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Abstract:  

Human security has emerged as a pivotal concept in contemporary defense strategies, emphasizing 

the protection and empowerment of individuals and communities within the broader context of national and 

global security. This paper, entitled Human Security and Resilience: A Defense Perspective, explores the 
integration of human security principles into military operations and strategic planning. It argues that a 

comprehensive understanding of human security not only enhances the effectiveness of military missions 

but also addresses the root causes of conflict and instability. The paper outlines three strategic objectives 
for incorporating human security into defense frameworks: first, to embed human security considerations 

in military planning; second, to foster collaboration with governmental and non-governmental partners; and 

third, to analyze the underlying factors contributing to insecurity. By adopting a human-centric approach, 
defense organizations can better anticipate and respond to crises, thereby reinforcing their legitimacy and 

operational effectiveness. Furthermore, the discussion highlights the interconnectedness of resilience and 

human security, particularly in urban conflict scenarios where civilian safety is paramount. The integration 

of resilience strategies into military operations is presented as essential for mitigating civilian harm and 
enhancing operational outcomes. Ultimately, this paper advocates for a shift from traditional state-centric 

security paradigms towards a more inclusive framework that prioritizes the well-being of individuals as a 

cornerstone of national defense policy. 
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1. Introduction  
 

The idea of human security has transformed the way we understand and approach security 

in the 21st century. Unlike conventional security models that focus on the sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of nations, human security prioritizes the protection and empowerment of 

individuals and communities. First introduced in the United Nations Development Programme 

(UNDP) Human Development Report in 1994, human security is defined as “freedom from fear 

and freedom from want.” This definition encompasses various aspects, including economic, food, 

health, environmental, personal, community, and political security. This broader perspective 

acknowledges that threats to security can stem from poverty, disease, and environmental 

degradation, just as much as from armed conflict or terrorism. 

As defense organizations respond to increasingly complex global challenges, integrating 

human security principles has become essential. This paper argues that incorporating human 

security considerations into defense frameworks not only improves the effectiveness of military 

operations but also tackles the root causes of conflict and instability. A strong human security 



approach enables the anticipation and mitigation of crises, enhances civil-military relations, and 

ensures that military missions align with wider global security and development objectives. 

To delve into these dynamics, this paper outlines three key goals for integrating human 

security into defense strategies: incorporating human security into military planning, promoting 

collaboration across sectors, and addressing the fundamental factors that contribute to insecurity. 

Additionally, it emphasizes the vital role of resilience in urban conflict situations, where protecting 

civilians and critical infrastructure is crucial. By advocating for a shift towards inclusive security 

frameworks, this paper supports a comprehensive approach that places human well-being at the 

heart of national defense policy. 

 

2. Embedding Human Security in Military Planning 

 
Military planning has traditionally been driven by state-centric objectives, focused on the 

defense of territorial boundaries and national interests. The increasing complexity of contemporary 

conflicts generates the need for a broader, more comprehensive approach that incorporates human 

security considerations, in order to improve operational effectiveness, reduce civilian harm, and 

address the root causes of instability. 

The integration of human security into military planning requires first of all redefining the 

operational priorities and military objectives. Traditional military campaigns often emphasize 

territorial control and the neutralization of enemy forces. Of course, these objectives remain central 

to warfare, but they should also be complemented by efforts to protect civilians, safeguard critical 

infrastructure, and promote long-term stability. An example of the challenges and opportunities of 

integrating human security into military planning is provided by the lessons identified during the 

NATO's engagement in Afghanistan, highlighting the difficulties of balancing kinetic operations 

with civilian protection, particularly in areas of active conflict (Fishstein & Wilder, 2012 ).  

Operationalizing human security also requires military planners to consider the 

multidimensional nature of security threats, through identifying vulnerabilities, assessing civilian 

needs, and integrating these factors into mission objectives. The key elements of Human-Centric 

Planning are risk assessments focused on civilians (enabling forces to anticipate and mitigate harm) 

and prioritizing critical infrastructure (as in urban conflict scenarios, targeting power grids, water 

supplies, or hospitals can have devastating consequences for civilians).  

To ensure that human security principles are effectively embedded in military operations, 

defense organizations must invest in specialized training and capacity-building programs, which 

should equip personnel with the skills and knowledge needed to address the social, economic, and 

cultural dimensions of security. 

