economy. This finding is further 
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reinforced as the national debt in FY 2007 ($10 trillion)366 had nearly doubled since  

FY 2001 ($5.8 trillion).367 It has been determined that a declining U.S. economy, a 

climbing national debt, and an anticipated withdrawal from the Iraq and Afghanistan 

wars could have attributed to a decrease in the FY 2007 appropriated budget, and 

subsequent decreases in follow-on budgets for FY 2008 through FY 2010. 

Budget Requests versus Executive Branch Priorities 

In applying mixed method analysis a relationship was identified between the 

Department of the Army’s budget requests and priorities established by the executive 

branch was identified. The executive branch’s policy developed priorities that were found 

to influence budget requests. Both the Department of the Army and the DoD testified in 

several hearings that their budget requests were in response to the executive branch’s 

priorities, strategies, and requirements as laid out in governing priority documents. To 

further defend this assumption, researchers affirmed the NSS as the primary priority 

document, and found it to be a stage setter for follow-on priority documents. 

Additional relationships were found between budget requests and certain changes 

in priorities from document to document and year to year. Priorities that were added, 

dropped, or maintained did account (in some instances) for increased or decreased budget 

requests. Of the evidence obtained certain findings were found to substantiate that a 

relationship existed between budget requests and changes in priorities. 

366Department of Treasury, “The Daily History of Debt Results,” 
http://www.treasurydirect.gov/NP/NPGateway (accessed April 21, 2013). 

367Ibid. 
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Budget Requests versus Legislative Branch Priorities 

Relationships between budget requests and congressional priorities established 

through the legislative branch could only be assumed. The researcher made this 

assumption by determining the median of deviations between appropriated funding levels 

and corresponding budget requests. The researcher then used that median in determining 

if budget requests were considered to be in line with congressional priorities. The 

researcher had to develop a methodology in rendering a supportable judgment, as the 

researcher did not have access to congressional databases. The researcher was also unable 

to identify congressional priorities or intent. Congressional testimony did provide insight; 

however, it appeared that congressional priorities may have been established only after 

having been presented with the executive branch’s budget requests. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to draw conclusions and make reasonable 

recommendations on the results determined throughout the examination. The overall 

intent of this chapter is to address the stated hypothesis that the Department of the 

Army’s portion of the DoD budget request was in line with the specified priorities of the 

Congress, and the following stated sub-questions: 

1. When new priorities emerged, did the budget request respond? 

2. Is there a correlation between a change in priorities and a change in budget? 

3. What were the priorities set forth in the National Security Strategy, the 

National Defense Strategy, and the Quadrennial Defense Review? 

4. How much supplemental funding was appropriated to the Department of the 

Army for the period being studied? 

5. How much did the Department of the Army’s budget request change from  

FY 2001 through FY 2010? 

Additionally, this chapter will also identify areas for further research and 

questions in support of furthering this study. 

Additional Sub-Questions 

The following sub-questions emerged during the course of this examination and 

warrant response in support of the stated thesis: 

1. Did congressional composition affect the Department of the Army’s budget 

request, and subsequently appropriated budget levels? 
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2. Were there any economic factors that could be attributed to appropriated 

budget levels? 

Hypothesis: Has the Department of the Army’s Portion of the DoD 
Budget Request been in line with the Specified Priorities of the 

Congress for FY 2001 through FY 2010? 

The Department of the Army’s FY2001 budget request was used in this study for 

the purposes of establishing a starting point. It should be noted that the FY 2001 budget 

request has more of a connection with the fiscal requirements established in 1999 and 

2000, as these years are when the FY 2001 budget request was prepared and transmitted 

to Congress. Even though this is the case, FY 2001 was still considered relevant to this 

study as it provided not only a starting point for the research, but was also applicable in 

determining trend lines, changes, and alignment for FY 2002 through FY 2010. 

For FY 2002 through FY 2006, the Department of the Army’s appropriated 

funding levels and budget requests were identified as having smaller deviations within 6 

percent. As stated in chapter 4, fiscal years identified as having deviations within 6 

percent between appropriated funding levels and corresponding budget requests were 

considered to be appropriated as requested. A 6 percent deviation was determined to be 

the cut off for funding that was considered to be appropriated as requested. This cut off 

was determined for the purpose of this study as it was found to be median of percentage 

changes between appropriated budget levels and corresponding budget requests. FY 2002 

through FY 2006 were identified to as having deviations within 6 percent as previously 

stated, and therefore, it was assumed that these budgets were in line with congressional 

priorities and intent. 
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FY 2007 through FY 2010 was identified as having larger deviations throughout 

the research conducted. For each fiscal year, their appropriated funding levels and budget 

requests were identified as having deviations in excess of 6 percent. FY 2007 was 

identified as having the largest deviation at -17 percent, and was considered to not be in 

line with congressional priorities. In the FY 2007 DoD press release, requested funds 

were identified as having a shift in emphasis.368 This shift identified the importance of 

transforming the military and refocusing the military on being a more agile and precision 

driven force.369 Additionally, the request called for increases in capabilities and personnel 

to special operations forces.370 While the standard deviation for FY 2007 was negative, 

the budget increased by 2 percent when compared to FY 2006, which corresponds to the 

above stated press release. 

FY 2008 was identified as having a large deviation of -10 percent, and was not 

considered to be in line with congressional priorities. In the FY 2008 DoD press release, 

funds were requested to grow the force, enhance soldier readiness, and increase the 

number of brigade combat teams.371 The budget request identified important areas for 

military investment, to include unmanned aerial vehicles, ground vehicles, and launch 

368Department of Defense, “President Bush’s FY 2007 Defense Budget,” 
February 6, 2006, http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/Docs/2007_ 
Budget_Rollout_Attachment.pdf (accessed April 30, 2013). 

369Ibid. 

370Ibid. 

371Department of Defense, “President Bush’s FY 2008 Defense Budget 
Submission,” February 5, 2007, http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/Docs/ 
2008_Budget_Rollout_Attachment.pdf (accessed April 30, 2013). 

 120 

                                                 



platforms that would improve joint efforts and the lethality of forces. The funding request 

also focused on efforts that would continue to assist in detecting and destroying 

improvised explosive devises; to train, ready, and transfer security operations over to 

Iraqi forces; and to continue joint efforts with international partners in ensuring regional 

security and stabilization.372 While the deviation for FY 2008 was negative, the budget 

increased by 25 percent when compared to FY 2007, which corresponds to the above 

stated press release. 

