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SO ur security will be improved by sustaining foreign aid in the years

ahead rather than by making further cuts.”
US General David Petraeus, Central Intelligence Agency Director, 2011-2012



https://bit.ly/42Pnu22
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|. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Security spending across OECD countries has become increasingly one-dimensional. In response
to great-power rivalry and acute conflicts - from Ukraine and Gaza to Sudan - governments have
sharply expanded military budgets while scaling back the very investments that help prevent cri-
ses from emerging in the first place. This report shows that heavily prioritizing defense spending
while underfunding development and diplomacy is not only insufficient, but it also actively
undermines long-term security.

Using the established 3D framework—Defense, Development, and Diplomacy—this report pre-
sents the first harmonized, data-backed comparison of spending across all three pillars for the top
10 OECD defense spenders.

The framework positions defense as protection, ensuring national and collective security
through military preparedness; development as prevention, addressing the structural roots
of fragility, conflict, and instability; and diplomacy as a multiplier, fostering dialogue, reduc-
ing escalation risks, and sustaining institutions that uphold a rules-based international order.

The results reveal a stark imbalance. Today, these countries allocate $7 to defense for every $1
spent on development and diplomacy combined.

Overall, more than 85% of security-relevant spending is devoted to defense, leaving less than
15% for the tools that help reduce fragility, manage shocks, and sustain political stability.

Thisimbalance extends most starkly to global health, a core preventive component of development
spending. In 2024, the top 10 OECD defense spenders spent 65 times more on defense than on
global health. Health's share of total development spending among these countries has declined
by almost 15% over the past decade, despite overwhelming evidence that strong health systems
are among the most effective investments for preventing instability, protecting human capital, and
reinforcing state legitimacy.

The gap has widened over time. Defense spending surged following Russia’s 2022 invasion of
Ukraine and was further reinforced by NATO’s 2025 commitment to invest up to 5% of GDP in de-
fense readiness. By contrast, development spending among the same countries has plateaued
or declined as a share of GDP, with the share of development spending directed to fragile and
conflict-affected states falling sharply, even as global fragility rises. This retreat from prevention
is strategically inefficient. Fragile contexts now host the majority of the world’s extreme poor and
generate insecurity spillovers that are far more expensive to manage with military tools than to
prevent through sustained civilian investment.




Diplomacy shows a similar mismatch between expanding mandates and stagnant capacity. As
diplomatic capacity stagnates, competitors gain: China expands sustained diplomatic presence,
while Russia uses targeted engagement and influence operations to consolidate alignments and
weaken Western credibility. Underinvestment in diplomacy not only reduces influence; it under-
mines the effectiveness of both defense and development spending.

The conclusion is clear: sustainable security requires rebalancing the 3Ds. This report recom-
mends that the top 10 OECD defense spenders do so by linking defense increases proportionally
to investments in diplomacy and development; targeting development spending based on risk; re-
building diplomatic capacity where influence competition is intensifying; establishing collective
early-action triggers that prompt coordinated diplomatic and development surges when fragility
indicators worsen; improving aid effectiveness through pooled financing; stabilizing global health
funding; expanding debt-for-health swaps; and making prevention politically durable by quantify-
ing the cost of inaction.

Seen through the 3D lens, the strategic question for policymakers is not whether to invest in
defense, but whether expanding defense at the expense of development and diplomacy under-
mines the very capabilities that prevent tomorrow’s crises.

ONE | The Security Paradox 5



[Il. INTRODUCTION

In an era defined by great-power rivalry, widening inequality, and overlapping crises, from wars in
Ukraine, Gaza, and Sudan to climate shocks and health emergencies, the global conception of se-
curity has narrowed. Budgets and debates have tilted heavily toward short-term, reactive military
security measures, while proactive investments in long-term stability — development and diploma-
cy — remain politically marginalized and underfunded. The result is a structural imbalance: states
are dedicating record levels of resources to defense as crises intensify, but investments in pre-
vention and resilience remain far below what is needed to reduce the most pressing future risks
that are only beginning to unfold.’

This year’'s Munich Security Conference (MSC) convenes against this backdrop. Defense spend-
ing has surged across NATO members following Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine and the 2025
NATO Summit commitment to allocate up to 5% of GDP to defense readiness.? * Meanwhile, the
0.7% official development assistance (ODA) norm continues to erode, and diplomatic services
operate under growing strain.“ The imbalance is not just fiscal; it is conceptual. “Security” is be-
coming primarily focused on response rather than prevention and resilience. The central ques-
tion for policymakers and practitioners gathering at MSC, particularly German and transatlantic
decision-makers shaping post-Zeitenwende ° security priorities, is not whether defense spend-
ing is necessary, but whether it can deliver sustainable security without adequate support for
development and diplomacy.

This report builds on the established three-dimensional framework of Defense, Development, and
Diplomacy (the 3Ds?®), to highlight what sustainable security requires. The framework positions de-
fense as protection, ensuring national and collective security through military preparedness; de-
velopment as prevention, addressing the structural roots of fragility, conflict, and instability; and
diplomacy as a multiplier, fostering dialogue, reducing escalation risks, and sustaining institutions
that uphold a rules-based international order. Through the first data-backed 3D comparison, har-
monizing defense, development, and diplomacy spending, this report reveals how the top 10 OECD
defense spenders — the United States (US), the United Kingdom (UK), France, Germany, Japan, Italy,
Israel, South Korea, Australia, and Poland — allocate resources across the three pillars.”8 A full ex-
planation of data sources, definitions, harmonization steps, and limitations is provided in Appendix
Al: Methodology.

We ask two guiding questions:
—> How do 3D expenditures compare across the top 10 OECD defense spenders?

—> What are the strategic security benefits of investing in development and diplomacy,
especially in regard to global health?

Through the 3D approach, this report argues that over-militarization produces weak security ar-
chitectures that are unfit to meet the needs of the future. Investing disproportionately in defense
without corresponding support for development and diplomacy may yield temporary deterrence but
it does not deliver the broader human security — health, stability, economic opportunity — on which
lasting peace depends.’ True security is not only what protects the state but what safeguards peo-
ple's lives, rights, and resilience. Conversely, balanced investment strengthens societal resilience,
helps mitigate future crises, and reduces the long-term need for costly military interventions.




[1l. THE 3D IMBALANCE: HOW TODAY'S SECURITY SPENDING

UNDERMINES TOMORROW'S STABILITY

Compounding crises and shifting geopolitics are widening the gap between rising threats and the
investments needed to tackle them. As comparative data across the top 10 OECD defense spend-
ers reveal, the funding for each of the 3Ds is imbalanced (see Figure ). This section begins by trac-
ing the surge in defense spending and its limits as a guarantor of stability, before turning to the
chronic underinvestment in development and diplomatic capacity. Together, these dynamics illus-
trate how a security architecture monopolized by defense undermines long-term stability, even as
governments spend record sums on military preparedness.

SPENDING SHARES,
Among top OECD defense spenders

3% Australia 2% Germany 1% Italy 2% 4% UK

10% Joo 15%

8%

16%

81%

4% France 4%2%  Poland

21%

<

Figure I: 3D Spending Shares, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders, 2024

fense Development Diplomacy

DEFENSE: RISING SPENDING, SHRINKING STABILITY

In 2024, the top 10 OECD defense spenders devoted more than 85% of security-relevant spend-
ing to defense.® Their combined military spending rose from about $1.14 trillion in 2015 to $1.45
trillion in 2024, an increase of almost 30% over a decade. These absolute figures are driven pri-
marily by a small number of large economies, notably the US, which alone accounted for almost
two-thirds of total defense spending in 2024 and increased its defense expenditure by more than
$150 billion over the period.

By contrast, changes in relative defense spending as a share of GDP highlight shifts in national pri-
oritization rather than fiscal scale (see Figure Il). On this measure, several smaller countries emerge
as the most significant movers. Poland doubled its defense spending from 2.1% to 4.2% of GDP
between 2015 and 2024, while Israel" increased from 5.4% to 8.8% over the same period. Although
these countries contribute far less to global defense totals in absolute terms than the US, their
increases represent some of the sharpest reallocations of national resources toward defense.”? In
both cases, these increases align with heightened security pressures linked to ongoing or proxi-
mate conflict. NATO commitments underpin these trends. After pledging in 2014 to allocate 2%
of GDP to defense, few countries met the target, until Russia’s 2022 invasion of Ukraine triggered
sharp increases.”® By 2024, 23 of 32 NATO members had reached or exceeded this benchmark.'
The new NATO 5% commitment adopted in 2025 signals an even more assertive posture and will
shape defense budgets for years to come.

ONE | The Security Paradox 7



DEFENSE SPENDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP
Among top 0ECD defense spenders

Israel Poland United States Korea United Kingdom
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Source: SIPRI Military Expenditure Database
Figure Il: Defense Spending, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders (% of GDP), 2015-2024 Source: SIPRI Miliary Expenditure Database

At the same time, the World Economic Forum'’s Global Risks Report 2025 emphasizes that while
state-based armed conflict ranks among the top short-term threats, none of the top 10 risks over a10-year
horizon are military in nature.”® Instead, extreme weather, environmental degradation, large-scale
forced migration, and technological disruption dominate the long-termrisk profile.”” Climate changeil-
lustrates this mismatch most clearly. Under current trajectories, unchecked climate change could reduce
global GDP by roughly 177% by mid-century, causing economic losses of around $38 trillion per year by
2050 through damage to health, productivity, agriculture, and infrastructure.” By contrast, limiting global
warming to below 2°C would cost an estimated $6 trillion by 2050, a fraction of the economic damage
avoided.” These are risks military spending cannot deter and, through its own emissions, even exacer-
bates” ?° Climate impacts simultaneously degrade military effectiveness by constraining troop endur-
ance in extreme heat, reducing aircraft lift capacity, and forcing costly adaptations of bases, ports, and
infrastructure.?’ In short, the current one-dimensional focus on defense within the 3D framework leaves
the world dangerously unprepared for the defining security challenges of the future.

DEVELOPMENT: WHEN DEFENSE BECOMES THE DEFAULT

In 2024, the top 10 OECD defense spenders collectively spent $9 on defense for every $1 spent on
development (see Figure Il for country-by-country breakdown), reflecting both tightening fiscal en-
vironments and political deprioritization. The UK offers a particularly explicit example: its planned re-
duction of ODA from 0.5 to 0.3% of GDP by 2027 is explicitly justified as necessary to accommodate
higher defense spending, making visible a trade-off that many other countries enact more quietly.??23

SPENDING RATIO: DEFENSE VS. 0DA

Australia Germany Italy Korea UK

9:1 2 5:1 11:1 5:1
I I I I I

France Israel Japan Poland us

4 148:1 31 21:1 15:1
I I I I I
G cfense Development

Figure Ill: Defense-to-Development Ratio, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders, 2024
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As defense spending has risen, total ODA as a share of GDP has plateaued or fallen across most
of the top 10 OECD defense spenders (see Figure V). Apparent increases in countries such as
Poland and Germany are largely driven by in-donor refugee costs.?* Overall, in-donor gross dis-
bursements in 2024 accounted for 20% of total ODA across the group, increasing total ODA
gross disbursement figures without increasing resources for partner countries.

TOTAL ODA CONTRIBUTIONS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP

Among top OECD defense spenders

Germany France Japan United Kingdom Italy
- 0.4% e % 05% 0.5% P~
- 02% 0.3%
2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024
Korea United States Australia Poland Israel
0.1% o o S, —_— o 0.1% /N 0.1% 0.1%
0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 02% 0.2% N ———
2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024
Source: 0ECD DAC Table 1
Total ODAin gross disbursements. @

Figure IV: Total ODA, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders (% of GDP), 2015-2024

Adjusting for these distortions reveals a more sobering underlying trend. Core ODA, excluding
in-donor expenditures and capturing only resources transferred to partner countries, has remained
broadly flat between 2015 and 2024 (see Figure V). While Germany sustains comparatively high
core ODA levels, UK levels decline from earlier peaks, and the US, Italy, Korea, Australia, Poland,
and Israel remain below 0.3% of GDP.?®> Once temporary in-donor pressures are accounted for,
external development spending is largely stagnating or shrinking.

CORE ODA CONTRIBUTIONS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDF

Among top OECD defense spenders

Germany Japan France United Kingdom Korea
i 0.32% . 0.37% . 032% 0.12% .
0.22%

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Italy Australia United States Poland Israel

B e —~——— e E—— 0.08% .08% 9

ot6%  021% 022%  0.19% 016%  0.18% P e 0.03%

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Source: OECD DAC Table 1
Core 0DA s defined following ONE's methodology and excludes in-donor gross disbursements [debt relief, administrative costs @
notincluded elsewhere, scholarships and student costs in donor countries, and other in-donor expenditures).

Figure V: Core ODA, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders (% of GDP), 2015-2024
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At the same time, the share of ODA directed to fragile and conflict-affected states (FCAS) by the
top 10 OECD defense spenders has declined over the past decade, falling from 40% in 2015 to just
over 25% in 2024 (see Figure VI). This signals a retreat from prevention precisely where instability
and need is most acute:?*2” FCAS account for a disproportionate share of global insecurity spill-
overs and host the majority of the world’s extreme poor.?2 The consequences of this withdrawal fall
most heavily on those already marginalized: women, children, and other marginalized communities
face heightened exposure to (gender-based) violence and are disproportionately affected by the
loss of essential health, education, nutrition, and basic public services.?? These distributional ef-
fects deepen inequality and compound the very vulnerabilities that fuel long-term instability.