The integration of human security into military planning offers several advantages: 

1. Enhanced Operational Effectiveness: By addressing the root causes of instability, 

such as poverty and poor governance, military operations can achieve more sustainable outcomes. 

2. Strengthened Civil-Military Relations: Focusing on civilian welfare builds trust 

between military forces and local populations, reducing hostility and enhancing cooperation. 

3. Alignment with Global Security Goals: Human security principles align with 

international frameworks, such as the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), 

positioning defense organizations as partners in global development. 

The interconnected and multidimensional nature of contemporary security challenges 

necessitates collaboration between defense organizations and a wide array of stakeholders, 

including governmental agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), international 



institutions, and local communities. The advantage of this multi-sector collaboration derive from 

the fact that military efforts to address human security are thus rendered comprehensive and 

sustainable, leveraging the expertise and resources of diverse partners, as military forces alone 

cannot address the complex root causes of insecurity, such as poverty, inequality, and weak 

governance. Collaboration fosters resource efficiency (by pooling resources from multiple sectors 

ensures that limited budgets are allocated effectively, avoiding duplication of efforts) and 

contextual understanding by using the expertize od the local NGOs and community organizations 

who often have deeper knowledge of the cultural and social dynamics within conflict zones, which 

can inform more nuanced military strategies. This collaboration also ensures an enhanced 

legitimacy, as partnerships with respected civilian organizations can enhance the perceived 

legitimacy of military operations, reducing opposition and fostering trust. 

While collaboration offers significant benefits, it also presents challenges, deriving from 

the complexity of ensuring coordination of different organizational priorities and procedures, from 

power imbalances as military forces often dominate partnerships due to their resources and 

authority, which can marginalize civilian perspectives and from security risks, as NGOs and 

civilian partners may face increased risks when operating alongside military forces, being 

perceived as aligned with one side of a conflict. Addressing these challenges requires the 

establishment of clear communication protocols and shared objectives can reduce coordination 

difficulties, setting up training programs that emphasize equal partnerships and respect for civilian 

expertise can mitigate power imbalances and developing security frameworks that prioritize the 

safety of all partners and ensure that collaboration remains viable. 

In order to enhance this cooperation, defense organizations should formalize partnerships 

through agreements that outline roles, responsibilities, and shared goals, through Civil-Military 

Cooperation (CIMIC) doctrines that provide a structured approach to engaging civilian partners in 

conflict zones. Also, cross-sector training initiatives can build mutual understanding and foster 

trust among military and civilian personnel (for example, simulation exercises that involve military 

forces, NGOs, and local leaders can prepare participants for real-world challenges). Also, tools 

like geographic information systems (GIS) and digital communication platforms can facilitate 

information sharing and enhance coordination among stakeholders. 

 

3. Resilience and Human Security in Urban Conflict Scenarios 
 

 Urban conflict has emerged as a defining feature of contemporary warfare, with devastating 

impacts on civilian populations and critical infrastructure. The interconnectedness of resilience 

and human security is particularly evident in urban settings, where the destruction of basic services 

such as water, electricity, and healthcare can exacerbate vulnerabilities and prolong recovery and 

integrating resilience strategies into military operations is essential for mitigating civilian harm, 

preserving infrastructure, and ensuring the long-term stability of affected communities. 

In the context of urban conflict scenarios, resilience strategies should focus on preserving 

essential services, such as protecting critical infrastructure (hospitals, water supplies, and power 

grids), vital for civilian survival and post-conflict recovery, supporting civilian adaptation through 

community-led initiatives, such as neighborhood watch programs and local governance 

committees in order to empower civilians to take an active role in their security. Also, post-conflict 

recovery efforts should prioritize rebuilding infrastructure and restoring services to ensure long-

term stability. 



Defense organizations can play a pivotal role in enhancing urban resilience by aligning 

their operations with human security objectives. This can be achieve by the  use of precision-

guided munitions and adherence to international humanitarian law to reduce collateral damage and 

civilian casualties, supporting humanitarian efforts by securing supply routes and providing 

logistical assistance and incorporating reconstruction planning into military strategies to ensure 

that recovery begins as soon as hostilities cease. 