FY 2009 was identified as having a deviation of -10 percent, and was not 

considered to be in line with congressional priorities. In the FY 2009 DoD release, funds 

requested remained committed to continuing efforts in the war against terrorism. The 

budget request focused efforts on enhancing ground capabilities; developing systems 

necessary to mitigate future combat gaps; and enhancing soldier readiness and 

mobility.373 This request increased military forces, identified procurement efforts 

necessary to advance weapons capabilities, and planned development of other wartime 

equipment or systems that would provide coalition forces with an operational 

advantage.374 While the deviation for FY 2009 was negative, the budget increased by 

10 percent when compared to FY 2008, which corresponds to the above stated press 

release. 

372Ibid. 

373Department of Defense, “FY 2009 Department of Defense Budget Released,” 
February 4, 2008, http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2009/2009_Budget_ 
Rollout_Release.pdf (accessed April 30, 2013). 

374Ibid. 
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FY 2010 was identified as having a deviation of -9 percent, and was not 

considered to be in line with congressional priorities. In the FY 2010 DoD press release, 

requested funds were focused on reshaping the military force in order to address 

“today’s” unconventional fight, mitigating capability gaps, and building partnership 

capacity through combined international efforts.375 The budget request identified the 

following areas for investment and advancement: special operations capabilities; missile 

defense; cyber security; intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities; 

satellite capabilities; and developing helicopter reconnaissance.376 While the deviation for 

FY 2010 was negative, the budget increased by less than 1 percent when compared to  

FY 2009, which corresponds to the above stated press release. 

The above mentioned analyzes the Department of the Army’s budget requests 

over a 10 year period and develops a method in assuming if each of the fiscal years were 

found to be in line with congressional priorities. The researcher also analyzed the results 

of the study seeking any secondary explanations. As the examination came to a close, the 

researcher reanalyzed the quantitative data collected, and in doing so it was determined 

that there appeared to be two different data sets. FY 2001 through FY 2006 and FY 2007 

through FY 2010 appeared to be two separate periods in time. For FY 2001 through  

FY 2006 the appropriated funding levels and corresponding budget requests were 

identified as having smaller deviations with the median of percentage changes as  

375Ibid. 

376Ibid. 
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2 percent. The researcher also identified the topline funding levels for each of these years 

to be upward trending. 

As for FY 2007 through FY 2010 the appropriated funding levels and 

corresponding budget requests were determined to have larger deviations with the median 

of percentage changes as 11 percent. It was also concluded that the topline funding levels 

for the above mentioned fiscal years were identified as upward trending. This allowed the 

researcher to identify FY 2007 through FY 2010 as a period of “new normal.” This 

period of change or new normal was attributed to the change in congressional 

composition and an increasing national debt, as discussed later in this chapter. 

Additionally, it should be noted that the rate of change for the first data set 

(FY 2002 through FY 2006) appeared smaller from appropriated budget level to its 

corresponding budget request for each of the fiscal years. The rate of change for the 

second data set (FY 2007 through FY 2010) were examined to be larger, as appropriated 

funding levels deviated more and more from their corresponding budget requests. 

Sub-Question 1: When new Priorities Emerged, 
did the Budget Request Respond? 

Research conducted for the stated thesis identified that when new priorities 

emerged in the varying priority documents, the budget request did subsequently respond 

to certain priorities. This section will identify priorities examined during this study, and 

then identify any relationships they might have with the Department of the Army’s 

portion of the DoD budget request. 

FY 2002: The NSS added the following priorities: 

1. Defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our friends. 
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FY 2002 Corresponding Budget: Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld stated 

that the FY 2002 budget request focused on defense of the nation and preparation of new 

and emerging threats.377 

2. Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends, with 

weapons of mass destruction. 

FY 2002 Corresponding Budget: The amended budget request intended to meet 

former President Bush’s expectations in transforming military capabilities, to include the 

development of capabilities that would counter or combat unconventional threats.378 

3. Champion aspirations for human dignity. 

4. Work with others to defuse regional conflicts. 

5. Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free 

trade. 

6. Expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the 

infrastructure of democracy. 

7. Develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global 

power. 

FY 2002 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched for the 

budget request did not identify efforts in support of the priorities (three through seven). 

377Department of Defense, “Department of Defense Amended Budget for FY 
2002,” June 27, 2001, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=2958 
(accessed April 30, 2013). 

378Ibid. 
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8. Transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and 

opportunities of the Twenty-first century. 

FY 2002 Corresponding Budget: The budget request made mention of military 

transformational requirements necessary in order to respond to the Twenty-first 

century.379 It also identified the acquisition and development of capabilities necessary to 

appropriately respond to the security environment380 facing U.S. troops. 

FY 2003 and FY 2004: No new priorities were found to be added for these fiscal 

years, as there were no priority documents developed or published. 

FY 2005: The NDS added the following priorities: 

1. Secure strategic access and retain global freedom of action. 

FY 2005 Corresponding Budget: The budget request identified the importance of 

enhancing and developing capabilities that would optimize force mobility, and 

immediately respond to global security challenges with participation from U.S. allies and 

international partners.381 

2. Secure the U.S. from direct attack. 

FY 2005 Corresponding Budget: The budget request identified the intent to 

further develop its ballistic missile defense system in order to effectively deter and 

379Ibid. 

380Ibid. 

381Department of Defense, “Fiscal 2005 Department of Defense Budget Release,” 
February 2, 2004, http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=7046 
(accessed April 30, 2013). 
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defend the U.S. against missile attacks; and to continue the development of ground-based 

interceptors.382 

3. Establish favorable security conditions. 

FY 2005 Corresponding Budget: The budget request sought to transform military 

capabilities and systems in order to effectively be able to deter security threats, to include 

developing unmanned aerial vehicles.383 

FY 2006: The NSS and the QDR added the following priorities: 

1. Defeat global terrorism and work to prevent attacks against us and our friends. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request conveyed support of the 

priorities set forth by the Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and President George 

Bush, to include defeating terrorism.384 

2. Prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends, with 

weapons of mass destruction. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request developed military 

capabilities for the purposes of countering future threats.385 It identified funding in 

support of homeland defense by conducting activities that would detect and defend 

against threats of WMD, and increase rapid response time.386 

382Ibid. 