SHARE OF ODA DISBURSEMENTS ALLOCATED TO FRAGILE AND CONFLICT-AFFECTED STATES

Among top OECD defense spenders

Australia Japan Korea France United States

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

United Kingdom Italy Israel Poland Germany

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Source: OECD DAC Table 2A

0DA shares represent the proportion of bilateral and imputed multilateral disbursements allocated to Fragile and Conflict-
Affected States (FCAS) relative to 0DA-eligible countries. FCAS follow the OECD States of Fragility 2024 classification. Detailed 2024
recipient, sector and policy-marker data for Germany are not yet available at the time of this report.

Figure VI: Share of ODA Disbursements Allocated to Fragile and Conflict-Affected States (FCAS), Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders,
2015-2024

Within a shrinking ODA envelope for FCAS, resources have increasingly shifted from prevention and
resilience-building toward humanitarian response.® This reallocation has both undercut early risk
reduction and proven insufficient to meet escalating needs, locking donors into more reactive and
expensive crisis management.3' Northeastern Nigeria and Sudan illustrate how this dynamic unfolds.

In northeastern Nigeria, long-standing gaps in governance, education, and economic opportunity
formed part of the conditions under which Boko Haram emerged and persisted.’> What began as a
localized insurgency has hardened into a protracted security crisis, marked by mass kidnappings,
attacks on schools, and recurrent displacement.? The result is sustained humanitarian need and
security engagement that undermine human capital formation and delay long-term recovery.®*
While development assistance alone cannot resolve these structural drivers, the absence of ear-
ly, sustained investment makes recovery far more difficult: On average, real GDP declines by 13%
following conflict, and economies typically fail to recover even after a decade.® By contrast, every
$1invested in prevention measures can save up to $103 in future conflict costs, including mili-
tary spending, economic losses, and lives lost, underscoring the high returns to early, sustained
development engagement in reducing the scale and cost of future crisis response and security
interventions.®¢

In Sudan, years of political instability and underinvestment in basic services preceded the current
conflict, which has pushed over 15 million children into humanitarian need, more than Germany's
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entire child population.?” As needs have surged, international support has failed to keep pace: near-
ly two-thirds of Sudan’s 2025 humanitarian appeal remains unfunded, forcing widespread reduc-
tions in food, cash, health, and water services amid rising malnutrition and displacement.® 37 At
the same time, women and girls face tripled risks of gender-based violence amid conflict and the
near-collapse of health and protection systems.4®

These failures of prevention are not confined to Sudan. The conflict is already generating regional
spillovers through cross-border displacement, trade disruption, and increased strain on neighboring
countries’ humanitarian systems. In Kenya, long seen as an anchor of stability in East Africa, new
refugee arrivals are stretching already overstretched services, with the country hosting more than
840,000 refugees as of March 2025.4" 4243 The conflict also threatens Kenyan investments in coun-
tries such as South Sudan which depend on regional stability.** These spillovers illustrate how the
neglect of prevention in one crisis zone can quickly erode resilience across an entire region.

! Development is a lot cheaper than sending soldiers.”

Robert Gates, Former US Secretary of Defense

Nigeria and Sudan thus exemplify a broader pattern: as preventive investment recedes, risk man-
agement shifts toward humanitarian response, allowing crises to harden, escalate, and spill across
borders at far higher human and security costs. As humanitarian assistance absorbs a larger share
of constrained resources, spending increasingly prioritizes short-term relief, sidelining investments
in institutions, resilience, and human capital, slowing recovery and entrenching fragility.

The impact of both preventive and humanitarian ODA is weakened by persistent structural ineffi-
ciencies in how ODA is delivered. Fragmentation across multiple donor agencies increases trans-
action costs and weakens coordination; rigid earmarking limits recipients’ ability to allocate re-
sources according to national priorities; and pressure for rapid, measurable results biases funding
toward short-term outputs rather than durable institutional capacity-building.*®

As access to affordable finance contracts and delivery weakens, many countries find themselves
growing more reliant on commercial lending with higher interest rates and risk premiums, at the
cost of higher debt distress and reduced fiscal space: China’s Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) has
channeled more than $1.3 trillion in commercial loans into over 150 countries since 2013.4¢ This
model turned China from a net lender into a global debt collector, contributing to today’s wide-
spread debt distress in low-income countries (LICs).” In 2025 alone, the world’'s poorest econo-
mies owed China more than $22 billion in BRI-related repayments, diverting scarce fiscal space
away from health, education, and core state functions.*® The risk is cumulative: reduced ODA push-
es countries toward debt-heavy alternatives, thereby reinforcing fragility. At a time when nearly half
of allLICs are in or near debt distress, these dynamics collectively weaken the preventive credibility
of development cooperation and complicate efforts to reduce risk before crises escalate.*’

ONE | The Security Paradox M
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DIPLOMACY: DECLINING INVESTMENT, DIMINISHED INFLUENCE

In 2024, the top 10 OECD defense spenders collectively spent $42 on defense for every $1 spent
on diplomacy (see Figure VII for country-by-country breakdown). This matters because diploma-
cy multiplies, or constrains, the returns of defense and development spending: it embeds military
deterrence in alliances and translates development assistance into durable partnerships and
rule-setting power. Yet while diplomatic mandates have expanded, diplomatic capacity has not
kept pace. As agendas now span climate, technology, and supply-chain security, the gap between
responsibilities and resources continues to widen.®°

DEFENSE TO DIPLOMACY RATIO
Among top OECD defense spenders

Australia Germany Italy Korea UK

25:1 32:1 18:1 46:1 23:1
I I I I I

France Israel Japan Poland us

171 92:1 16:1 54:1 63:1
I I I I L]
G cfense Diplomacy

Figure VII: Defense to Diplomacy Ratio, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders, 2024

Between 2015 and 2024, annual diplomacy spending among the top 10 OECD defense remained
flat at an average of just under 0.1% of GDP throughout the decade (see Figure VIII). In real terms,
diplomatic institutions are being asked to do more with the same, or effectively fewer, resources.
These constraints weaken states’ ability to sustain coalitions, shape agendas, and enforce agree-
ments over time, while also limiting engagement with civil society and local actors that is critical
for early warning and conflict prevention.®” As diplomatic capacity erodes, states become less
able to manage crises through continuous engagement and agenda-setting, forcing responses
that are more reactive and harder to sustain, ultimately diminishing influence and increasing
downstream instability.5?

DIPLOMACY SPENDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF GDP

Among top OECD defense spenders

France United Kingdom Israel Italy Japan

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Poland Australia Germany United States Korea

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Source: Author-colleted from national budgets and expenditures [See appendix A2-3) @

Figure VIII: Diplomacy Spending, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders (% of GDP), 2015-2024
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This gap in diplomatic capacity has not gone unfilled. China’s trajectory illustrates how sustained
investment converts presence into influence. In 2025, China increased its diplomatic budget by
8.4% to $8.87 billion, highlighting its ambition to expand global influence, especially in the Global
South.5®* China now has more diplomatic missions than any other country in the world, enabling
continuous, embedded engagement.®* Combined with its position as one of the world’s single larg-
est official creditors, this may provide China increased opportunities to influence voting behavior in
multilateral forums.%® Its investments are reflected in perception data: according to a 2025 Afroba-
rometer survey, 60% of respondents across Africa view China’s influence positively, giving it the
strongest reputation among external actors.%¢

While China converts scale and sustained presence into diplomatic influence, Russia demon-
strates how influence can also be built through targeted, low-cost diplomatic and elite-level en-
gagement. It elevated Africa to a strategic priority in its March 2023 Foreign Policy Concept, de-
voting a dedicated section to the continent for the first time.5” Russia has cultivated close ties with
political, military, and business elites, often in fragile or authoritarian contexts, exchanging secu-
rity assistance and political backing for diplomatic alignment, commercial access, and supportin
multilateral forums.%® These efforts are reinforced by Russian-linked disinformation and influence
campaigns across multiple African countries that undermine European and UN credibility and ex-
acerbate instability.5? As OECD diplomatic presence contracts, such tactics become more effec-
tive, enabling Russia to break its isolation and expand its footprint in strategically vital regions such
as the Red Sea and the Mediterranean.®® The result is weaker sanctions enforcement, reduced in-
fluence in multilateral decision-making, greater difficulty sustaining peace operations, and higher
downstream costs from instability and regional spillovers.

Together, these dynamics illustrate the strategic cost of neglecting diplomacy: as China and Rus-
sia convert sustained engagement into influence, OECD countries increasingly find themselves
responding to crises under weaker conditions, after opportunities to shape outcomes early have
already narrowed.

This asymmetry is ultimately reflected in how resources are allocated across all 3Ds. The Top 10
OECD Defense Spenders allocate $7 to defense spending for every $1 devoted to development
and diplomacy combined (see Figure IX).

DEFENSE TO DEVELOPMENT AND DIPLOMACY RATIO
Among top OECD defense spenders

Australia Germany [taly Korea UK
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Figure IX: Defense-to-Development and Diplomacy Ratio, Top 10 OECD Defense Spenders, 2024
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[V. HEALTH IN THE 3D EQUATION: WHY STRONG HEALTH SYSTEMS

ARE A PREREQUISITE FOR STABILITY

Robust global health investment is one of the most effective non-military tools for preventing cri-
ses.®" Health systems can amplify either stability or insecurity. When they function effectively, they
can support economic productivity, protect human capital, and strengthen state legitimacy. When
they fail, they can accelerate fragility. This section uses the 3D lens to show that global health re-
duces future defense burdens by preventing destabilizing shocks, strengthens development out-
comes by protecting and expanding human capital, and enhances diplomatic influence by provid-
ing visible, life-saving support that builds trust and credibility.

Current spending patterns reveal a stark disconnect between this logic and policy reality. The top
10 OECD defense spenders countries devoted $65 to defense for every $1to global health in 2024.
This contraction reflects a structural pivot away from prevention and basic service delivery and to-
ward short-term crisis response. The temporary surge in health spending during the COVID-19 pan-
demic masked an underlying downward trend that resumed quickly thereafter, as absolute health
spending levels fell from $31 billion in 2021 to $23 billion in 2024. This reflects a 25% decrease in
real terms and a 35% decrease in health’s share of overall ODA (see Figure X).°? As basic services
weaken, health shocks increasingly translate into security crises, shifting the burden from preven-
tion to reactive management. The costs of underinvestment are thus deferred - not avoided - and
reappear later in higher defense spending, humanitarian response, and long-term fragility.

HEALTH ODA CONTRIBUTIONS AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 0DA

Among top OECD defense spenders

United States Australia United Kingdom Korea France

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024

Japan Italy Israel Poland Germany

™ ey ‘/-/\o a6 sl X # w/\o

2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024 2015 2024
Source: 0ECD Creditor Reporting System (CRS), Provider's total use of the multilateral system
Health ODA represent the share of total bilateral and imputed multilateral gross disbursements allocated to 0DA-eligible @

countries. ONE's definition of "Health" includes contributions to population policies/programs and reproductive health.

Figure X: Health’s Share of Total ODA, Top OECD Defense Spenders, 2015-2024

DEFENSE: HEALTH AS STABILIZATION AND CONFLICT PREVENTION

From a defense perspective, cuts to global health represent a destabilizing force. A 2025 Lancet
study warned that reductions in US ODA could potentially cause more than 14 million preventable
deaths by 2030, including 4.5 million children under five.®® Between 2001 and 2021, USAID pro-
grams were estimated to have prevented 91 million deaths in low- and middle-income countries
(LMICs), reducing mortality from HIV/AIDS by 65%, malaria by 51%, and neglected tropical diseases
by 50%, illustrating the scale of impact now at risk.®*
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Public health crises often expose and deepen state capacity shortfalls. When governments fail
to provide reliable services during these crises, public trust and state legitimacy decline.®® The
2014-2016 Ebola crisis in Sierra Leone, Guinea and Liberia illustrates this dynamic: In Sierra Leone,
individual trust in government decreased by roughly 12% to 34%, driven by perceptions of weak
epidemic response and failing health services.®® These governance failures were compounded by
large-scale military deployments to enforce quarantines and border controls, which heightened
public fear and increased the risk of civil unrest, further undermining state authority in an already
fragile setting.®’ In Liberia, police enforcement of Ebola quarantines sparked violent clashes as
crowds attempted to break restrictions, while in Guinea the outbreak intensified existing political
tensions between the government and opposition.®® Together, these cases show how weaknesses
in health systems can interact with existing fragility to accelerate political instability, social unrest,
and security risk. Conversely, PEPFAR countries recorded 40% less instability than non-recipient
countries, aligning with other empirical evidence that consistently associates health ODA with
stronger governance and lower political instability.®” 7°

! Security without development cannot last.”

James Appathurai, NATO Spokesman

DEVELOPMENT: HEALTH AS PREVENTION AND ECONOMIC RESILIENCE

From a development standpoint, global health is inextricably linked to economic growth and long-
term stability. According to the World Bank, every dollar invested in nutrition can yield up to 23
times its value through improved health outcomes and productivity.”’ Researchers in 2020 esti-
mated that total immunization against 10 major pathogens could avert more than $800 billion in
economic losses across 94 LMICs between 2021 and 2030, with over 98% of these gains coming
from avoided productivity losses.”?