While the integration of resilience into urban conflict strategies offers significant benefits, 

it also presents significant challenges, such as balancing military and civilian objectives, as 

prioritizing resilience may conflict with traditional military goals, such as the rapid neutralization 

of enemy forces. Challenges also derive from limited funding and logistical challenges that can 

hinder the implementation of resilience initiatives. The close collaboration between military 

forces, local authorities, and humanitarian organizations required for effective resilience building 

can be difficult to achieve in reality, especially in high-intensity conflicts. 

The traditional state-centric model of security, which prioritizes the sovereignty and 

territorial integrity of nations, is increasingly insufficient in addressing the complexities of 

contemporary global challenges, considering that an inclusive security framework, which 

prioritizes the well-being and empowerment of individuals and communities, is essential for 

fostering sustainable peace and stability. State-centric security models often fail to address the root 

causes of insecurity, such as poverty, inequality, and environmental degradation and a narrow 

focus on military threats, these models risk perpetuating cycles of conflict and neglecting the needs 

of vulnerable populations. 

An inclusive security framework should place the protection and empowerment of 

individuals as a cornerstone of national defense policy, based on a human centric policy design, as 

defense strategies should be informed by a deep understanding of the needs and vulnerabilities of 

civilian populations. Marginalized and vulnerable groups, such as women, children, and ethnic 

minorities should be considered central to security planning and implementation, in conjunction 

with prioritizing strategies that address the structural causes of insecurity, such as weak 

governance and economic disparity. International norms and frameworks can provide critical 

guidance for advancing inclusive security approaches. The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

doctrine, adopted by the United Nations in 2005, underscores the international community's 

commitment to protecting populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes 

against humanity 

In these context, defense organizations and policymakers should strive to integrate human 

security into national defense strategies and military doctrine, strengthen partnerships with 

multilateral institutions, such as the United Nations, and regional organizations to coordinate 

inclusive security efforts and engage local communities in security planning and implementation 

to ensure that strategies are contextually appropriate and sustainable. By prioritizing the well-being 

of individuals and addressing the underlying causes of insecurity, this framework not only 

enhances the legitimacy and effectiveness of military operations but also contributes to sustainable 

peace and global stability. 

 

4. Conclusion   
 

The integration of human security principles into defense strategies represents a 

fundamental shift in the way security is understood and pursued. By prioritizing the protection and 

empowerment of individuals, defense organizations can address the root causes of instability, 



enhance operational effectiveness, and build trust with civilian populations. This paper has 

outlined three strategic objectives for incorporating human security into military frameworks: 

embedding human security in military planning, fostering multi-sector collaboration, and 

addressing the underlying factors contributing to insecurity. Additionally, the discussion 

emphasized the critical role of resilience, particularly in urban conflict scenarios where civilian 

safety and infrastructure preservation are paramount. 

While significant progress has been made, challenges remain in operationalizing human 

security within traditional military structures. Overcoming these barriers requires a concerted 

effort to institutionalize human-centric principles, foster international collaboration, and develop 

innovative resilience strategies. Ultimately, the shift from state-centric to human-centric security 

paradigms is not merely a theoretical exercise but a practical necessity in an increasingly 

interconnected and complex world. By embedding human security into the core of defense policy 

and practice, nations can create a more just and stable global order, where the well-being of 

individuals serves as the foundation for national and international security. 
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Abstract: 
Ever since the NATO Summit in Wales in 2014, specialized literature has focused on the desire of several 

member states to increase their defense budget to 2% or more. This has been a debated topic and while several 

countries inside the European Continent like Germany, Belgium or the Netherlands have failed to increase their portion 

of the GDP allocated to defense, other countries in the Eastern flank have managed to reach the target, including 

Romania, Poland and the Baltic States. Future increase of the budget is nowadays into discussion in order to meet the 

ever-increasing risk and threats that have emerged on the European Continent ever since the full-scale invasion of 

Ukraine by the Russian Federation. While experts debate whether this approach is a correct one, few have analyzed 

the increase in the defense budget of the Russian Federation over the years. While NATO countries find it difficult to 

reboot their defense industry, for the Russian Federation this is a much easier process. Put into the context of 

diminished defense budget, this could be an explanation of the current gap in this regard. Analyzing in comparison, 

therefore, the way in which the defense budget has evolved in number in NATO and in the Russian Federation could 

provide a better view on what strategy NATO countries should follow in regard to their defense spending in order to 
meet the current needs and goals both from a strategic point of view but also from a practical one, that best suits the 

redevelopment of essential defense assets including the European defense industry.  