383 Ibid. 

384Department of Defense, “President Bush’s FY 2006 Defense Budget,” 2005, 
http://www.defense.gov/news/Feb2005/d20050207budget.pdf (accessed April 30, 2013). 

385Ibid. 

386Ibid. 

 126 

                                                 



3. Work with others to defuse regional conflicts. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request identified funding assistance 

for the purpose of building partner capacity.387 The requests also stated that funding may 

be provided, in support of or to, foreign security forces in order to enhance their ability in 

combating terrorism and supporting U.S. stability operations.388 

4. Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free 

trade. 

5. Expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the 

infrastructure of democracy. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched within 

the budget request did not identify efforts in support of the above priorities (four and 

five). 

6. Develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global 

power. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request sought to restructure the 

U.S. global posture in order to strengthen partnerships and international relationships to 

collectively address and defeat terrorism.389 

7. Transform America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and 

opportunities of the Twenty-first century. 

387Ibid. 

388Ibid. 

389Ibid. 
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FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request sought to restructure the 

U.S. global posture in order to strengthen partnerships and international relationships in 

order to collectively address and defeat terrorism.390 

8. Engage the opportunities and confront the challenges of globalization. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched for the 

FY 2006 budget request did not identify any efforts in support of the above priority. 

9. Defending the homeland in-depth. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The budget request developed military 

capabilities for the purposes of countering future threats.391 It identified funding in 

support of homeland defense by conducting activities that would detect and defend 

against threats of WMD, and increase rapid response time.392 

10. Shaping the choices of countries at strategic crossroads. 

FY 2006 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched for the 

FY 2006 budget request did not identify any efforts in support of the above priority. 

FY 2007: No new priorities were added for this fiscal year, as no new priority 

documents were developed or published. 

FY 2008: The NDS added the following priorities: 

1. Win the Long War. 

390Ibid. 

391Ibid. 

392Ibid. 
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FY 2008 Corresponding Budget: In the budget request the DoD expressed 

determination in prevailing in irregular warfare operations by growing its special 

operations forces, developing required equipment for a new special operations squadron; 

and by increasing its language and cultural training393 for U.S. troops. 

2. Promote Security. 

3. Deter Conflict. 

FY 2008 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched for the 

budget request did not identify any efforts in support of the above priority. 

FY 2009: No new priorities were added for this fiscal year, as no priority 

documents were developed or published. 

FY 2010: The NDS and QDR added the following priorities: 

1. Win the Long War. 

FY 2010 Corresponding Budget: The budget request ensured that funds would be 

used in support of winning wars that the U.S. was engaged in, and for the development of 

capabilities that would support national defense.394 

2. Deter Conflict. 

393Department of Defense, “FY 2007 Department of Defense Budget Briefing,” 
February 6, 2006, http://www.defense.gov/news/Feb2006/d20060206slides.pdf (accessed 
April 30, 2013). 

394Department of Defense, “Overview of the DoD Fiscal 2010 Budget Proposal,” 
2010, http://www.defense.gov/news/2010%20Budget%20Proposal.pdf (accessed April 
30, 2013). 
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FY 2010 Corresponding Budget: The budget requested resources in support of 

combat operations being conducted in the war against terrorism; for the purpose of 

deterring threats and aggression; and to project combat power when warranted.395 

3. Prepare to defeat adversaries and succeed in a wide range of contingencies. 

FY 2010 Corresponding Budget: The information available and researched for the 

budget request did not identify any efforts in support of the above priority. 

4. Preserve and enhance the All-Volunteer Force. 

FY 2010 Corresponding Budget: The budget request identified one of its main 

objectives as remaining committed to enhancing, strengthening, and caring for the  

all-volunteer military force.396 

Sub-Question 2: Is there a Correlation Between a Change in 
Priorities and a Change in Budget? 

The governing priority documents examined during this study were the National 

Security Strategy, the Quadrennial Defense Review, and the National Defense Strategy. 

The NSS is the primary document that the President uses to establish national priorities 

and is mandated by law. The QDR is a DoD report that is required by law and prepared 

by Secretary of Defense for the purpose of establishing priorities in support of the NSS, 

identifying additional requirements, and to address any current of future challenges. The 

NDS is the priority document developed by the Secretary of Defense in support of the 

NSS, and it identifies exactly how the DoD intends to achieve the priorities stated within 

395Ibid. 

396Ibid. 
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the NSS. The NDS also identifies additional priorities or sub-tasks considered to be in 

support of the NSS. 

Relationships were identified between governing priority documents and the 

Department of the Army’s budget requests. The researcher identified that the priorities 

established through the executive branch were found to influence budget request. The 

Department of the Army and DoD testified in several hearings that their budget requests 

were in response to the executive branch’s priorities, strategies, and requirements laid out 

in governing priority documents. Through research conducted, it is assumed that 

executive policy develops national priorities, and these priorities are what have driven 

budget decisions and requests for resources. The researcher is of the opinion that the 

executive branch must establish policy, and subsequently priorities in order for 

departments to be able to effectively establish a baseline for their budget requests. 

Additional relationships were determined to exist between budget requests and 

certain priorities from document to document and year to year. This is substantiated as 

the following priorities were considered to be in support of military operational 

requirements: winning the long war, ensuring homeland security, promoting international 

security, building alliances, and defeating terrorism and other threats. The above 

mentioned priorities primarily fall under the DoD’s stated mission. Winning the long war 

is a priority of the military (in concert with other interagency partners) in defeating 

terrorism in Iraq and Afghanistan. Ensuring homeland security is a priority that involves 

a whole of government approach that also includes military involvement where national 

defense and security are concerned. 
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Promoting international security is a priority that requires a whole of government 

approach and helps to ensure our military is successful in jointly securing stable regions 

for economic prosperity. Building alliances, is a priority that requires a whole of 

government approach in developing joint military and political efforts, as well as 

accomplishing shared goals and allow for cost burden sharing. Defeating terrorism and 

other threats is a priority that also requires a whole of government approach in support of 

military troop engaged in combat operations. 

Sub-Questions 3, 4, and 5 

Sub-questions 3, 4, and 5 were each considered to be very elementary and more in 

support of data compilation, rather than in answering the stated hypothesis. Sub-questions 

3, 4, and 5 follow for review: 

1. What were the priorities set forth in the National Security Strategy, the 

National Defense Strategy, and the Quadrennial Defense Review? 