These benefits compound even further when health investments drive innovation. Between 2000
and 2040, biomedical innovations for neglected diseases are expected to save more than 40 mil-
lion lives and avert 2.83 billion disability-adjusted life years (DALYs).”*7* These gains translate into
an estimated $49.7 trillion in societal benefits, concentrated primarily in sub-Saharan Africa and
South/Southeast Asia, where the burden of neglected diseases is highest.”> At the same time,
global health R&D has proven to be one of the highest-return public investments for high-income
countries (HICs) as well: $71 billion in public funding since 2007 has generated $511 billion in GDP
growth, 643,000 jobs, 20,000 patents, and life-saving technologies that work across borders.”®
Many important medical breakthroughs, including the RSV vaccine, originated from tools first de-
veloped for LMICs.”” When health systems are underfunded, innovation spillovers are lost, repre-
senting not only a human cost, but a missed opportunity for shared economic growth, productivity,
and innovation.
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DIPLOMACY: HEALTH AS SOFT POWER AND STRATEGIC INFLUENCE

While global health assistance is delivered primarily through development cooperation, it operates
simultaneously as a diplomatic instrument. Investments that build internal resilience and econom-
ic capacity in recipient countries also generate external returns for donors, bolstering credibility,
trust, and agenda-setting power.

For two decades, US global health programs served as some of the most visible and trusted ex-
pressions of American soft power.”® These investments yield benefits for both donors and recip-
ients, providing exceptionally high returns in contexts where access to basic health care remains
one of the most urgent public needs.”” They generate public goodwill and strengthen diplomatic
influence: for example, countries receiving major US health investments through PEPFAR or the
President’s Malaria Initiative reported significantly higher approval of the US, with surveys showing
roughly 6-percentage-point increases in favorable views for every additional $100 million in health
assistance.®°

Beyond influence, global health diplomacy also functions as a form of strategic insurance, reduc-
ing exposure to the economic and political fallout of weak health systems. Pandemic preparedness
costs an estimated $4.5 billion per year yet can avert roughly $60 billion in annual pandemic loss-
es, with every dollar invested generating about $14 in health and economic gains.®' Strong global
health systems reduce the risks of outbreaks, economic shocks, and geopolitical instability, pro-
tecting donor countries as much as the states they support.

Yet recent US retrenchment from 66 UN-associated bodies, including the World Health Organiza-
tion, and the dissolution of USAID mark an erosion of this long-standing leadership.8? 83 It has dis-
rupted supply chains for essential medicines and vaccines, created uncertainty for implementing
partners, and signaled to LMICs that US commitments may no longer be dependable.?* As aresult,
the US has forfeited credibility and agenda-setting influence within global health governance, wid-
ening the opening for competitors.

China has been a highly assertive actor in filling this strategic vacuum by leveraging health assis-
tance to forge political partnerships, shape global narratives, and position itself as a dependable
provider of emergency support.t® 8¢ 8 During the COVID-19 pandemic, China officials and state
media highlighted Beijing's rapid delivery of medical aid, such as a shipment of masks and test
kits to Madagascar just 120 hours after its health emergency declaration, as proof of China's global
solidarity.®® In parallel, China depicted Western countries as self-interested, pointing to Europe's
export bans on medical equipment to argue that the pandemic had “revealed the true face of the
West."8? These narratives resonated in part because they echoed real disparities: in 2022, while
HICs moved to third and fourth vaccine doses, many LICs struggled to administer even a first shot,
with vaccination rates below 10% in places like Yemen, Haiti, and much of sub-Saharan Africa.”®
This stark divide, where six times more boosters were administered daily than first doses in LICs,
significantly undermined the EU's credibility.”’ As a result, China strengthened its standing in parts
of Africa, Asia, and Latin America, where visible and timely health support translated into political
goodwill and created deeper receptivity to Chinese narratives and strategic priorities.”?

ZEITENWENDE 2.0: GERMANY’S ROLE IN PREVENTIVE GLOBAL HEALTH

As some actors retrench and others expand visible health engagement, space opens for states that
can align prevention, partnership, and security objectives. Germany, as a leading OECD economy
and a core actor in Europe’s security architecture, faces precisely this choice. While the Zeiten-
wende has emphasized Germany’s need to strengthen deterrence and military preparedness,
without parallel and proportional investment in health and prevention, it has left it strategically
more exposed. Germany has long been a vocal supporter of global health institutions such as the
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vaccine alliance Gavi, the Global Fund to fight AIDS, TB and Malaria, the Global Polio Eradication
Initiative, and the Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations. There are notable examples:
Germany's 2025 pledge of $1.2 billion (€1 billion) to the Global Fund and $688 million (€600 million)
contribution to Gavi.”®

Yet despite this continued engagement, these investments have not grown proportionately along-
side the country’s expanding defense commitments. Between 2015 and 2025, Germany'’s military
spending increased by nearly 90% in real terms, driven largely by the $117 billion (€100 billion) special
defense fund established in 202274 In 2025, the Bundeswehr’s budget surpassed $100 billion, mak-
ing it the second-largest in NATO, after the US, facilitated by the exemption of defense expenditures
above 1% of GDP from Germany's constitutionally mandated debt brake (Schuldenbremse).”® %

If you don’t fund the State Department fully, then | need to buy

more ammunition.”

James Mattis, Former US Secretary of Defense

In contrast, Germany's ODA contribution as a share of GDP hovered above 0.7% between 2015-
2024 but is now projected to shrink by 28% from 2022 levels by 2026. Health as a share of Germa-
ny’'s total ODA fell from 5% pre-pandemic to 3% in 2023. This decline demonstrates a relative de-
prioritization within a shrinking ODA budget, rather than a strategic withdrawal from global health
engagement. However, as ONE warned, even these cuts, representing just 0.05% of Germany's
federal budget, could lead to 500,000 preventable deaths, failure to prevent 9 million new infec-
tions of AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria, and 2.2 million children left unvaccinated against polio.”” %8

To fulfill the full potential of Zeitenwende, Germany must elevate global health within its security
strategy. Germany's concept of vernetzte Sicherheit (comprehensive security), first articulated in
the 2006 White Paper on German Security Policy, emphasized the integrated use of diplomatic,
development, and defense tools to prevent crises rather than merely respond to them.?” While the
term has faded from recent political discourse, its underlying logic resurfaced in the 2023 National
Security Strategy, which adopted a broader and integrated understanding of security encompass-
ing human, economic, and societal dimensions.®® The creation of Germany's National Security
Council in 2025 renews the possibility of realizing this integrated vision. The urgency of this inte-
grated approach becomes even clearer in light of the structural reform announced at the Feder-
al Foreign Office in late 2025.°' The dissolution of the long-standing directorate for stabilization,
humanitarian assistance, peacebuilding, and crisis prevention, and the redistribution of its func-
tions into regional divisions with primarily bilateral mandates, signals a foreign policy architecture
increasingly oriented toward hard security, geoeconomics, and intergovernmental diplomacy.'°?
While these reforms seek to streamline structures and reflect new strategic priorities, they also
risk weakening institutional anchors for prevention and human security at a moment when global
risks are becoming more systemic. Cross-cutting issues such as global health, which do not fit
neatly into regional or defense-focused portfolios, may lose strategic visibility unless their rele-
vance is explicitly embedded within Germany’s evolving security framework. By embedding global
health into this integrated security architecture, Germany would bridge its historic leadership with
its emerging institutional capacity, shaping a 21st-century security model grounded in resilience,
partnership, and prevention.
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VI. CONCLUSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Security is lived in communities facing hunger, disease, and displacement, and in states whose in-
stitutions are stretched to their limits. Current security debates do not reflect this reality. We need
a comprehensive security understanding that fully recognizes the role of development cooperation
and diplomacy.

In a world where the main drivers of instability are increasingly non-military, countries cannot rely
on defense spending alone. Yet, in 2024, the top 10 OECD defense spenders collectively devoted
over 85% of all security-related spending to defense, leaving less than 15% for development and
diplomacy.'** But when the top 10 OECD defense spenders allocate:

- $9 to defense spending for every $1 devoted to development
- $42 to defense spending for every $1 devoted to diplomacy

- $7todefense spending for every $1devoted to development and diplomacy combined,

they are choosing short-term reaction over long-term stability.

A security architecture dominated by defense spending may deter certain types of immediate
threats, but it cannot prevent the cascading crises that shape people’s daily lives and ultimately
generate new security burdens.

This imbalance between defense spending on the one hand and development diplomacy spending
on the other hand also creates a growing strategic vulnerability. Geopolitical competitors such
as China are increasing investments across all three 3Ds, pairing military modernization with
sustained development finance and an expanding diplomatic footprint. States that retreat from
development and diplomacy cede political space, credibility, and agenda-setting power in regions
where long-term security outcomes are being shaped.

The core claim introduced at the beginning of this report therefore holds: sustainable security de-
pends on rebalancing the 3Ds, pairing defense with the development and diplomacy required to
sustain stability, build resilience, and reduce the need or future crises to be fought at all.

The following policy recommendations outline how the top 10 OECD defense spenders can rebal-
ance their security strategies toward prevention, resilience, and long-term stability.
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IMPLEMENT AN INTEGRATED
3D APPROACH

Sustainable security requires OECD coun-
tries to adopt an integrated security ap-
proach, ensuring that the 3Ds, Defense,
Development, and Diplomacy, are equally
embedded in funding priorities and national
security strategies.

1. SECURITY POLICY FUNDING
MUST GO BEYOND DEFENSE.

1.1 Additional defense spending must be pro-
portionally matched by investments in devel-
opment and diplomacy

e Achieve the 0.7% GNI baseline for ODA.

* Once the 0.7% GNI baseline is achieved, intro-
duce a "marginal match” rule: any ann al per-
centage increase in defense spending above
the historic 2% of GDP must be matched by
at least 1:1 equivalent percentage increase
in combined development and diplomacy
spending, relative to their previous-year levels.

e Conduct an annual 3D balance review to as-
sess alignment with risk profiles and quantify
the fiscal costs of inaction, including conflict,
displacement, and disease outbreaks.

1.2 Trigger early, collective action.

Establish shared indicators of fragility, demo-
cratic rupture, or governance collapse that au-
tomatically trigger coordinated actions. Treat
state failure as a collective security risk requir-
ing early non-military intervention. Create insti-
tutional structures where experts from all three
areas of expertise discuss potential actions.

1.3 Establish joint country strategies.

Integrate expertise from defense, develop-
ment, and diplomacy to develop cross-minis-
terial country strategies.

2. LEVERAGE DEVELOPMENT AND
DIPLOMACY TO PREVENT CRISES
ND ENHANCE SOFT POWER.

2.1 Allocate humanitarian aid and develop-
ment funds based on risk.

Use risk-based factors such as fragility, hu-
manitarian needs, and conflict risk to decide
where to allocate ODA. Focus on prevention
and stabilization and reconstruction in areas
most likely to escalate.

2.2 Fund diplomacy based on strategic need
and capacity gaps.

Invest more in diplomacy where it matters
most. Compare how important a region is with
how many staff and resources are there. Focus
on areas where global competition is growing
but diplomatic presence is still too weak.

2.3 Move from fragmented projects to long-
term funding.

Provide flexible ODA funding that enables
adaption to changing circumstances and
learning within a project or program.

3. RECOGNIZING HEALTH
AS A SECURITY FACTOR

3.1 Stabilize health ODA.

Stop cuts to health ODA, create a roadmap
for closing global financing gaps, and support
partner countries in efforts to increase domes-
tic resources for health financing.

3.2 Use debt2health as budget-friendly in-
strument.

Expand debt-for-health swaps by scaling up
participation in debt conversion mechanisms
that channel savings into domestic invest-
ments in preventable diseases, and resilient
health systems.
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APPENDIX A1. METHODOLOGY: MEASURING THE 3DS

This report provides the first integrated, data-backed assessment of the 3D framework, combin-
ing data from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC), and
national and multilateral budget reports.’0% 105,106

We focus on the top 10 defense spenders within the OECD, as identified by SIPRI, in absolute terms:
the US, UK, France, Germany, Japan, Italy, Israel, South Korea, Australia, and Poland.®” Together,
these countries accounted for more than 56% of global military expenditure in 2024.°8 While China
and Russia also rank among the world's top spenders, these OECD countries offer a more compa-
rable benchmark due to standardized reporting and shared governance norms. Together, these 10
states participate in key security alliances and economic institutions that structure global coop-
eration, from NATO and Indo-Pacific partnerships to the G7, OECD, and other multilateral forums.
Their fiscal choices collectively shape the balance between defense, development, and diplomacy,
making them one of the most relevant reference groups for policymakers seeking to build sustain-
able security within a shared values framework.

SCOPE AND REFERENCE PERIOD

We analyze the period 2015-2024 to capture the evolution of security, development, and diploma-
cy spending before and after major global disruptions such as the COVID-19 pandemic and Rus-
sia's invasion of Ukraine. The year 2015 provides both a consistent baseline and a 10-year window
for assessing changes in defense, development, and diplomacy spending.’®® Across cross-pillar
comparisons as well as disaggregated regional and sectoral analysis, the study uses data through
2024, the latest year for which comparable figures are available, with the exception of Germany'’s
2024 disaggregated ODA data.™®

HE 3DS: DATA SOURCES AND DEFINITIONS

Each of the three pillars is analyzed using internationally recognized definitions and the most reli-
able available data to ensure comparability across countries. Our goal is to integrate these pillars
into a single analytic framework, apply consistent cross-country definitions, and produce a unified
dataset that enables direct comparison of how major security actors allocate resources across the
3D spectrum.

Defense: We use SIPRI's Military Expenditure Database, which compiles official national data and
open-source estimates following NATO'’s standard definition of defense expenditure. Under this
framework, military expenditure includes all current and capital spending on armed forces, de-
fense ministries, paramilitary forces trained for military operations, and military space activities."?
It encompasses personnel, operations and maintenance, procurement, construction, research and
development, and military aid, while excluding civil defense and past military obligations.