 

Key words: defense budget, GDP, defense allocation, defense expenditures, defense procurement, defense 

industry 
 

 

Introduction 

 

Over the past decade, ever since the Crimean invasion from the Russian Federation took 

place in 2014, there has been an increase in defense expenditures worldwide. For NATO Countries 

this has meant a commitment following the NATO Summit in Wales to increase the defense budget 

to at least 2% of National GDP. While that has meant an immediate response from some countries, 

especially those on the Eastern Flank, for other member states increasing the budget to such a 

degree just wasn’t a priority. 

The Russian Federation Invasion in Ukraine on the 24 of February, 2022 however, changed the 

paradigm and most NATO states jumped to an increased budget, most of them around the 2% 

margin.  The increased allocation of the GSP has been a subject of controversy as some experts 

consider the budget increase insufficient and are pooling for a even higher ceiling. Recently elected 

president Trump has requested that all NATO members increase their defense expenditures to at 

least 4% of the budget. Others argue that the problem for a modern defense doesn’t necessary sit 

in the budget but rather in the management of defense resources allocated to defense. 

 

 

2. The NATO Defense Budget Challenge 

 
In terms of NATO countries, the discussion has been orientated ever since the first Trump 

administration on whether the European member states are doing enough in increasing its defense 

expenditures compared to the United States. 

In Figure 1 we have a better view on how defense expenditures have evolved throughout NATO 

and some observations can be made. 



Fig 1 NATO countries defense allocation 2014-2024 [6] 

 

The US remains the highest contributor to NATO with a medium budget of around 800 

billion dollars allocated to defense in the past decade. On the other hand, we can highlight that the 

rest of the organization including NATO Europe and Canada have almost doubled their 

participation to the defense budget, from 290 billion dollars in 2014 to around 506 billion dollars 

in 2024. This is more than the overall increase of the overall NATO allocation to defense which is 

around 33% in the last decade.  

 There are two main areas of concern when it comes to the management and evolution of 

the Defense budget in NATO, both on the European and American continent. 

 First of all, most of the members lack basic ammunition and other defense assets as their 

defense expenditures have mostly been spent to major acquisition of high-tech equipment suitable 

for NATO’s joint capabilities that were defined in previous NATO strategic concepts on dealing 

with emerging risks and threats more orientated towards cyber warfare and hybrid warfare but not 

the conventional warfare that the Russian Federation is executing in Ukraine. 

 The second challenge is driven by the concept of Guns and Butter effect. For most western 

countries investing in defense while neglecting other areas of public expenditures is not an option. 

Most of the European Union countries that are members of NATO have followed for the past 50 

years a soft power model where economic growth has been the main pillar and priority in 

government policies rather than the hard power approach of developing a strong and modern 

military. For this reason, there is gap in report to both the US and Russia who have maintained 

their high developed military capabilities even following the end of the Cold War. Even with 

increased defense budgets, it will take a mid-term time frame for most of the NATO member states 

excluding the US, in catching up and developing defense assets that could answer to today’s 

current risks and threats that might mean even a direct conflict with the Russian Federation. 

 

1.  Evolution of the Russian Defense Budget 
When it comes to the Russian Federation the evolution of the Defense Budget has been realized in 

accordance to Russia’s ambition following the ascension to power of president Vladimir Putin. 

The budget has been marginally increasing following Russia’s ambitions in key three moments: 

the invasion of Georgia in 2008 and the annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the Crimean 

https://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/2024/6/pdf/240617-def-exp-2024-en.pdf


Invasion and annexation in 2014 and the full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2024. This evolution is 

visible in the Graph that we have presented in Figure 2.  

 

 

 

 
Fig 2. Evolution of the Russian Defense Budget [4] 

    

While the NATO member states operate their defense policies and expenditures based on 

an economy of piece, since 2022 Russia’s economy has shifted to a war driven economy.  Because 

of this the defense budget has become the main priority for defense allocations. In such, in 2024, 

a third of the entire budget of roughly 86 billion dollars has been allocated to defense related 

activities. While Russia has never declared a full war on Ukraine and the official terms used are 

still those of “special military operation” or “hybrid war” it is ultimately clear that the entire 

economy is driven by defense strategic objectives. Western countries have tried to limit the 

potential for Russian allocations to war by trying to impact the biggest sources of funding to 

Russia’s national GDP, respectively the incomes from the energy field, Russia being a major 

producer in oil and gas, and therefore a big exporter of these resources. The effort from the West 

in terms of economic sanctions has decreased the incomes from oil and gas exports from 1.2 billion 

dollars to just around 600 million dollars in 2024. [1] Other savings from the Russian GDP that 

have went to defense in 2024 and will continue to do so in 2025 mean a reshape of the social 

welfare state in Russia. Social policies will be affected in this new budget design, while inflation 

continues to also go up and the Russian currency, ruble continues the devaluate at record numbers. 