2. How much supplemental funding was appropriated to the Department of the 

Army for the period being studied? 

3. How much did the Department of the Army’s budget request change from FY 

2001 through FY 2010? 

As stated above, these sub-questions did not expand or support the stated 

hypothesis. These questions were determined to answer other questions in support of 

research and assembling the “big picture.” They were originally thought to have been 

pertinent in supporting the study, but were later determined otherwise during the 

examination. The above stated questions did not provide meaningful insight to the stated 

hypotheses. 
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Sub-Question 6: Did Congressional Composition Affect the 
Department of the Army’s Budget Request, and 

Subsequently Appropriated Budget Levels? 

For the period studied, the congressional composition did appear to have an effect 

on the Department of the Army’s budget request and subsequent appropriated budgets. 

As stated above, the FY 2001 budget request was deemed applicable in determining trend 

lines, changes, and alignment for FY 2002 through FY 2010. The composition of the 

executive branch, Senate, and House of Representatives for FY 2001 was researched but 

not considered part of the study, as it served more as a starting point or baseline for the 

study. 

For FY 2002 through FY 2006, a Republican President was in office and the 

congressional composition for both the Senate and the House of Representatives was 

primarily Republican majority. For FY 2007 and FY 2008, a Republican President was in 

office and the congressional composition was split in the Senate and Republican majority 

for the House of Representatives. For FY 2009 and FY 2010, a Democratic President was 

in office and the congressional composition was a Democratic majority for both the 

Senate and House of Representatives. 

Of note, the Department of the Army’s budget request is submitted to DoD, and 

subsequently to the OMB. The OMB is an oversight agency that falls directly under the 

office of the President, and is responsible for ensuring that all congressional budget 

requests are in line with the priorities established by the executive branch. After 

negotiations and necessary revisions with the OMB, the Department of the Army, 

through the DoD will transmit its budget request to Congress. Therefore, in determining 

if the congressional composition had an effect on the Department of the Army’s budget, 
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the researcher is really asking if the legislative branch had an effect on budget requests 

and appropriated funding levels due to the composition of the executive branch. 

A thorough examination of the data compiled identified that the appropriated 

budgets for FY 2002 through FY 2006 were considered to be appropriated as requested 

with deviations within 6 percent. These fiscal years had smaller deviations over the 10 

year period studied, between appropriated budget levels and corresponding budget 

requests. It appears that the Republican congressional majority were in support of the 

Department of the Army’s budget requests, and subsequently the executive branch’s 

priorities. Congressional support could be attributed to the Republican majority ensuring 

support of the President (a member of their party), as is likely, they shared the same 

priorities and agendas. 

FY 2007 through FY 2009 were not considered to be in line with congressional 

priorities as their appropriated budget levels and corresponding budget requests were 

determined as having larger deviations in excess of 6 percent. FY 2007 was identified as 

having a deviation of -17 percent, a deviation of -10 percent for FY 2008, and a deviation 

of -10 percent for FY 2009. Research identified that for these fiscal years, the 

congressional composition was split between the Senate and Democrat majority for the 

House of Representatives. 

Examination has led the researcher to assume that the Department of the Army’s 

budget requests (for the period identified above), and subsequently the executive branch’s 

request were not considered to be in line with congressional priorities (of legislative 

branch). The researcher attributed the larger deviations to the congressional composition 

and other economic factors. The struggle for control of the Senate and House of 
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Representatives could have attributed to the Department of the Army’s budget not being 

appropriated as requested. As stated above, other economic factors could have affected 

the Department of Army’s appropriated budget levels, to include a downward trending 

U.S. economy and an increasing national debt. 

FY 2010 was not considered to be in line with congressional priorities as its 

appropriated funding level and corresponding budget request was determined as having a 

deviation in excess of 6 percent. FY 2010 was determined to have a deviation of -9 

percent. An examination of the data collected identified the congressional composition as 

Democrat majority for both the Senate and House of Representatives. Based on the data 

analyzed, the researcher made the assumption that the Department of the Army’s budget 

request, and subsequently the executive branch’s request was not in line with 

congressional priorities (of legislative branch). This assumption attributed the larger 

deviation to the U.S. national debt and other economic factors. 

Sub-Question 7: Were there any Economic Factors that could be 
Attributed to Appropriated Budget Levels? 

Economic factors have attributed to the larger deviations found between the 

Department of the Army’s appropriated budget levels and corresponding budget requests 

for FY 2007 through FY 2010. It was during this timeframe that the U.S. housing market 

began to realize a decline in housing prices as they began to dip and homeowners started 

to default on mortgage loans. This subsequently led to the 2007 mortgage crisis, which 

began to foster distrust amongst banking institutions. This distrust created an 

unwillingness between banks to take on any mortgages that could be determined faulty or 
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defaulted on, resulting in gross loss.397 It has been stated that the collapse of the housing 

market was the cause of a long U.S. recession and ultimately was one of the contributing 

factors to an increasing national debt.398 The federal government had to intervene several 

times by establishing oversight programs over certain organizations, while financially 

bailing out other organizations in order to mitigate any further economic declines.399 

The housing market crash led to slow economic development and growth, and 

significantly affected the U.S. job market.400 As a result of the above mentioned the 

national debt more than doubled from $5.8 trillion in FY 2001 to $11.9 trillion in 

FY 2010 as depicted in table 8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

397Kimberly Amadeo, “U.S. Economic Crisis,” About.com, http://useconomy. 
about.com/od/criticalssues/a/US-Economic-Crisis.htm (accessed April 30, 2013). 

398The Bancroft Library, “Slaying the Dragon of Debt,” http://bancroft. 
berkeley.edu/ROHO/projects/debt/financialcrisis.html (accessed April 30, 2013). 

399Ibid. 

400Ibid. 
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Table 8. U.S. National Deficit for FY 2001 through FY 2010 

(Funding in Trillions) 
Fiscal 
Years  Date 

U.S. National 
Debt 

2001 10/2/2000 $5.8  
2002 10/1/2001 $5.8  
2003 10/1/2002 $6.2  
2004 10/1/2003 $6.8  
2005 10/1/2004 $7.4  
2006 10/3/2005 $8.0  
2007 10/2/2006 $8.6  
2008 10/1/2007 $9.1  
2009 10/1/2008 $10.1  
2010 10/1/2009 $11.9  

 
Source: Department of Treasury, “The Daily History of Debt Results,” http://www. 
treasurydirect.gov/NP/NPGateway (accessed May 2, 2013). 
 