Development: We use OECD-DAC datasets, the international standard for tracking ODA. ODA re-
porting captures both bilateral and multilateral disbursements, offers harmonized sector classifi-
cations, and enables consistent comparisons of donor priorities over time."™ Total ODA and Core
ODA are measured using OECD DAC1 gross disbursement data."> " To assess where this assis-
tance ultimately flows, including to FCAS, we supplement DAC2A bilateral disbursement data with
ONE's estimates of the country-level allocation of multilateral ODA. For sectoral analysis of health
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spending, we use the OECD Creditor Reporting System'’s (CRS) bilateral gross disbursements and
ONE's imputed multilateral data, applying purpose codes for health and population programs to
measure contributions to global health outcomes.® %120 Detailed 2024 recipient, sector, and pol-
icy-marker data for Germany are not yet available at the time of this report.

Diplomacy: We use the UN Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG) External Affairs
definition, which covers foreign affairs administration, diplomatic and consular services, and con-
tributions to international organizations.” We draw on national budget and expenditure reports to
isolate expenditures related to foreign ministry operations, diplomatic missions, consular services,
and public and cultural diplomacy."?? Contributions to international organizations are excluded, as
they are already frequently recorded as ODA under OECD-DAC rules.

DATA HARMONIZATION AND VALIDATION

We harmonize absolute monetary values to constant 2024 USD to ensure comparability across
pillars and years following OECD-DAC methodology."”® For defense and diplomacy data, current
local currency units are first converted to current USD using annual average market exchange rates
and then adjusted to constant terms by applying fixed 2024 exchange rates and country-specific
GDP deflators. Development data follows a varied approach based on the source: DAC1 data re-
ported in current USD is converted to constant 2024 USD using the OECD-DAC deflation method,
while DAC2A and CRS data are utilized in their provided constant 2024 USD form."?* All economic
indicators, including exchange rates, GDP deflators, and current GDP, are sourced from the World
Bank's World Development Indicators.’?® Percent-of-GDP calculations utilize current USD for both
the spending numerator and the GDP denominator to accurately reflect donor effort relative to eco-
nomic size within a specific year. All datasets are merged at the country-year level and validated for
consistency across the ten donor countries. For all group-level indicators, including sectoral shares
and spending-to-GDP ratios, values are calculated as ratios of aggregate spending to aggregate
totals across countries.

LIMITATION

We recognize three main limitations affecting cross-country comparability. First, while defense,
development, and diplomacy figures are harmonized to 2024, the transparency and detail of under-
lying budget and expenditure data vary across sources. This issue is most pronounced for diploma-
cy budgets, where countries report different levels of disaggregation, but also affects SIPRI-based
military expenditure and line-item ODA data to a lesser extent. To limit the impact of these dif-
ferences, the analysis relies on the most robust nationally reported totals for each pillar and uses
finer-grained categories only when they are available on a comparable basis, with any remaining
gaps or asymmetries flagged in the appendices. Second, there is the possibility of overlap across
the three pillars, since defense, development, and certain diplomacy activities, such as security
assistance or contributions to multilateral institutions, can appear in more than one dataset. To
avoid double-counting, we use authoritative definitions for each pillar and analyze them separately
rather than aggregating expenditures across categories. Third, diplomacy spending is not report-
ed under a standardized international framework. Countries structure and classify foreign-affairs
budgets differently, and no common database isolates ‘diplomacy’ expenditures. Constructing a
comparable diplomacy series therefore requires judgment about which foreign-ministry lines to
include or exclude. These definitional choices are guided by a common conceptual framework and
documented in Appendices A2 and A3.1%¢
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APPENDIX A2. DIPLOMACY DATA SOURCES AND METHODS

Overview: Diplomacy spending is identified using the COFOG External Affairs classification as a
reference point, extracted from national budget lines that directly finance foreign-affairs adminis-
tration, diplomatic and consular services, overseas representation, and public and cultural diplo-
macy activities. Because countries structure external-affairs budgets differently (often bundling
ODA, security assistance, and multilateral contributions), we isolate only those expenditures sup-
porting core foreign-ministry operations and bilateral diplomatic presence, consistently exclud-
ing development cooperation, stabilization programming, security assistance, and assessed/
voluntary contributions to international organizations (where separately identifiable, to avoid dou-
ble-counting with ODA). All figures reflect actual expenditures where available (or budgeted allo-
cations otherwise, as noted per country), drawn from official primary national sources, and aligned
with each country’'s fiscal or financial-year reporting conventions for cross-country comparability.

SUMMARY OF NATIONAL SOURCES AND COVERAGE OF DIPLOMACY SPENDING FOR THE TOP 10
OECD DEFENSE SPENDERS (2015-2024)

Country Primary Source(s) Functional Coverage Exclusions / Notes
United States Office of Budget & Management Function 150; Subfunctions Excludes 151 [development],
(OMB] Historical Tables — Table  153-154: State Department op- 152 (security assistance), 155
327 erations, diplomatic & consular (financial programs). Figures
services, public diplomacy. are actual expenditures.
United Kingdom  HM Treasury, Public Expendi- General public services - Figures are actual expendi-
ture Statistical Analyses (PESA] “international services” minus tures and on a financial-year
2025 - Table 4.2'%8 Foreign Economic Aid basis, aligned to the starting
calendar year.
France Performance data (Les don- Mission: External Action of Figures are actual expendi-
nées de la performance); '° the State (Action extérieure tures (crédits de paiement
Court of Auditors (cour des de I'ttat) (Programs 105, 151, exécutés).
comptes] NEB 2022 & 185]: Foreign policy, consular
2024"": PLRG 20242 affairs, and cultural diplomacy.
Germany German Federal Budget Chapter 02 - Foreign Affairs Excludes 022 International
(Bundeshaushalt Digital)'™** (Auswdrtige Angelegenheit- Organizations (Internationale
en): 021 Foreign Missions Organisationen], 023 Economic
(Auslandsvertretungen); Cooperation (Wirtschaftliche
024 Cultural Affairs Abroad Zusammenarbeit und En-
(Wirtschaftliche Zusam- twicklung]. Figures are actual
menarbeit und Entwicklung);  expenditures.
diplomacy components of 029
Other Foreign Affairs (Sonstige
auswdrtige Angelegenheiten).
Italy Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Mission 1 (1.1-1.2): Core Excludes programs 4.2 (devel-

International Cooperation [Min-
istero degli Affari Esteri e della
Cooperazione Internazionale)
(MAECI], Transparency Portal
(Stato di Previsione]'*

diplomatic representation
and headquarters operations.
Mission 4 (4.1, 4.4, 4.6-4.7, 4.9,
412-413, 415, 4.17-4.18): For-
eign policy coordination and
public/cultural diplomacy.

opment), 4.8 & 4.14 [security
cooperation). Figures are actu-
al expenditures [per cassa].
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Country Primary Source(s) Functional Coverage Exclusions / Notes
Poland State Budget Execution Report  Part 45 - Foreign Affairs Excluded are Division 752- Na-
(Sprawozdanie z wykonania (Sprawy zagraniczne] under tional Defense [Obrona naro-
budzetu panstwa)'* Division 750 - Public Ad- dowa], Division 853 - Other
ministration (Administracja Social Policy Tasks [Pozostate
publiczna]: foreign policy zadania z zakresu polityki
administration, diplomatic and spotecznej], and Chapter
consular services, and public/ 75079 - Foreign Aid (Pomoc
cultural diplomacy. zagraniczna).
Figures are actual expendi-
tures [(wykonany].
Australia Department of Foreign Affairs ~ Outcome 1 (1.1, 1.5, 1.6); Excludes Outcomes 1.2-1.4
& Trade (DFAT] Portfolio Budget Outcome 2 (2.1]; Outcome 3 (ODA), 1.7 [tourism), 2.2 [pass-
Statements [2015-2024])" (3.1-3.2): foreign-affairs ad- ports); EFIC from 1.1. Figures
ministration, public diplomacy, are estimated actuals on a
consular services, overseas financial-year basis.
presence.
Israel State Budget Laws (Knesset Ministry of Foreign Affairs pro-  MASHAV (0DA) excluded; no
legislation portal]™’ grams 51.01 (headquarters), enacted budget for 2020
51.02 (embassies/consulates), (continuing appropriations).
51.03 (diplomatic activity): Figures are budget allocations.
public & cultural diplomacy.
Japan Ministry of Foreign Affairs MOFA budget appropriations Official Security Assistance

(MOFA) Diplomatic Bluebooks'®
MOFA White Papers on Develop-
ment Cooperation'S; MOFA 0SA
Press Release'?

minus 0DA allocated to the
ministry: diplomatic mission
operations, consular services,
public diplomacy, non-0DA
assessed contributions to
international organizations,
and economic diplomacy.

(0SA) excluded. Figures repre-
sent budget allocations.

South Korea

Open Fiscal Data Portal™';
Korea International Cooper-
ation Agency (KOICA] Annual
Reports'™? National Assembly
Budget Office (NABO] Budget
Results™

MOFA budget excluding KOICA
and 0DA-related activities.

Figures for 2015-2022 are
actual expenditures, while fig-
ures for 2023-2024 are budget
allocations.
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APPENDIX A3. DETAILED COUNTRY NOTES

United States: Diplomacy spending corresponds to OMB Budget Function 150 (International Af-
fairs), limited to subfunctions 153 — Conduct of Foreign Affairs and 154 - Foreign Information and
Exchange Activities. These capture State Department operations, diplomatic and consular ser-
vices, assessed non-0ODA contributions to international organizations, and public diplomacy and
exchange programs. Excluded are 151 - International Development and Humanitarian Assistance,
152 — International Security Assistance, and 155 — International Financial Programs. Outlays repre-
sent actual expenditures (cash disbursements).

United Kingdom: Diplomacy spending is derived from HM Treasury’s Public Expenditure Statistical
Analyses (PESA), using functional expenditure categories that correspond to COFOG Level 2 ex-
ternal-affairs activities. Diplomacy is measured as the portion of “international services” reported
under the General public services function (Table 4.2), after subtracting “Foreign economic aid”
from Table 5.2, which removes ODA-related expenditures. All figures are outturns, originally pre-
sented on a financial-year basis; for cross-country comparability, each financial year is aligned to
its starting calendar year.

Germany: Diplomacy spending is drawn from the Federal Ministry of Finance's Bundeshaushalt
Digital Portal, using the functional classification for Function O — General Services (Funktionen O
- Allgemeine Dienste), Chapter 02 - Foreign Affairs (Kapitel 02 — Auswaértige Angelegenheiten).
Diplomacy corresponds to expenditures recorded under Chapter 021 - Foreign Missions (Titel 012
— Auslandsvertretungen), 024 Foreign Schools and Cultural Affairs Abroad (Titel 024 — Wirtschaft-
liche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung), and the diplomacy-relevant components of 029 Other
Foreign Affairs (Titel 029 — Sonstige auswértige Angelegenheiten). ltems in 029 that constitute
humanitarian assistance, stabilization programming, democracy support, or other development
activities are excluded to avoid overlap with ODA. Chapter 023 — Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment (Titel 023 — Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung) and 022 — International
Organizations (Titel 022 — Internationale Organisationen) are excluded, which comprise of ODA and
assessed and voluntary multilateral contributions. The remaining expenditures represent Germa-
ny's core diplomatic apparatus, including international representation, cultural diplomacy, political
foundations, presidencies, public diplomacy, treaty obligations, and administrative support to the
Foreign Office. All values reflect actual annual expenditures.

France: Diplomacy spending corresponds to the Mission: External Action of the State (Action ex-
térieure de I'Etat), which encompasses the Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs’ core foreign poli-
cy, consular, and cultural diplomacy activities (Programmes 105, 151, 185). Figures represent actual
expenditures (crédits de paiement exécutés) for each fiscal year. For 2015-2021, data come from
the Budgetary performance data (Les données de la performance) series; for 2022 and 2024, fig-
ures are from the Budget execution notes (Notes d’exécution budgétaire) of the Court of Auditors
(Cour des comptes); and for 2023, data are from the Draft law relating to management results (Pro-
jet de loi relatif aux résultats de la gestion) (PLRG), which consolidates the actual spending.

Italy: Italy’s diplomacy spending is drawn from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Co-
operation (MAECI) and includes the programs that form the ministry’s core diplomatic, consular,
administrative, and cultural-external-action functions. Diplomacy corresponds to Mission 1 - In-
stitutional and General Services of Public Administrations (Servizi istituzionali e generali delle am-
ministrazioni pubbliche), specifically Programme 1.1 — Political Leadership (Indirizzo politico) and
Programme 1.2 - General and Administrative Services (Servizi e affari generali), and to the diplo-
macy components of Mission 4 — Italy in Europe and the World (L'Italia in Europa e nel mondo). The
relevant Mission 4 programs include those covering political and multilateral diplomacy, consular
services, economic and cultural diplomacy, representation within the European Union, public diplo-
macy, and the operation, security, and coordination of Italy’s diplomatic network abroad (Programs
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41, L4, 4.6-47, 49, 412-413, 415, 417-418). Programmes dedicated to development cooperation
(Program 4.2 — Cooperazione allo sviluppo) and to political-security or stabilization cooperation
(Programs 4.8 — Cooperazione internazionale per la pace e la sicurezza and 4.14 — Cooperazione in
materia di sicurezza internazionale) are excluded. Expenditures reflect actual expenditures.