Private companies are also going to be submitted to a higher taxation system that will be applied 

starting with 2025. The Central Bank of Russia with the aim of stopping an inflation that has 

toppled 9% in 2024, is trying to increase the income tax that is currently 21%. This has scared 

company owners, regardless of their sympathies to the Putin regime [3]. Specialists have warned 

the government that the Central Bank intervention might even affect the defense industrial 

complex which will also be affected by the increased taxes. [5] 

With the budget designed for such a war-time economic approach, specialists [2] consider 

that the Russian economy will collapse in a similar fashion to the way it collapsed at the end of 

the 80’s bringing an end to the Cold War. A reason is that commitment to major allocations for 

https://www.macrotrends.net/global-metrics/countries/rus/russia/military-spending-defense-budget


investments in defense. In 2024, around 30% of the budget, approximately 100 billion dollars were 

in the form of apportionments for major acquisitions in defense. Separately another 10% of the 

budget was spent for actions correlated with the activity of the Ministry of Interior Affairs. While 

a total of 40% of the budget is already a big element of pressure on any national budget, if it is 

allocated to defense, the Russian Federation wishes to increase that percentage in 2025 with the 

hope that this will bring decisive military victories on the Ukrainian front. Besides the direct costs 

of investing in the war with visible effects in the defense industry which has increased production 

by a rate of 30% there are other indirect costs in Russia’s defense budget. [7] 

The ministry of labor is spending a large part of its budget with veterans and families and 

those who have passed fighting in the war. Other expenditures are going to subsidized funds that 

are being used to rebuild the so-called provinces that Russia has illegally occupied from Ukraine.  

A budget of around 500 trillion rubles was allocated to this category of funds in 2024. 

The Russian Federation is optimistic that the overall budget will increase because of 

regulatory price increases in oil and gas at international level. However, expert opinions differ on 

this topic. Several factors might impact the price at which oil is transitioned on the international 

market. The end of Assad regime in Syria might enable the development of a new gas pipeline 

from the Middle East through Turkey and eventually to Europe that could further decrease 

European dependency on Russian oil and gas. Another event worth mentioning is the fact that on 

December the 12th of 2024, OMV has abruptly ended its contract of oil distribution with Gazprom. 

The impact of this decision will also trigger long term effects of the fluctuation of energy prices.  

 

2. Conclusions  
While the current total defense budget of the EU is more than 4 times the defense budget of 

the Russian Federation, the evolution of this budget for the past 10 years has been a closer one that 

it has looked on paper. The Russian Federation had an advantage and it increased its defense 

expenditures starting earlier, from the beginning of the Putin administration in the early 2000’s. 

This has allowed the Russian Federation to take an advantage in developing more capabilities and 

shifting its industry complex to a much more efficient one (Russian Federation defense industry 

running on war speed, not peace speed).  

As we know from the reality of scarce resources and defense management rarely do cost and 

benefits happen together. For this reason, the increased Russian defense budget, has given the 

Russian Federation an edge over NATO in terms of military outputs, one that will take some time 

to reduce.  

Furthermore, there is a visible difference in how different NATO countries have approached 

the consensus to increase defense expenditures. While for countries like Poland, Romania, the 

Baltic States there has been a general desire to go beyond the 2% all the way up to 4% and more 

because of the proximity of the war in Ukraine to their own borders, other countries have delayed 

any investments in defense up until 2022. The pressure from the USA that all member states 

contribute more to NATO is a correct one from a conceptual point of view, but in technical terms, 

due to increase in defense allocation being realized just marginally as national budgets can only 

work in that way, the American presence in Europe remains crucial in front of an expanding 

Russian army, whose ambitions in positioning itself as a regional power from a military standpoint 

remains as a priority regardless of any economic fluctuations that might affect is overall capacity 

to finance the conventional wars it has set up to develop. 
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