 
 

Priority Change Index 

The priority change index was developed because the researcher encountered 

challenges in determining the magnitude of change amongst successive documents year-

over-year. The priority change index is a tool that was created by the researcher in order 

to gain further insight. It was through exploratory study that the researcher developed a 

new methodology that clearly depicted the year-over-year summation of priority changes. 

The weakness in using this tool was that the researcher had to treat each priority as  

co-equal even though it can be assumed that some of the priorities had precedence over 

others. For the purposes of this study, each priority was given a weight equal to one, so 

that a degree or magnitude of change could be ascertained. This tool could be improved 

for future researchers by determining the order of priority precedence and then 

appropriately weighting each priority that were added, dropped, and maintained. 
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Experience in Applying the Different Research Methods 

The researcher did have prior experience in conducting quantitative and 

qualitative research and analysis. Quantitative research was conducted by gathering 

budgetary data and then examining it to determine statistical significance, trends, 

deviations, and percentage changes. After a thorough review was conducted on the 

quantitative data available, the researcher then developed any necessary charts, tables, or 

methodologies. In doing so, the researcher was to view the data in other ways that could 

potentially provide further insight, and to uncover additional findings. The researcher 

also expanded the study to include QUAN–qual research, which allowed for the 

qualitative data of the quantitative information to provide further insight. 

Qualitative research was involved gathering other variables that were not numeric 

and then examining all of the data with the intent of identifying trends, determining 

relationships, and gaining a historical understanding in order to gain insight. Upon 

completion of the review, the researcher had a more in-depth understanding on the 

various factors involved, which were able to provide context to the stated thesis. The 

researcher expanded the study to include QUAL-quan research, which allowed for the 

quantitative data of the qualitative information to provide further insight. 

The researcher also used mixed method analysis during the study, which 

examined both the quantitative and qualitative data together in order to determine if any 

relationships existed. It also allows data sets to be compared and analyzed in providing 

further insight. The researcher had no prior experience in applying this method, and 

found it very difficult during the research stage. There was a consistent concern on 

mixing two very different data sets, but throughout the study, it was a tool that proved to 
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be invaluable as it assisted in providing further insight and validity into the other research 

methods conducted. The researcher also struggled in looking for relationships between 

every aspect of the two research methods. It wasn’t until the researcher understood that 

relationships may not exist in mixed method analysis between all of the data sets within 

the two other methods that the study was able to be continued and finalized. 

Preconceived Notions—Bias 

It was unknown at the time the study began, but later became apparent that the 

researcher started this project with a bias for the military. As the study was underway it 

became apparent that the researcher had already answered the hypothesis and determined 

what conclusions were going to be made prior to any research being conducted. The 

researcher had prior military experience and was of the belief that the Department of the 

Army’s budget was in line with congressional priorities before gathering or analyzing any 

data. This assumption had been made, as the researcher was also a big proponent of the 

Army and in support of its combat missions being conducted. 

After extensive research a biased view was discovered, and was anticipated to be 

carried throughout the study. However, continued analysis over time changed the 

researcher’s biased opinion. In fact, the researcher came to a completely different set of 

conclusions, identified additional questions for consideration, and recommended that 

follow-on researchers restate or reframe the stated hypothesis, so that it may be tested. 

Conclusions 

The overall conclusion of this study is that the stated hypothesis could not be 

tested. The scope of the thesis was determined to be too broad. Additionally, the 
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researcher did not have access to the required DoD and congressional systems necessary 

to determine if the Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD budget request was in 

line with congressional priorities. As a result, a methodology was created as a tool to 

determine what fiscal budget requests, if any, were considered to be in line with 

congressional priorities. This tool was developed, as the researcher was unable to 

ascertain the true intent and priorities of the Congress. The researcher did not have access 

to Department of the Army or DoD financial systems, and therefore, was forced to make 

assumptions with resources that were available to the public. 

The researcher was also unable to obtain any detailed budget requests from the 

Department of the Army. Detailed budget requests are considered by the researcher to be 

thorough justifications, with stated performance objectives, an accounting of prior-year 

program performance, and any realignments of funding in order to have been able to 

appropriately test the stated hypothesis and sub-questions. The researcher was also unable 

to determine the full funding request for supplemental, overseas contingency operations, 

and GWOT, as the researcher did not have access to the detailed justification on why 

resources were or were not requested. As a result, the researcher could only further 

hypothesize or make assumptions based on the available data. 

In order to appropriately examine the stated thesis the researcher scaled back the 

study to only include four appropriations: Operations and Maintenance; Military 

Personnel; Procurement; and Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation. In doing so, 

the researcher had to gather information and test several portions of different data sets, 

which proved very time consuming and detracted from other pertinent areas of research. 

For example, for the Military Personnel appropriation only funding for the active duty 
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component of the Department of the Army was examined, and as a result, only 

represented a partial budget request and appropriated budget level for this appropriation. 

It is suggested that the stated thesis be further examined or restated so that it can 

be appropriately researched and tested. It is recommended that follow-on researchers 

consider limiting the number of fiscal years researched; limiting the study to one 

appropriation so that it may be researched in its entirety; and-or limiting the study to 

topline funding levels. Follow-on researchers should seek early access to DoD and 

congressional systems prior to conducting research and-or conducting interviews with the 

appropriate budget personnel of these organizations. Additional recommendations and 

considerations for continued research will be further discussed in the follow-on sections. 

Throughout the study, the researcher expected to see a relationship between the 

executive and legislative branches’ in order to assist in confirming the stated hypothesis. 

The only relationship that could be determined was that the budget requests transmitted 

to Congress were considered to be in line with the executive branch’s priorities, and in 

turn, budgets were appropriated by the legislative branch according to congressional 

priorities. This relationship was identified to be between requirements and actuals. 

Further explained, this was a relationship between what the executive branch said was 

important and how much funding the legislative branch put against those priorities. 