Poland: Diplomacy spending is obtained from Poland’'s State Budget Execution Reports (2015-
2023), which record actual expenditures (wykonany) by ministry (czesc¢), sector (dziat), and pro-
gram (rozdziat). Data are drawn from Part 45 — Foreign Affairs (Sprawy zagraniczne) under Division
750 — Public Administration (Dziat 750 — Administracja publiczna), covering foreign policy admin-
istration, diplomatic and consular services, international representation, and public/cultural diplo-
macy. Excluded are Division 752— National Defense (Dziat 752 — Obrona narodowa), Division 853 —
Other Social Policy Tasks (Dziat 853 — Pozostate zadania z zakresu polityki spotecznej), and Chapter
75079 - Foreign Aid (Rozdziat 75079 — Pomoc zagraniczna).

Australia: Diplomacy spending is compiled from DFAT's budgeted expenditures under Outcome
1 (Advancement of Interests), Outcome 2 (Australians Abroad) and Outcome 3 (Secure Presence
Overseas). Included programs: 1.1 Foreign Affairs and Trade Operations; 1.5 New Colombo Plan; 1.6
Public Diplomacy; 3.1 Foreign Affairs and Trade Security and IT, and 3.2 Overseas Property. Pro-
grams 1.7 International Tourism Interests, all ODA (Programs 1.2-1.4), 2.2 Passport Services, and
contributions to Australia's Export Finance and Insurance Corporation (EFIC) under Program 1.1 are
excluded. Figures reflect estimated actual expenditures on a financial-year basis.

Israel: Diplomacy spending is drawn from the State Budget Laws (nij* nnpx1) published annually
by the Ministry of Finance (MFA) and archived on the Knesset legislation portal. Coverage includes
the MFA budget lines covering headquarters operations in Israel (51.01), the operation of embassies
and consulates abroad (51.02), and diplomatic activity abroad (51.03). Contributions to international
organizations are excluded from diplomacy spending, as is ODA, which is implemented separately
through the Agency for International Development Cooperation (MASHAV). No state budget was
enacted for 2020, during which the government operated under a continuing budget until approval
of the 2020-2021 budget in November 2021. Figures are budgeted allocations.

Japan: Diplomacy spending is derived from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ (MOFA) total budget
appropriations (initial plus supplementary) minus MOFA-specific ODA budget appropriations for
each fiscal year. We exclude Official Security Assistance (OSA) from 2023-2024 data, as it was es-
tablished in 2023 and falls under defense spending calculations. This isolates budgeted resources
for diplomatic mission operations, consular services, public diplomacy, non-ODA assessed contri-
butions to international organizations, and economic diplomacy. All figures represent authorized
budget appropriations.

South Korea: Diplomacy spending is derived from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) budget by
excluding all expenditures under the Korea International Cooperation Agency (KOICA). KOICA oper-
ates under MOFA and implements Korea's bilateral grant and technical cooperation projects; there-
fore, this program represents the ODA component of MOFA's budget. For 2015-2022, total annual
MOFA budgets are obtained from the Ministry of Economy and Finance's Open Fiscal Data Portal,
while KOICA's annual government contributions are taken from KOICA's official annual reports. For
2023-2024, where only projected data is available, KOICA ODA amounts are subtracted from MO-
FA's total budget using the National Assembly Budget Office (NABO) Budget Deliberation Results.

ONE | The Security Paradox 25



Endnotes

10

n
12

13

14

15
16
17

18
19

This statement refers to absolute military spending. See Xiao Liang et al., Trends in World Military Expenditure,
2024 (Stockholm: SIPRI, April 2025),1,

https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2025-04/2504 fs milex 2024.pdf.

See Clara Falkenek, “Who's at 2 Percent? Look How NATO Allies Have Increased Their Defense Spending Since
Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine,” Atlantic Council, July 8, 2024,
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/econographics/whos-at-2-percent-look-how-nato-allies-have-increased-
their-defense-spending-since-russias-invasion-of-ukraine/ and Alice Tidey and Shona Murray, “Defence Spend to
5% of GDP, Ukraine, Russia: The Key Takeaways from the NATO Summit,” Euronews, June 25, 2025,
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/06/25/defence-spend-to-5-of-gdp-ukraine-russia-the-key-take-
aways-from-the-nato-summit.

The 5% pledge consists of two distinct elements: at least 3.5% of GDP for NATO-defined core defence expendi-
tures and capability targets, and up to 1.5% of GDP for broader security functions such as infrastructure protec-
tion, cyber defence, civil preparedness, innovation, and strengthening the defense industrial base. See “Defence
Expenditures and NATO's 5% Commitment,” NATO, June 27, 2025,
https://www.nato.int/en/what-we-do/introduction-to-nato/defence-expenditures-and-natos-5-commitment.
The ODA benchmark for OECD-DAC countries is 0.7% of GNI. See “A Generational Shift: The Future of Foreign Aid,”
McKmsey & Company, May 6, 2025

“Cuts in Off|C|aI Development Assistance: OECD projections for 2025 and the near term,” OECD June 26, 2025,
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2025/06/cuts-in-official-development-assistance el161f0c5/full-report.

html; and Matthew Lee, Farnoush Amiri, and Manuel Balce Ceneta, “State Department Lays Off over 1,300 Employ-
ees under Trump Administration Plan,” Associated Press, July 11, 2025, https://apnews.com/article/layoffs-diplo-
mats-state-department-trump-rubio-bfdb86767b7bd5b6570819d404a7782e.

"Zeitenwende" denotes the major strategic shift in German security and foreign policy announced by then-Chan-
cellor Olaf Scholz following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. See, “Zeitenwende,” Bundesministerium der Verteidigung,
accessed November 23, 2025,

https://www.bmvg.de/de/themen/sicherheitspolitik/zeitenwende.

The “3 Ds" framework, Diplomacy, Development, and Defense, originated in the early 2000s as a cornerstone

of US national security strategy, integrating engagement, prevention, and protection into a single concept. This
report adopts the 3D framework because it is the most widely institutionalized model linking military, develop-
mental, and diplomatic spending, offering a practical, policy-grounded lens for cross-country comparison, even
beyond the US context, to evaluate whether governments are pursuing a balanced and sustainable approach to
security. See Nafees Asiya Syed, “The 3 D’s of Foreign Affairs,” Harvard Political Review, September 17, 2010,
https://harvardpolitics.com/the-3ds-of-foreign-affairs/ and Bureau of Resource Management, FY 2070 De-
partment of State Agency Financial Report (Washington, D.C.: US Department of State, November 15, 2010),
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/perfrpt/2010/html/153715.htm.

To our knowledge, no prior study has produced a fully harmonized 3D comparison across defense, development,
and diplomacy for the top 10 OECD defense spenders between 2015-2024. A related earlier effort by Nicole Koenig
and Jorg Haas (2017) examined 3D spending patterns primarily for the EU as a collective actor during the first
Trump administration. While their work offered valuable insights, it covered a narrower geographic scope, reflected
a different geopolitical moment, and analyzed a shorter temporal window. See Nicole Koenig and Jérg Haas, “The
EU as a 3-D Power: Should Europe Spend More on Diplomacy, Development and Defence?,” Jacques Delors Insti-
tut, September 14, 2017, https://institutdelors.eu/en/publications/the-eu-as-a-3-d-power-should-europe-spend-
more-on-diplomacy-development-and-defence/.

See Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Military Expenditure Database (Stockholm: SIPRI,
2024), accessed December 28, 2025, https://www.sipri.org/databases/milex.

See “"What Is Human Security?,” United Nations (UN), accessed December 5, 2025,
https://www.un.org/humansecurity/what-is-human-security/.

This trend is aligned with the broader global surge in military expenditure. Over the past decade, global defense
spending has risen rapidly, reaching $2.7 trillion in 2024, a nearly 10% increase from the year before and the steep-
est annual increase since the end of the Cold War. See “Unprecedented Rise in Global Military Expenditure as Euro-
pean and Middle East Spending Surges,” SIPRI, April 28, 2025, https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2025/
unprecedented-rise-global-military-expenditure-european-and-middle-east-spending-surges.

This is due to Israel's ongoing war against Gaza.

US defense spending has risen substantially in real terms while remaining stable as a share of GDP, hovering
around 3.4% over the last decade.

See Anthony Reuben, “How Much Do Nato Members Spend on Defence?” BBC News, February 18, 2025,
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-44717074.

See Kristen Taylor and Zak Schneider, “NATO Defense Spending Tracker,” Atlantic Council, accessed November 16,
2025

See World Economlc Forum, The Global Risks Report 2025, 20th ed. (Geneva: World Economic Forum, 2025),
https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-report-2025/digest/.

Ibid.

Riham Alkousaa, “Climate Change Damage Could Cost $38 Trillion per Year by 2050, Study Finds,” Reuters, April
17, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/business/environment/climate-change-damage-could-cost-38-trillion-per-

year-by-2050-study-finds-2024-04-17/.
lbid.
Ibid

26


https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2025-04/2504_fs_milex_2024.pdf
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/econographics/whos-at-2-percent-look-how-nato-allies-have-incr
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/econographics/whos-at-2-percent-look-how-nato-allies-have-incr
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/06/25/defence-spend-to-5-of-gdp-ukraine-russia-the-key-take
https://www.euronews.com/my-europe/2025/06/25/defence-spend-to-5-of-gdp-ukraine-russia-the-key-take
https://www.nato.int/en/what-we-do/introduction-to-nato/defence-expenditures-and-natos-5-commitment
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/social-sector/our-insights/a-generational-shift-the-future-of-foreign-aid
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2025/06/cuts-in-official-development-assistance_e161f0c5/full-report.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2025/06/cuts-in-official-development-assistance_e161f0c5/full-report.html
https://apnews.com/article/layoffs-diplomats-state-department-trump-rubio-bfdb86767b7bd5b6570819d404a7782e
https://apnews.com/article/layoffs-diplomats-state-department-trump-rubio-bfdb86767b7bd5b6570819d404a7782e
https://www.bmvg.de/de/themen/sicherheitspolitik/zeitenwende
https://harvardpolitics.com/the-3ds-of-foreign-affairs/ 
https://2009-2017.state.gov/s/d/rm/rls/perfrpt/2010/html/153715.htm
https://institutdelors.eu/en/publications/the-eu-as-a-3-d-power-should-europe-spend-more-on-diplomacy-development-and-defence/
https://institutdelors.eu/en/publications/the-eu-as-a-3-d-power-should-europe-spend-more-on-diplomacy-development-and-defence/
https://www.sipri.org/databases/milex
https://www.un.org/humansecurity/what-is-human-security/
https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2025/unprecedented-rise-global-military-expenditure-european-and-middle-east-spending-surges
https://www.sipri.org/media/press-release/2025/unprecedented-rise-global-military-expenditure-european-and-middle-east-spending-surges
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-44717074
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/commentary/trackers-and-data-visualizations/nato-defense-spending-tracker/
https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-report-2025/digest/
https://www.reuters.com/business/environment/climate-change-damage-could-cost-38-trillion-per-year-by-2050-study-finds-2024-04-17/
https://www.reuters.com/business/environment/climate-change-damage-could-cost-38-trillion-per-year-by-2050-study-finds-2024-04-17/

20 Global militaries account for ~5.5% of greenhouse gas emissions. For further analysis of the climate externali-
ties of military spending and their implications for long-term security, see Stuart Parkinson and Linsey Cottrell,
Estimating the Military’s Global Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Scientists for Global Responsibility and the Conflict
and Environment Observatory, November 2022), https://ceobs.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/SGRCEOBS-Es-
timating Global Mllitary GHG Emissions Nov22 rev.pdf.

21 Ames Alexander, “Pentagon Retreats from Climate Fight even as Heat and Storms Slam Troops,"” Floodlight News,
October 14,2025,
https://floodlightnews.org/pentagon-rolls-back-climate-action-as-troops-face-extreme-weather/.

22 Philip Loft and Philip Brien, “UK to Reduce Aid to 0.3% of Gross National Income from 2027,” House of Commons
L/brary, February 28, 2025,
li

23 This report presents ODA asa share of GDP rather than GNI to align with the broader 3D framework, WhICh bench-
marks defense and diplomacy spending as a percentage of GDP. While this departs from the standard practice of
framing ODA targets relative to GNI, it allows for cross-pillar comparability. ODA figures were converted from GNI
to GDP percentages using the UK Office of Budget Responsibility’s GNI projections (which yield £15.4bn at 0.5%
and £9.2bn at 0.3% in 2027) and applying the UK's historical GNI/GDP ratio of approximately 1.01, resulting in near-
ly identical percentages whether expressed as GNI or GDP.

24 In-donor refugee costs are the portion of ODA counted toward the first-year support of refugees and asylum
seekers from ODA-eligible countries within donor states. See “In-donor Refugee Costs in Official Development
Assistance (ODA),” OECD, accessed December 27, 2025, https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligi-
bility-and-conditions/in-donor-refugee-costs-in-official-development-assistance-oda.html.

25 Germany's 2024 figures are provisional, see Appendix 1.

26 For consistency over time, this analysis applies a fixed 2024 classification of FCAS across the 2015-2024 period,
allowing comparison of how development assistance to today’s fragile contexts has evolved over the past decade.
The OECD defines FCAS as contexts facing high levels of multidimensional fragility, where institutional capacity
and resilience are insufficient to manage economic, political, security, social, or environmental risks. See OECD,
States of Fragility 2025 (Paris: OECD Publishing, 2025), https://doi.org/10.1787/81982370-en.