The researcher hypothesized that a unified government (executive and legislative) 

would lead to smaller deviations, but this study shows that this is not always the case. It 

appears that from FY 2002 through FY 2006 there were smaller deviations, suggesting 

that the legislative branch was in support of the executive branch. However, this was no 

longer true for FY 2007 through FY 2010, as these fiscal years experienced larger 

 141 



deviations that could have been attributed to the financial crisis, a fiscally constrained 

environment, and different fiscal climate. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the 

financial meltdown required the financial bailout of multiple financial institutions, and 

therefore, brought about a very long recession. 

With the federal government financially bailing out several organizations it 

appeared that the war against terrorism might have become a lower priority. This is 

assumed, as a higher emphasis seemed to be placed on priorities with a domestic focus on 

economic and financial development. Perhaps it was financial crisis of such historic 

proportions that might have affected the legislative branch’s willingness to support the 

executive branch’s priorities in full, and subsequently the Department of the Army and 

DoD. 

Considerations for Further Research 

While the stated thesis question and sub-questions have been addressed above, a 

more thorough examination is required in order to further the research. This in-depth 

analysis would require access to the appropriate Department of the Army and DoD 

budget systems. This would also require cooperation from the staffs within each of the 

above mentioned departments. It would allow the researcher to gain a better 

understanding on why budgets were requested at certain funding levels and the 

justification for doing so. 

This examination would need to incorporate interviews with certain elements of 

the executive branch, such as personnel from the OMB. In doing, the researcher would 

have a better understanding of priorities established by the executive branch, just how 

much budget requests changed after being submitted to OMB personnel, and other 
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funding guidance applicable to each fiscal year. Additionally, the researcher would need 

to have congressional cooperation from either the members or staffers in order to clearly 

delineate congressional priorities and the intent of appropriated budgets. 

Additional Questions for Consideration 

In order to further the research conducted, the following questions should be 

considered for examination. 

Should the period of the study be expanded in order to gain a larger historical 

context? A follow-on researcher would need to decide if expanding the study would 

prove to be out of scope, or necessary in answering the stated thesis. He (or she) would 

need to more than likely identify a specific timeframe and only take topline budget levels 

into consideration, rather than conduct research at the appropriation level. The researcher 

should also consider expanding the total budget analysis to include both Reserve and 

National Guard components, in order to gain a more holistic understanding of the 

Department of the Army’s appropriated funding levels and corresponding budget 

requests. 

Should additional appropriations be considered in the study, or should the study 

be conducted at the topline appropriated level for the department? As mentioned above, a 

follow-on researcher would need to identify if the stated thesis should be conducted at the 

topline level or appropriation level. It is suggested that if the timeframe being studied is 

expanded that the researcher consider narrowing the budget focus. It is assumed that the 

study would be too broad should a researcher expand the timeframe and conduct research 

at the appropriation level simultaneously. It is not recommended that additional 
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appropriations be considered in this study, due to the limited amount of obtainable 

resources and time available to conduct research. 

Should other government organizations be considered in the study? For example, 

the Government Printing Office or the Government Accountability Office. Follow-on 

research should include other viable sources of information, so that he (or she) can ensure 

that there is sufficient data in support of the study. Consideration should be given to other 

outside agencies that may be able to provide valuable information in ensuring that the 

researcher can provide a more informed and unbiased opinion. Examples of other 

government organizations that should be considered in the examination follows: The 

Government Accountability Office with fiscal oversight, an impartial federal organization 

that works directly for Congress; and the Congressional Budget Office, an impartial 

federal organization that works directly for Congress and provides independent fiscal 

review of budgetary and economic concerns. 

Should other military services be considered in order to determine if budgetary 

changes were consistent throughout each organization? Follow-on researchers need to 

determine if research consideration should be given to the other DoD elements, to include 

the Air Force, Marines, and Navy. They would need to ascertain if there was any merit in 

including the other branches of service, or if this additional research would be considered 

out of scope. The researcher would have to determine if there was a need to understand 

the DoD cumulative budget request, since the Department of the Army is just a sub-set. 

What would explain why the topline funding level for each fiscal year was less 

than their corresponding budget requests, except for FY 2004? A follow-on researcher 

would more than likely want to determine why this was the case. FY 2004 was 
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considered to be an anomaly for the period studied, and with the appropriate resources 

and time, a determination could be made as to what might have attributed to this.  

Follow-on research could consider interviews with congressional staffers that might be 

able to provide meaningful insight as to why this was the only fiscal year appropriated 

more than requested. 

What motivated the change in policy language? The researcher should consider 

looking into what motivated change over the period studied. Can this be attributed to the 

change in staffs over time, a change in administration, or a change in policy language? 

This question should receive much consideration, as it would allow the researcher to 

provide more context and further insight into why changes were made, and how those 

changes related to the Department of the Army’s portion of the DoD request. 

Additional Hypothesis 

Other hypotheses that should receive consideration for further research is as 

follows: 

1. The Department of the Army’s budget request levels have been appropriate 

because the department has been effective in responding to organizational 

requirements. 

2. The Department of the Army’s personnel strength should not be decreased 

because there have been several surge requirements throughout FY 2001 

through FY 2010. 

3. The Department of the Army’s budget should be reviewed and audited because 

the American taxpayer has a right to understand exactly how funding was 

obligated and expended. 
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Recommendations 

It is recommended that further research be conducted on the stated thesis question 

to understand the methodologies used in developing budget requests, identifying the 

overarching priorities, and understanding the congressional thought behind appropriated 

budgets. The examination conducted for the stated thesis is considered conducive for 

continued development and follow-on study. Further research would require an unbiased 

view (preferably conducted by a third party member outside the DoD organizational 

construct) utilizing an objective approach. The following stated items should be 

considered for future research on the stated thesis. 

Follow-on research should reframe or redefine the stated thesis. Additional 

research should determine if the Department of the Army is able and willing to provide 

an accounting on how its funding was obligated for each of the fiscal years being studied. 

The researcher should consider reaching out to the Department of the Army and asking 

for supplementary information that can provide detailed justification and intent. The 

researcher should consider if expanding the study to gain more of a historical 

understanding is necessary, in order to provide more context in support of the 

examination. If doable, the data should be further examined to determine how much 

funding was applied to specific congressional priorities and what those priorities were. 

A determination should be made on whether the scope of the study should be 

expanded, take the other DoD elements into consideration for the examination (i.e., Air 

Force, Marines, and the Navy). Additional analysis should be conducted in order to 

determine the sustainability of budgets in times of peace or war. The researcher should 

determine and highlight if program funding was ever reprioritized at the time when the 
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department was developing its budget requests, so that it was able present a more realistic 

requirement. Consideration should be given to expanding research to capture short-term 

goals and long-term implications for consistently increasing budgets over the period 

studied. 