27 Although total ODA increased for much of the decade before declining in 2023-2024, the absolute volume direct-
ed to these same FCAS has fallen back to roughly its 2015 level. As a result, these countries now receive a smaller
share of donor resources precisely as humanitarian and development needs are intensifying.

28 FCAS now hosts 2.1 billion people, accounting for 72% of the world’s extreme poor — up from 17% in 2011. See
OECD, States of Fragility 2025 (Paris: OECD Publishing, 2025), https://doi.org/10.1787/81982370-en.

29 See "Amnesty International Warns of Devastating Consequences as Abrupt U.S. Foreign Aid Cuts Threaten Human
Rights Globally,” Amnesty International, May 29, 2025,
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2025/05/devastating-consequences-abrupt-u-s-foreign-aid-cuts/.

30 Humanitarian assistance is a part of ODA, specifically covering emergency response, reconstruction relief, and
disaster preparedness. Between 2020 and 2023, the humanitarian share of ODA fromm DAC members to FCAS rose
from about 26% to 31%. See OECD, States of Fragility 2025, 128.

31 UN OCHA, “Coordinated Plans 2024," Financial Tracking Service, accessed January 3, 2026,
https://fts.unocha.org/plans/overview/2024.

32 See Bulama Bukarti, ”Rewsmng the Beglnnlng of Boko Haram War on the Rocks, January 24,2022,
01 h

34 OECD donors |nolud|ng France, the UK, and the US have provided training, intelligence sharing, equment and air
support to Nigeria to combat Boko Haram.

35 See Efraim Benmelech and Jo&o Monteiro, “The Economic Consequences of War,” NBER Working Paper No. 34389
(2025), https://doi.org/10.3386/w34389.

36 See Hannes Mueller et al., The Urgency of Conflict Prevention — A Macroeconomic Perspective, IMF Working Paper
No. 24/281(Washington, DC: International Monetary Fund, 2024), https://www.imf.org/en/publications/wp/is-
sues/2024/12/17/the-urgency-of-conflict-prevention-a-macroeconomic-perspective-559143 and Joseph Kraus
and Micaela lveson, “Conflict Prevention is 100 Times Less Costly than Crisis Response,” ONE Campaign, February
12,2025, https://data.one.org/analysis/conflict-prevention-less-costly.

37 See "Number of children in need of humanitarian assistance in Sudan doubles as conflict enters third year amid
‘perfect storm’ of threats to children,” UNICEF, April 15, 2025, https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/number-chil-
dren-need-humanitarian-assistance-sudan-doubles-conflict-enters-third, and “Nearly 14 Million Children in
Sudan Need Humanitarian Support: UNICEF,” United Nations News, August 4, 2023, https://news.un.org/en/sto-
ry/2023/08/1139462.

38 UN OCHA, “Sudan Humanitarian Needs and Response Plan 2025,"” Financial Tracking Service, accessed January
2, 2026, https://fts.unocha.org/plans/1220/summary.

39 Shakir Elhassan and Hillol Sobhan, “Sudan’s Hunger Crisis Worsens as Funding Cuts Leave Millions Starving,”
CARE, December 8, 2025,
https://www.care.org/news-and-stories/sudan-hunger-crisis-funding-cuts-threaten-millions/.

40 See "The Impact of Sudan’s War on Women, Two Years On,” UN Women, April 15, 2025, https://www.unwomen.org/
en/articles/explainer/the-impact-of-sudans-war-on-women-two-years-on and “Sudan: Experts Denounce Sys-
tematic Attacks on Women and Girls,” Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), May 14, 2025,
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2025/05/sudan-experts-denounce-systematic-attacks-wom-
en-and-girls.

41 See "Sudan War Spirals, UN Warns of Regional Collapse,” Streamlinefeed, November 4, 2025, https://streamline-
feed.co.ke/news/sudan-war-spirals-un-warns-of-regional-collapse.

ONE | The Security Paradox 27


https://ceobs.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/SGRCEOBS-Estimating_Global_MIlitary_GHG_Emissions_Nov22_rev.pdf
https://ceobs.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/SGRCEOBS-Estimating_Global_MIlitary_GHG_Emissions_Nov22_rev.pdf
https://floodlightnews.org/pentagon-rolls-back-climate-action-as-troops-face-extreme-weather/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/uk-to-reduce-aid-to-0-3-of-gross-national-income-from-2027/
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligibility-and-conditions/in-donor-refugee-costs-in-official-development-assistance-oda.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligibility-and-conditions/in-donor-refugee-costs-in-official-development-assistance-oda.html
https://doi.org/10.1787/81982370-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/81982370-en
https://www.amnesty.org/en/latest/news/2025/05/devastating-consequences-abrupt-u-s-foreign-aid-cuts/
https://fts.unocha.org/plans/overview/2024
https://warontherocks.com/2022/01/revisiting-the-beginning-of-boko-haram/
https://www.reuters.com/world/africa/mass-school-kidnappings-nigeria-recent-years-2025-11-24/
https://doi.org/10.3386/w34389
https://www.imf.org/en/publications/wp/issues/2024/12/17/the-urgency-of-conflict-prevention-a-macroe
https://www.imf.org/en/publications/wp/issues/2024/12/17/the-urgency-of-conflict-prevention-a-macroe
https://data.one.org/analysis/conflict-prevention-less-costly
https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/number-children-need-humanitarian-assistance-sudan-doubles-conflict-enters-third
https://www.unicef.org/press-releases/number-children-need-humanitarian-assistance-sudan-doubles-conflict-enters-third
https://news.un.org/en/story/2023/08/1139462
https://news.un.org/en/story/2023/08/1139462
https://fts.unocha.org/plans/1220/summary
https://www.care.org/news-and-stories/sudan-hunger-crisis-funding-cuts-threaten-millions/
https://www.unwomen.org/en/articles/explainer/the-impact-of-sudans-war-on-women-two-years-on
https://www.unwomen.org/en/articles/explainer/the-impact-of-sudans-war-on-women-two-years-on
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2025/05/sudan-experts-denounce-systematic-attacks-women-and-girls
https://www.ohchr.org/en/press-releases/2025/05/sudan-experts-denounce-systematic-attacks-women-and-girls
https://streamlinefeed.co.ke/news/sudan-war-spirals-un-warns-of-regional-collapse
https://streamlinefeed.co.ke/news/sudan-war-spirals-un-warns-of-regional-collapse

42 Governance indices consistently rate Kenya above the East African average. On the IIAG, it scores around 60/100,
well above the regional mean, and ranks roughly 10th of 54 African states. See Mo Ibrahim Foundation, “Kenya:
Country Data,” Ibrahim Index of African Governance (lIAG), accessed December 13, 2025, https://iiag.online/loca-
tions/ke.html.

43 See "Sudan War Spirals, UN Warns of Regional Collapse,” Streamlinefeed, 2025.

44 \bid.

45 See OECD, More Effective Development Co-operation for the 2030 Agenda, (DCD/DAC(2023)41) (Paris: OECD,
2023), https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC(2023)41/en/pdf; SDG Action, “Beyond 0.7%: Measuring ODA
Effectiveness,” 2025, https://sdg-action.org/beyond-0-7-measuring-oda-effectiveness/; World Bank, Aid Circum-
vention: How Donors Bypass Country Systems (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2024), https://thedocs.worldbank.

org/en/doc/4d9f3d42dedcObb5eb452fbf887ec0c5-0410012024/related/Aid-circumvention-final-10-02-24.pdf
46 See Christoph Nedopil Wang, “China Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) Investment Report 2025 H1,” Green Finance &

Development Center, JuIy17 2025,

h fdc.

47 See R|Iey Duke, “Peak repayment: China’'s global lending,” Lowy Institute, May 2025,
https://interactives.lowyinstitute.org/features/peak-repayment-china-global-lending/.

48 The term “poorest economies” here refers to countries eligible for World Bank International Development Associ-
ation (IDA) support, determined primarily by low income status, defined as GNI per capita below $1,325 in FY2026.
See "Borrowing Countries,” International Development Association (IDA), World Bank, August 5, 2025,
https://ida.worldbank.org/en/about/borrowing-countries

49 See IMF Independent Evaluation Office, The IMF’s Engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected States, Draft Issues
Paper (Washlngton DC: Internatlonal Monetary Fund, 2025)
htt f. di I

50 See Hanns W. Maull, “New Realities in Foreign Affairs: Diplomacy in the 21st Century, German Institute for Inter-
national and Security Affairs, 2018, https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/new-realities-in-foreign-affairs-diplo-
macy-in-the-21st-century#:~:text=Modern%20diplomacy%20extends%20its%20activities,the%20politics%20
0of%20modern%20states, and Corneliu Bjola and Raluca Csernatoni, “Tech Diplomacy and the Digital International
Order: The Case of the EU-US Trade and Technology Council,” Global Policy (2025),
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.70041.

51 Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), “"Engagement and Partnerships with
Civil Society,” in Manual on Human Rights Monitoring (Geneva: United Nations, 2022), 5
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Publications/Chapter16-MHRM.pdf.

52 See Evan Cooper, "Elevate Diplomacy in the Foreign Policy Toolkit,” Stimson Center, November 20, 2024,
https://www.stimson.org/2024/elevate-diplomacy-in-the-foreign-policy-toolkit/.

53 See China Power Team, “Making Sense of Chlna s Government Budget " CSIS, March 15 2023, updated March 20,

54 See Ryan Neelam and Jack Sato, “GIobaI Dlplomacy Index. 2024 Key Flndlngs Report”, Lowy Institute, February
26, 2024, https://globaldiplomacyindex.lowyinstitute.org/key findings.

55 China holds 26% of all external debt in countries of the Global South. See Riley Duke, “Peak repayment: China’s
gIobaI Iendlng,” Lowy lnst/tute May 2025,
f

56 See “Chlna is Seen as More Rellable than the US in First Africa Poll After Trump Returns to Presidency,” Africa
Confidential, June 9, 2025, https://www.africa-confidential.com/article/id/15514/china-is-seen-as-more-reliable-
than-the-us-in-first-africa-poll-after-trump-returns-to-presidency.

57 See Anna Caprile and Eric Pichon, “Russia in Africa: An Atlas,” European Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS), Feb-
ruary 2024, 2, https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2024/757654/EPRS BRI(2024)757654 EN.pdf.

58 See Cameron Hudson, “Great Power Competition Implications in Africa: The Russian Federation and its Prox-
ies,” CSIS, July 18, 2023, 1-2, https://www.csis.org/analysis/great-power-competition-implications-africa-rus-
sian-federation-and-its-proxies.

59 Ibid, 7.

60 lbid, 1.

61 Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, “Global Health Is the Best Investment We Can Make,” World Health Organization
(WHO), September 22, 2024,
https://www.who.int/news-room/commentaries/detail/global-health-is-the-best-investment-we-can-make.

62 For anin-depth exploration of this trend, we refer readers to: Nupur Parikh and Jorge Rivera, “The Troubling Hidden
Trend in Health Aid,” ONE Campalgn October 9, 2024,
I hid

63 See DanleIIa Medelros Cavalcanti et al., “Evaluating the Impact of Two Decades of USAID Interventions and
Projecting the Effects of Defunding on Mortal|ty up to 2030: A Retrospective Impact Evaluation and Forecasting
Analysis,” The Lancet 406, no.10500 (2025): 283,
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PlIS0140-6736(25)01186-9/fulltext.

64 lbid.
65 See Aoife McCullough, The Legitimacy of States and Armed Non-State Actors: Topic Guide (Birmingham, UK: GS-
DRC, UnlverS|ty of Blrmlngham 2015),12,
blishi k

66 See Colrn Cannonler and Monlca Galloway Burke, “Trust during troubled times: Evidence from Srerra Leone’s Ebola
epidemic,” Economic Modelling 144 (2025): 107004, 2, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2024.107004.

67 See "Ebola Impact on Protection: Ebola in West Africa—Protection and Security,” ACAPS, October 14, 2014, 4,
https://www.acaps.org/fileadmin/Data Product/Main_media/b. ebola in west africa protection and securi-
ty october 2014.pdf.