It is evident from the examination conducted that there are still unanswered 

questions, some of which may remain unanswerable. The researcher is unsure of how the 

limitations of this study (such as limited time and access to DoD financial systems) may 

have influenced the results during examination of the findings. Further examination and 

analysis indicates that follow-on researchers should expand upon the study conducted for 

the stated thesis; and continue to develop other reliable hypothesis that are considered to 

be testable and defensible. 
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APPENDIX A: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2001) 
 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 30, 
2001), http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget 
Estimates for the FY 2001 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2000), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 106-259, Department of 
Defense Appropriation Act 2001, August, 9, 2000, 106th Cong., http://asafm.army.mil/Documents/OtherDocuments/CongInfo/BLDL/ 
PL//01APPNpl.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-20, 107th Cong., July 24, 2001, http://www.gpo.gov/ 
fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ20/pdf/PLAW-107publ20.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX B: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2002) 

 
 
Source: The White House, The National Security Strategy 2002 (Washington, DC: The White House, September 2002), 
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense 
Budget Estimates for the FY 2002 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
August 2001), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-117, 
Department of Defense and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for Recovery From and Response To Terrorist Attacks on the United 
States Act 2002, 107th Cong., January 10, 2002, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ117/pdf/PLAW-107publ117.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-206, 2002 Supplemental Appropriations for Further Recovery From and Response 
To Terrorist Attacks on the United States, 107th Cong., August 2, 2002, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ206/pdf/PLAW-
107publ206.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX C: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2003) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2003 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2002), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed November 20, 2012); 
U.S. Congress, Public Law 107-248, 107th Cong., October 23, 2002, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ248/pdf/PLAW-
107publ248.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-11, 108th Cong., April 16, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/ 
fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ11/pdf/PLAW-108publ11.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX D: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2004) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2004 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2003), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2004.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); Department of Defense, FY 2004 Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) 
and Operation Nobel Eagle (One) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), September 2003), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2005/fy2004_supp.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-87, 
Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 2004, 108th Cong., September 30, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-
108publ87/pdf/PLAW-108publ87.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-106, Government Printing Office, 
November 6, 2003, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-108publ106/pdf/PLAW-108publ106.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX E: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2005) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, March 2005), http://www.defense.gov/news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2005 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), March 2004), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2005.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, FY 2005 Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operations 
Unified Assistance (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), February 2005), http://comptroller. 
defense.gov/defbudget/fy2006/fy2005_supp.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 108-287, 108th Cong., 
August 5, 2004, http://www.coherentbabble.com/PublicLaws/HR4613PL108-287.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, 
Public Law 109-13, 109th Cong., May 11, 2005, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ13/pdf/PLAW-109publ13.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX F: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2006) 

 
 
Source: The White House, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, March 2006), 
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review 
Report 2006 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 6, 2006), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/report/Report20060203.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2006 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), April 2005), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2006.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, FY 2006 Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) (Washington, DC: Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), February 2006), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/Docs/FY06_GWOT_Supplemental_Request_-
_FINAL.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-148, Emergency Supplemental Appropriation to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act 2006, 109th Cong., http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ148/pdf/PLAW-109publ148.pdf 
(accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-234, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for Defense, The Global War on 
Terror, and Hurricane Recovery, 2006, 109th Cong., June 15, 2006, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-109publ234/pdf/PLAW-109publ234.pdf 
(accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX G: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2007) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2007 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2006), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2007.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 109-289, 109th Cong., September 29, 2006, http://www.doi.gov/ 
budget/appropriations/2006/upload/pl109_289.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 110-5, Revised Continuing 
Appropriation Resolution, 2007, 110th Cong., February 15, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ5/pdf/PLAW-
110publ5.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX H: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2008) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Security Strategy (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, June 2008), 
http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20national%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, 
National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2008 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller), March 2007), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2008.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, 
“FY 2008 Global War on Terrorism Request” (Power Point Presentation February 2007), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/ 
Docs/FY_2008_Emergency_Supplemental_Request_detailed_funding_appendix.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, 
Public Law 110-116, 110th Cong., November 13, 2007, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ116/pdf/PLAW-110publ116.pdf 
(accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 110-252, 110th Cong., June 30, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-
110publ252/pdf/PLAW-110publ252.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX I: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2009) 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2009 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2008), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2009.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); Department of Defense, FY 2009 Supplemental Request (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller), April 2009), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2009/Supplemental/FY2009_Supplemental_Request/pdfs/ 
FY_2009_Supplemental_Request_04-08-09.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 110-329, Consolidated 
Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriation Act 2009, 110th Cong., September 30, 2008, http://www.gpo.gov/ 
fdsys/pkg/PLAW-110publ329/pdf/PLAW-110publ329.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public Law 111-32, 111th 
Cong., June 24, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ32/pdf/PLAW-111publ32.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX J: Budget–Thesis Matrix (FY 2010) 

 
 
Source: The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 (Washington, DC: The White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/ 
sites/default/files/rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review 
Report (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/qdr%20as%20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF 
(accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2010 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), June 2009), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed November 20, 2012); 
Department of Defense, “Budget Amendment to the FY 2010 President’s Budget Request for Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO)” (Power Point 
Presentation, August 2009), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2010/fy2010_oco.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); U.S. Congress, Public 
Law 111-118, 111th Cong., December 19, 2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ118/pdf/PLAW-111publ118.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX K: Continuity Index–Qualitative Analysis Table 

 
 
Source: Pearson Education, Inc., “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” Infoplease.com, http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 30, 2001), 
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2002 (Washington, DC: The White House, 
September 2002), http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Strategy of the 
United States of America (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, March 2005), http://www.defense.gov/news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012); The White House, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, March 2006), http://www.presidential 
rhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2006 (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, February 6, 2006), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/report/Report20060203.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security 
Strategy (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, June 2008), http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20national%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 (Washington, DC: The White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files 
/rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/qdr%20as%20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX L: Continuity Index–Qualitative Analysis Table 

 
 
Source: Pearson Education, Inc., “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” Infoplease.com, http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 30, 2001), 
http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2002 (Washington, DC: The White House, 
September 2002), http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security Strategy of the 
United States of America (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, March 2005), http://www.defense.gov/news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012); The White House, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, March 2006), http://www.presidential 
rhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2006 (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, February 6, 2006), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/report/Report20060203.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security 
Strategy (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, June 2008), http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20national%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 (Washington, DC: The White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/ 
rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/qdr%20as%20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX M: Continuity Index–Qualitative Analysis Table 

 

 
 
Source: Pearson Education, Inc., “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” Infoplease.com, http://www.info 
please.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 30, 2001), http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed November 
20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2002 (Washington, DC: The White House, September 2002), 
http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security 
Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, March 2005), http://www.defense.gov/ 
news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White House, National Security Strategy of the United States of 
America (Washington, DC: The White House, March 2006), http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2006 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 
February 6, 2006), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/report/Report20060203.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, 
National Security Strategy (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, June 2008), http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20 
national%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 
(Washington, DC: The White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/national_security_ 
strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/qdr%20as%20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF (accessed 
November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX N: Continuity Index–Qualitative Analysis–Classification 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, September 
30, 2001), http://www.defense.gov/pubs/qdr2001.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White House, The National Security Strategy 
2002 (Washington, DC: The White House, September 2002), http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, March 2005), http://www.defense.gov/news/mar2005/d20050318nds1.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); The White 
House, National Security Strategy of the United States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, March 2006), 
http://www.presidentialrhetoric.com/speeches/nss2006.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense 
Review Report 2006 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 6, 2006), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/report/ 
Report20060203.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Security Strategy (Washington, DC: Government 
Printing Office, June 2008), http://www.defense.gov/news/2008%20national%20defense%20strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); 
The White House, The National Security Strategy 2010 (Washington, DC: The White House, May 2010), http://www.whitehouse. 
gov/sites/default/files/rss_viewer/national_security_strategy.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, Quadrennial 
Defense Review Report (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, February 2010), http://www.defense.gov/qdr/qdr%20as% 
20of%2029jan10%201600.PDF (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX O: Continuity Index–Qualitative Analysis Table 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense (Comptroller), Secretaries of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/specials/secdef_histories/ (accessed 
December 5, 2012); Pearson Education, Inc., “Composition of Congress, by Political Party, 1855-2015,” Infoplease.com, 
http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0774721.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Pearson Education, Inc., “Past Chairman of the JCS,” 
Infoplease.com, 2011, http://www.infoplease.com/ipa/A0004630.html (accessed December 5, 2012). 
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APPENDIX P: Continuity Index–Quantitative Analysis Table 

 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2001 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2000), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of 
Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2002 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 
(Comptroller), August 2001), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National 
Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2003 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 
2002), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for 
the FY 2004 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2003), http://comptroller. 
defense.gov/budget2004.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2005 Budget 
(Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2004), http://comptroller.defense.gov/ 
budget2005.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2006 Budget (Green Book) 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), April 2005), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2006.html (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2007 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2006), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2007.html (accessed November 20, 2012); 
Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2008 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), March 2007), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2008.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, 
National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2009 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
March 2008), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2009.html (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget 
Estimates for the FY 2010 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), June 2009), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2010.html (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX Q: Continuity Index–Quantitative Analysis Table 

 
 
Source: Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2001 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of 
the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2000), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2001.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2002 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), August 2001), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2002.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); Department of Defense, National Defense Budget Estimates for the FY 2003 Budget (Green Book) (Washington, DC: Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), March 2002), http://comptroller.defense.gov/budget2003.html (accessed November 20, 
2012); Department of Defense, FY 2004 Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) 
and Operation Nobel Eagle (One) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), September 2003), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2005/fy2004_supp.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, FY 2005 
Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operations Unified Assistance 
(Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), February 2005), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/ 
fy2006/fy2005_supp.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, FY 2006 Supplemental Request for Operation Iraqi 
Freedom (OIF) and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) (Washington, DC: Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 
February 2006), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/Docs/FY06_GWOT_Supplemental_Request_-_FINAL.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, “FY 2008 Global War on Terrorism Request” (Power Point Presentation February 2007), 
http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/Docs/FY_2008_Emergency_Supplemental_Request_detailed_funding_appendix.pdf (accessed 
November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, FY 2009 Supplemental Request, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, April 
2009), http://comptroller.defense.gov/defbudget/fy2009/Supplemental/FY2009_Supplemental_Request/pdfs/FY_2009_Supplemental_ 
Request_04-08-09.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012); Department of Defense, “Budget Amendment to the FY 2010 President’s Budget 
Request for Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO)” (Power Point Presentation, August 2009), http://comptroller.defense.gov/ 
defbudget/fy2010/fy2010_oco.pdf (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX R: Department of Defense Appropriations Laws–Prepared by the Staff of the Pentagon Library 

 
 
Source: Pentagon Library Intranet, “DoD Appropriation Laws,” http://whs.mil.campusguides.com/content.php?pid=321436&sid=2631607 
(accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX S: Legislative Documents–Appropriation Bills 

 

 
 
Source: Library of Congress, “Thomas,” http://thomas.loc.gov/home/thomas.php (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX T: U.S. Troop Levels (Afghanistan and Iraq Wars) 

 

 
 
Source: The New York Times, “American Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan,” October 21, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/ 
2011/10/21/world/asia/american-forces-in-iraq-and-afghanistan.html?_r=0 (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX U: U.S. Troop Levels (Afghanistan War) 

 

 
 
Source: The New York Times, “American Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan,” October 21, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/ 
2011/10/21/world/asia/american-forces-in-iraq-and-afghanistan.html?_r=0 (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX V: U.S. Troop Levels (Iraq Wars) 

 

 
 
Source: The New York Times, “American Forces in Iraq and Afghanistan,” October 21, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/ 
2011/10/21/world/asia/american-forces-in-iraq-and-afghanistan.html?_r=0 (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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APPENDIX W: Events Timeline 

 
 
Source: The New York Times, “Timeline of Major Events in the Iraq War,” October 21, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/ 
2010/08/31/world/middleeast/20100831-Iraq-Timeline.html#/#time111_3297 (accessed November 20, 2012). 
 
 
 
 

 170 



APPENDIX X: Events Timeline 

 
 
Source: The New York Times, “Timeline: Major Events in the Afghanistan War,” October 22, 2011, http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/ 
2011/06/22/world/asia/afghanistan-war-timeline.html (accessed November 20, 2012). 
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