28


https://iiag.online/locations/ke.html
https://iiag.online/locations/ke.html
https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC(2023)41/en/pdf
https://sdg-action.org/beyond-0-7-measuring-oda-effectiveness/
https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/4d9f3d42dedc0bb5eb452fbf887ec0c5-0410012024/related/Aid-circumvention-final-10-02-24.pdf
https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/4d9f3d42dedc0bb5eb452fbf887ec0c5-0410012024/related/Aid-circumvention-final-10-02-24.pdf
https://greenfdc.org/china-belt-and-road-initiative-bri-investment-report-2025-h1/
https://interactives.lowyinstitute.org/features/peak-repayment-china-global-lending/
https://ida.worldbank.org/en/about/borrowing-countries
https://ieo.imf.org/-/media/ieo/files/evaluations/ongoing/dil-draft-issues-paper.pdf
https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/new-realities-in-foreign-affairs-diplomacy-in-the-21st-century#:~:text=Modern%20diplomacy%20extends%20its%20activities,the%20politics%20of%20modern%20states
https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/new-realities-in-foreign-affairs-diplomacy-in-the-21st-century#:~:text=Modern%20diplomacy%20extends%20its%20activities,the%20politics%20of%20modern%20states
https://www.swp-berlin.org/publikation/new-realities-in-foreign-affairs-diplomacy-in-the-21st-century#:~:text=Modern%20diplomacy%20extends%20its%20activities,the%20politics%20of%20modern%20states
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.70041
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Publications/Chapter16-MHRM.pdf
https://www.stimson.org/2024/elevate-diplomacy-in-the-foreign-policy-toolkit/
https://chinapower.csis.org/making-sense-of-chinas-government-budget/
https://globaldiplomacyindex.lowyinstitute.org/key_findings
https://interactives.lowyinstitute.org/features/peak-repayment-china-global-lending/
https://www.africa-confidential.com/article/id/15514/china-is-seen-as-more-reliable-than-the-us-in-first-africa-poll-after-trump-returns-to-presidency
https://www.africa-confidential.com/article/id/15514/china-is-seen-as-more-reliable-than-the-us-in-first-africa-poll-after-trump-returns-to-presidency
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2024/757654/EPRS_BRI(2024)757654_EN.pdf
https://www.csis.org/analysis/great-power-competition-implications-africa-russian-federation-and-its-proxies
https://www.csis.org/analysis/great-power-competition-implications-africa-russian-federation-and-its-proxies
https://www.who.int/news-room/commentaries/detail/global-health-is-the-best-investment-we-can-make
https://data.one.org/analysis/the-troubling-hidden-trend-in-health-aid
https://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(25)01186-9/fulltext
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a08989ed915d3cfd0002c6/Legitimacy.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2024.107004
https://www.acaps.org/fileadmin/Data_Product/Main_media/b._ebola_in_west_africa_protection_and_security_october_2014.pdf
https://www.acaps.org/fileadmin/Data_Product/Main_media/b._ebola_in_west_africa_protection_and_security_october_2014.pdf

68 lbid, 3 and 5.
69 "The Case for Strateg|o Health D|plomacy A Study of PEPFAR " Blpartlsan Policy Center Action, November 6, 2015,
the- -st

70 Through the PreS|dent s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), the US government s flagship global HIV/AIDS
initiative, the US has invested over $110 billion since 2003 to combat the epidemic, saving an estimated 26 million
lives and supporting HIV control efforts in more than 50 countries. See “The United States President's Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR),"” US Department of State, accessed January 13, 2026,

71 See "Health, Economic Growth and Jobs,"” World Bank, April 17, 2025,
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/health/brief/health-economic-growth-and-jobs.

72 See So Yoon Sim et al., “Return on Investment from Immunization Against 10 Pathogens in 94 Low- and Middle-In-
come Countries, 2011-30," Health Affairs 39, no. 6 (2020),
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hithaff.2020.00103.

73 A DALY (Disability-Adjusted Life Year) represents one year of healthy life lost, combining years lost to early death
and years lived with disability caused by a disease or health condition. See “Disability-Adjusted Life Year,"” Europe-
an Comm:ss:on aocessed December12, 2025,

74 See “The Ripple Effect: How Global Health R&D Delivers for Everyone " Impact G/obalHea/th September 22, 2025,
https://www.impactglobalhealth.org/insights/report-librar le-effect.
75 Ibid.
76 Ibid.
77 lbid.
78 Introduced by Joseph Nye in 1990, soft power refers to achieving influence through attraction and cooperation,
in contrast to hard power based on coercion. For an in-depth exploration of US soft power in health, specifical-
ly through the lens of medical diplomacy, see Aizen J. Marrogi and Saadoun al-Dulaimi, “Medical Diplomacy in
Achlevmg U.S. Global Strategic Objectives,” Joint Force Quarter/y 74, n0. 3 (2014): 124 130,
.edu/Portals/68/D

79 Ibid, 126

80 See Gavin Yamey, Osondu Ogbuoji, and Ipchita Bharali, “How health aid benefits donor and recipient countries,”
Short Summary of Kiel Working Paper No. 2306, Kiel Institute for the World Economy, November 2025, https://
www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/190bd54e-fcf6-4062-941d-
753a1d784190-KWP 2306 _Short Summary.pdf.

81 lbid.

82 See “Wlthdrawmg the Unlted States from the World Health Organlzatlon " White House, January 20, 2025, https://

ganrzatlonz and “Faot Sheet: Pre3|dent Donald J. Trump Withdraws the Unlted States from International Orga-
nlzatlons that Are Contrary to the Interests of the Unlted States,” Wh/te House, January 7, 2026 ttps [Iwww.
ithd -the-

|nternat|ona| organizations-that-are-contrary-to-the-interests-of-the- unrted states/.
83 See "What USAID did, and the effects of Trump s cutson ||fesaV|ng aid,” Making Fore/gn Aid Work, Oxfam America,
| king-f h

proposed- forergn a|d outs mean[.
84 See Christian Franz and Kayvan Bozorgmehr, “US Divestment in Global Health: Disruption, Uncertainty and Re-

sponse,” BMJ Global Health 10, no. 11(2025), 1-2, https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12625848/ and Auwal
Rabiu Auwal et al., “The Global Implications of US Withdrawal from WHO and the USAID Shutdown: Challenges and

Strateg|c Policy ConS|derat|ons " Frontlers in Public Health no.13(2025), 2
h fronti

86 See Offloe of the Director of National Intelligence, Annual Threat Assessment of the US Intelllgence Community
(Washington, DC: ODNI, March 2025), 9,
https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/assessments/ATA-2025-Unclassified-Report.pdf.

87 See Moritz Rudolf, China’s Global Health Diplomacy: Revisiting Beijing’s Pre- and Post-COVID-19 Qutreach Efforts
(Berlin: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, October 2022), 18, https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/iez/19608.pdf.

88 Ibid.

89 lbid.

90 See Barbara UnmiBig, “Covid-19 Pandemic, Vaccine Distribution and Global Justice: The Story So Far,” Heinrich
Béll Foundation, February 22, 2022, https://www.boell.de/en/2022/02/22/covid-12-pandemic-vaccine-distribu-
tion-and-global-justice-story-so-far.

91 lbid.

92 See P. Gauttam, B. Singh, and J. Kaur, “COVID-19 and Chinese Global Health Diplomacy: Geopolitical Opportunity
for China's Hegemony?,” Millennial Asia 11, no. 3 (2020), https://doi.org/10.1177/0976399620959771.
93 See The Global Fund, “Germany’s Commitment to the Global Fund Replenishment: A Timely Investment in
Health, Equity, and Resilience,” SEEK Development October 12, 2025, https: //WWW theqlobalfund org/en/
b )

silience/; Donor Tracker, ”Germany Pledges US $1.2 B|II|on to GIobaI Fund 2025 " SEEK Development, October 12,
2025, https://donortracker.org/policy updates?policy=germany-pledges-us-1-2-billion-to-global-fund-2025; and
Donor Tracker, * Germany Pledges US$688 M|Il|on at Gavi Replemshment Conference 2025 " SEEK Development

. h d k ?poli illi

Dlenlshment oonference 2025

ONE | The Security Paradox 29


https://bpcaction.org/the-case-for-strategic-health-diplomacy-a-study-of-pepfar/
https://www.state.gov/pepfar/
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/health/brief/health-economic-growth-and-jobs
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2020.00103
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/glossary-item/disability-adjusted-life-year_en
https://www.impactglobalhealth.org/insights/report-library/ripple-effect
https://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-74/jfq-74_124-130_Marrogi-al-Dulaimi.pdf
https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/190bd54e-fcf6-4062-941d-753a1d784190-KWP_2306_Short_Summary.pdf
https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/190bd54e-fcf6-4062-941d-753a1d784190-KWP_2306_Short_Summary.pdf
https://www.kielinstitut.de/fileadmin/Dateiverwaltung/IfW-Publications/fis-import/190bd54e-fcf6-4062-941d-753a1d784190-KWP_2306_Short_Summary.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/withdrawing-the-united-states-from-the-worldhealth-organization/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/withdrawing-the-united-states-from-the-worldhealth-organization/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/01/withdrawing-the-united-states-from-the-worldhealth-organization/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2026/01/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-withdraws-the-united-states-from-international-organizations-that-are-contrary-to-the-interests-of-the-united-states/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2026/01/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-withdraws-the-united-states-from-international-organizations-that-are-contrary-to-the-interests-of-the-united-states/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/fact-sheets/2026/01/fact-sheet-president-donald-j-trump-withdraws-the-united-states-from-international-organizations-that-are-contrary-to-the-interests-of-the-united-states/
https://www.oxfamamerica.org/explore/issues/making-foreign-aid-work/what-do-trumps-proposed-foreign-aid-cuts-mean/
https://www.oxfamamerica.org/explore/issues/making-foreign-aid-work/what-do-trumps-proposed-foreign-aid-cuts-mean/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12625848/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/public-health/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2025.1589010/full
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2025-05/news-briefs/us-threat-report-prioritizes-china
https://www.dni.gov/files/ODNI/documents/assessments/ATA-2025-Unclassified-Report.pdf
https://library.fes.de/pdf-files/iez/19608.pdf
https://www.boell.de/en/2022/02/22/covid-19-pandemic-vaccine-distribution-and-global-justice-story-so-far
https://www.boell.de/en/2022/02/22/covid-19-pandemic-vaccine-distribution-and-global-justice-story-so-far
https://doi.org/10.1177/0976399620959771
https://www.theglobalfund.org/en/news/2025/2025-10-12-germany-commitment-global-fund-replenishment-timely-investment-health-equity-resilience/
https://www.theglobalfund.org/en/news/2025/2025-10-12-germany-commitment-global-fund-replenishment-timely-investment-health-equity-resilience/
https://www.theglobalfund.org/en/news/2025/2025-10-12-germany-commitment-global-fund-replenishment-timely-investment-health-equity-resilience/
https://donortracker.org/policy_updates?policy=germany-pledges-us-1-2-billion-to-global-fund-2025
https://donortracker.org/policy_updates?policy=germany-pledges-us-688-million-at-gavi-replenishment-conference-2025
https://donortracker.org/policy_updates?policy=germany-pledges-us-688-million-at-gavi-replenishment-conference-2025

94 See SIPRI, “Unprecedented Rise in Global Military Expenditure,” 2025.

95 See "Report: German Army Moves Toward Becoming Europe’s Largest and Most Modern Force,” Army Recognition,
August 21, 2025, https://www.armyrecognition.com/news/army-news/2025/report-german-army-moves-to-
ward-becoming-europes-largest-and-most-modern-force and Xiao Liang et al., Trends in World Military Expendli-
ture, 2024, 2.

96 The exemption of defense expenditures above 1% of GDP from Germany’s constitutionally mandated Schulden-
bremse (debt brake) created fiscal space for military investment even as other sectors faced tightening budgets.
See "German Bundestag Approves Exemption from the Debt Brake for Defence Spending and Special Funds for
Investments in Infrastructure and Climate Protection,” Noerr, March 21, 2025,
https://www.noerr.com/en/insights/bundestag-approves-exemption-from-the-debt-brake-for-defence-spend-
ing-and-special-funds-for-investments-in-infrastructure-and-climate-protection.

97 See "Deutsche Entwicklungszusammenarbeit: Die Kosten der Kiirzungen,” ONE Campaign, 2025, 2, https://www.
one.org/de/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2025/09/0ONE-Analyse-Auswirkungen-deutsche-ODA-Kurzungen.pdf.

98 See Donor Tracker, “"Report Highlights Impact of German Development Budget Cuts,” SEEK Development, ac-
cessed November 11, 2025, https://donortracker.org/policy updates?policy=report-highlights-impact-of-ger-
man-development-budget-cuts.

99 See Germany, Federal Ministry of Defence, White Paper 2006 on German Security Policy and the Future of the
Bundeswehr (Berlin: Federal Ministry of Defence, 2006), 22,
https://www. files.ethz.ch/isn/156941/Germany%202006%20white%20paper.pdf.

100 See Germany, Federal Government, National Security Strategy: Robust. Resilient. Sustainable. Integrated Security
forGermany(Berlln FederaIGovernment June 2023) 5-6, 25 26, 44
| I

101 See Ralf Sudhoff "Wenn Humanitare Hllfe zur mteressengelelteten AuBenpolltlk verkommt [When humanitarian
ald degenerates into interest-driven foreign pollcy] Tab/e Media, November 29, 2025 https: //table media/ber-

"Johann Wadephul baut Hunderte Stellen im Auswartigen Amt ab” [Johann Wadephul cuts hundreds of posmons
in the Federal Foreign Office], Die Zeit, November 25, 2025, https://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2025-11/aus-
waertiges-amt-umstrukturierung-berlin, and Jesse Chase-Lubitz, “Germany Overhauls Foreign Office Amid Major
Humanitarian Budget Cuts,” Devex, December 5, 2025, https://www.devex.com/news/germany-overhauls-for-
eign-office-amid-major-humanitarian-budget-cuts-111491.

102 Ibid.

103 We determined this share by adding defense ($1.49 trillion), ODA ($174.8 billion), and diplomacy ($35.3 billion) for
the top 10 OECD defense spenders and then dividing defense by the combined total of all three pillars ($1.70 tril-
lion). Defense represents 87.7% of total 3D spending; we approximate by stating over 85%.

104 "Military Expenditure Database,” SIPRI, accessed January 14, 2026, https://www.sipri.org/databases/milex.

105 "OECD Data Explorer: DAC1, DAC2a, and CRS,"” Paris: OECD, accessed December 22, 2025, https://data-explorer.
oecd.org/; ONE Campaign, ODA Dashboard, accessed December 22, 2025,
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/.

106 For country-level sources and methods used to construct diplomacy spending, see Appendices Aland A2.

107"Military Expenditure Database,” SIPRI.

108 Ibid.

109 “The 17 Goals,” United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, accessed November 3, 2025,
https://sdgs.un.org/goals.

110 SIPRI provides verified military expenditure through 2024; OECD-DAC reports both final 2024 ODA totals and
sectoral and recipient-level data for 2024; with the exception of Germany, for which approximately EUR 4 billion
of BMZ data was reported in semi-aggregated form in 2024, preventing submission of detailed recipient-, sector-,
and policy-marker data. The OECD will re-publish updated disaggregated data once processing is complete, ex-
pected in early 2026. See "Final OECD Statistics on ODA and Other Development Finance Flows in 2024: Key Fig-
ures and Trends,” OECD, December 18, 2025, https://www.oecd.org/en/data/insights/data-explainers/2025/12/
final-oecd-statistics-on-oda-and-other-development-finance-flows-in-2024-key-figures-and-trends.html. Diplo-
macy data is available through 2024.

1M1 SIPRI, Military Expenditure Database, 2024.

112 See “Defence Expenditure Definitions,” NATO, 2023, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics 49198.htm.

13 lbid.

114 For ODA definition see OECD, “Official Development Assistance — Definition and Coverage,” OECD, accessed
November 1, 2025, https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligibility-and-conditions/official-develop-
ment-assistance--definition-and-coverage.html.

115 OECD, DAC1: Official Development Assistance (ODA), Flows by Provider, OECD Data Explorer, accessed Decem-
ber 22, 2025, https://data-explorer.oecd.org/; ONE Campaign, ODA Dashboard, accessed December 22, 2025,
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/.

116 Following ONE's methodology, Core ODA excludes in-donor expenditures, including debt relief, administrative
costs not included elsewhere, scholarships and student costs in donor countries, and other in-donor expenditures.

117 OECD, DAC2a: Official Development Assistance (ODA) Disbursements by Recipient, OECD Data Explorer, accessed
December 10, 2025, https://data-explorer.oecd.org/.

118 OECD, Creditor Reporting System (CRS): Aid Activities (Disbursements), OECD Data Explorer, accessed December
22,2025, https://data-explorer.oecd.org/; and ONE Campaign, ODA Dashboard, accessed December 22, 2025,
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/.

19 Health includes ODA classified under the CRS health and population sectors. These categories correspond to CRS
purpose codes 120 (Health) and 130 (Population and Reproductive Health). See OECD, Creditor Reporting System
(CRS) Purpose Codes and Sector Coding (code list), OECD, accessed November 1, 2025 https://development-fi-
nance-codelists.oecd.org/Codeslist.aspx.

30



https://www.armyrecognition.com/news/army-news/2025/report-german-army-moves-toward-becoming-europes-largest-and-most-modern-force
https://www.armyrecognition.com/news/army-news/2025/report-german-army-moves-toward-becoming-europes-largest-and-most-modern-force
https://www.noerr.com/en/insights/bundestag-approves-exemption-from-the-debt-brake-for-defence-spending-and-special-funds-for-investments-in-infrastructure-and-climate-protection
https://www.noerr.com/en/insights/bundestag-approves-exemption-from-the-debt-brake-for-defence-spending-and-special-funds-for-investments-in-infrastructure-and-climate-protection
https://www.one.org/de/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2025/09/ONE-Analyse-Auswirkungen-deutsche-ODA-Kurzungen.pdf
https://www.one.org/de/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2025/09/ONE-Analyse-Auswirkungen-deutsche-ODA-Kurzungen.pdf
https://donortracker.org/policy_updates?policy=report-highlights-impact-of-german-development-budget-cuts
https://donortracker.org/policy_updates?policy=report-highlights-impact-of-german-development-budget-cuts
https://www.files.ethz.ch/isn/156941/Germany%202006%20white%20paper.pdf
https://www.nationalesicherheitsstrategie.de/National-Security-Strategy-EN.pdf
https://table.media/berlin/tablestandpunkt/ralf-suedhoff-wenn-humanitaere-hilfe-zur-interessengeleiteten-aussenpolitik-verkommt
https://table.media/berlin/tablestandpunkt/ralf-suedhoff-wenn-humanitaere-hilfe-zur-interessengeleiteten-aussenpolitik-verkommt
https://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2025-11/auswaertiges-amt-umstrukturierung-berlin
https://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2025-11/auswaertiges-amt-umstrukturierung-berlin
https://www.devex.com/news/germany-overhauls-foreign-office-amid-major-humanitarian-budget-cuts-111491
https://www.devex.com/news/germany-overhauls-foreign-office-amid-major-humanitarian-budget-cuts-111491
https://www.sipri.org/databases/milex
https://data-explorer.oecd.org/
https://data-explorer.oecd.org/
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/
https://sdgs.un.org/goals
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/insights/data-explainers/2025/12/final-oecd-statistics-on-oda-and-other-development-finance-flows-in-2024-key-figures-and-trends.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/insights/data-explainers/2025/12/final-oecd-statistics-on-oda-and-other-development-finance-flows-in-2024-key-figures-and-trends.html
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_49198.htm
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligibility-and-conditions/official-development-assistance--definition-and-coverage.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/oda-eligibility-and-conditions/official-development-assistance--definition-and-coverage.html
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/
https://data-explorer.oecd.org/
https://data-explorer.oecd.org/
https://data-apps.one.org/oda-dashboard/
https://development-finance-codelists.oecd.org/Codeslist.aspx
https://development-finance-codelists.oecd.org/Codeslist.aspx

120 For more information on how multilateral contributions are imputed by ONE, see ONE Campaign, “Imputed Multi-
lateral Sectors Methodology”, May 2021, https://cdn.one.org/international/media/international/2021/05/04101117/
Imputed-Multilateral-Sectors-Methodology.pdf.

121 We aggregate diplomacy spending according to the external-affairs category in COFOG 70113. For classification
standards, see International Monetary Fund (IMF), Government Finance Statistics Manual 2014: Annex to Chapter
6 — Classification of the Functions of Government (COFOG), IMF, 2014, https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/gfs/
manual/pdf/chéann.pdf.

122For country-level sources and methodology used to construct diplomacy spending, see Appendices Aland A2.

123 See OECD, “Development Finance Statistics: Resources for Reporting,” October 30, 2024, https://www.ocecd.org/
en/data/insights/data-explainers/2024/10/resources-for-reporting-development-finance-statistics.html.

124 CRS and DAC2A data from the ONE database follows OECD-DAC methodology for converting data to constant
2024 USD.

125 See World Bank, World Development Indicators, accessed December 12, 2025, https://datatopics.worldbank.org/
world-development-indicators/.

126 Diplomacy expenditures are approximated using national budget documents to isolate foreign-affairs adminis-
tration, diplomatic and consular services, overseas representation, and public and cultural diplomacy activities,
guided by the COFOG 7011 “external affairs” framework.

127 US, Office of Management and Budget, “Historical Tables,” Table 3.2: Outlays by Function and Subfunction,
1962-2029, accessed November 1, 2025, France, Cour des comptes, Note d'exécution budgétaire 2022 - Action
extérieure de I'Etat [2022 Budget execution note — State external action], April 2023, https://www.ccomptes.fr/
sites/default/files/2023-10/NEB-2022-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf. https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/informa-
tion-resources/budget/historical-tables/.

128 UK, HM Treasury, “Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA),”, 2015-2024, accessed November 12025,
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/public-expenditure-statistical-analyses-pesa.

129France, Ministére de I'Economie et des Finances, "Les données de la performance” [Performance data], 2015~
2021, accessed November 1, 2025, France, Cour des comptes, Note d’exécution budgétaire 2022 - Action ex-
térieure de I'Etat [2022 Budget execution note — State external action], April 2023, https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/
default/files/2023-10/NEB-2022-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf. https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/perfor-
mance-publigue/donnees-performance.

130 France, Cour des comptes, Note d'exécution budgétaire 2022 - Action extérieure de I’Etat [2022 Budget execu-
tion note — State external action], April 2023,
https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/default/files/2023-10/NEB-2022-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf.

131 France, Cour des comptes, Note d'‘exécution budgétaire 2024 — Action extérieure de I'Etat [2024 Budget execution
note — State external action], April 2025, https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/default/files/2025-04/NEB-2024-Ac-
tion-exterieure-Etat.pdf.

132France, Ministére de I'Economie et des Finances, "Projet de loi relatif aux résultats de la gestion et portant ap-
probation des comptes de I'année 2023 (PLRG 2023)"[Bill on management results and approval of accounts for
the year 2023], July 26, 2024, https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/documents-budgetaires-lois/exer-
cice-2023/projet-loi-relatif-aux-resultats.

133 Germany, Bundesministerium der Finanzen, “Bundeshaushalt Digital” [Federal Budget Digital], 2015-2024, ac-
cessed November1, 2025,
https://www.bundeshaushalt.de/DE/Bundeshaushalt-digital/bundeshaushalt-digital.html.

134 ltaly, Ministero degli Affari Esteri e della Cooperazione Internazionale (MAECI), “Amministrazione trasparente”
[Transparency portal], Stato di Previsione per il Ministero degli Affari Esteri e della Cooperazione Internazionale,
2015-2024, accessed November 1, 2025,
https://www.esteri.it/it/trasparenza _comunicazioni_legali/bilanci/gestioneeconfinanz/.

135 Poland, Ministerstwo Finanséw, Sprawozdanie z wykonania budzetu paristwa [Report on the implementation of
the state budget], 2015-2024, accessed November 1, 2025,
https://www.gov.pl/web/finanse/sprawozdania-roczne.

136 Australia, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT), Portfolio Budget Statements, 2015-2024, accessed
November 1, 2025, https://www.dfat.gov.au/about-us/corporate/portfolio-budget-statements

137Israe| Knesset ni7' Nj¥2 [State Budget Laws] 2015-2024, accessed November1 2025,

k t. il |

138 Japan Ministry of Forelgn Affairs (MOFA), Diplomatic Bluebook, 2016- 2025 Chapter4
https://www.mofa.go. olicy/other/bluebook/index.html.

139Japan, MOFA, White Paper on Development Cooperation, 2015-2024, Reference Statistics Chart 5,
https://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/oda/page 000017.html.

140 Japan, MOFA, "Japan’s Initiative to Underpin International Peace and Security” (press release), April 2025,
https://www.mofa.go.jp/files/100826252.pdf.

141 South Korea, Ministry of Economy and Finance, “Open Fiscal Data Portal” [€@ 417 ], Expenditure by Ministry [&3
¥ x]%], 2015-2025, accessed November 1, 2025,
https://www.openfiscaldata.go.kr/op/en/sm/UOPENSMAT1?acntYrFr=2012&acntYrTo=2015&8langCd=en.

142 South Korea, Korea International Cooperation Agency (KOICA), Annual Reports, 2015-2022, accessed November
1, 2025, https://koica.go.kr/koica en/3492/subview.do.

143 South Korea, National Assembly Budget Office (NABQ), Budget Deliberation Results, 2023-2024, accessed No-
vember 1, 2025,
https://korea.nabo.go.kr/naboEng/bbs/BMSR0O0154/list.do?gubunCd=B1540018&menuNo=17700027.

ONE | The Security Paradox 31


https://cdn.one.org/international/media/international/2021/05/04101117/Imputed-Multilateral-Sectors-Methodology.pdf
https://cdn.one.org/international/media/international/2021/05/04101117/Imputed-Multilateral-Sectors-Methodology.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/gfs/manual/pdf/ch6ann.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/gfs/manual/pdf/ch6ann.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/insights/data-explainers/2024/10/resources-for-reporting-development-finance-statistics.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/insights/data-explainers/2024/10/resources-for-reporting-development-finance-statistics.html
https://datatopics.worldbank.org/world-development-indicators/
https://datatopics.worldbank.org/world-development-indicators/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/information-resources/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/information-resources/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/public-expenditure-statistical-analyses-pesa
https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/performance-publique/donnees-performance
https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/performance-publique/donnees-performance
https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/default/files/2023-10/NEB-2022-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf
https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/default/files/2025-04/NEB-2024-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf
https://www.ccomptes.fr/sites/default/files/2025-04/NEB-2024-Action-exterieure-Etat.pdf
https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/documents-budgetaires-lois/exercice-2023/projet-loi-relatif-aux-resultats
https://www.budget.gouv.fr/documentation/documents-budgetaires-lois/exercice-2023/projet-loi-relatif-aux-resultats
https://www.bundeshaushalt.de/DE/Bundeshaushalt-digital/bundeshaushalt-digital.html
https://www.esteri.it/it/trasparenza_comunicazioni_legali/bilanci/gestioneeconfinanz/
https://www.gov.pl/web/finanse/sprawozdania-roczne
https://www.dfat.gov.au/about-us/corporate/portfolio-budget-statements
https://main.knesset.gov.il/Activity/Legislation/Laws/Pages/LawLaws.aspx?t=LawLaws&st=LawLawsBudget
https://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/other/bluebook/index.html
https://www.mofa.go.jp/policy/oda/page_000017.html
https://www.mofa.go.jp/files/100826252.pdf
https://www.openfiscaldata.go.kr/op/en/sm/UOPENSMA11?acntYrFr=2012&acntYrTo=2015&langCd=en
https://koica.go.kr/koica_en/3492/subview.do
https://korea.nabo.go.kr/naboEng/bbs/BMSR00154/list.do?gubunCd=B154001&menuNo=17700027

ONE.ORG

Authors
Antonia Baskakov
Zoe Coutlakis

The ONE Campaign gGmbH
LuisenstraBe 40

10117/ Berlin, Germany.
+49(0) 30 319891570

Stephan Exo-Kreischer
Executive Director Europe

The ONE.Campaign gGmbH
Stephan.exo-kreischer@one.org

2026



