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ABSTRACT 

Defense policies, while central to national security, significantly influence socio-

economic outcomes such as quality of life, poverty, and inequality. This study explores these 

dynamics through a qualitative analysis of secondary data, including academic research, policy 

reports, and government documents. The findings reveal a nuanced relationship: in wealthier 

nations, defense spending often drives economic growth but can heighten inequality due to 

unequal benefit distribution. Conversely, in less affluent nations, high military expenditure 

frequently diverts resources from critical public services, exacerbating poverty and 

deteriorating health outcomes. Governance quality emerges as a pivotal factor, with robust 

institutions mitigating adverse impacts and fostering more equitable results. The research 

underscores the need for context-sensitive defense policies that balance national security with 

socio-economic equity, ensuring that investments in security do not undermine societal well-

being. 
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INTRODUCTION  

The relationship between defense policy and socioeconomic outcomes has become an 

increasingly prominent area of research as nations face the dual challenges of ensuring security 

while promoting social well-being. Defense policies—encompassing military expenditures, 

strategic doctrines, and international alliances—extend beyond their primary function of 

national security and have significant social and economic consequences. As Slawotsky (2021) 

emphasizes, the allocation of resources to defense spending can substantially impact a nation's 

quality of life, levels of poverty, and inequality. This is particularly evident in developing 

countries, where scarce resources often shift from social programs to military expenditures 

(McDade et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2017). 

Historically, defense policies have been pivotal in shaping the trajectory of nations, from 

the Roman Empire's military strategies to the Cold War's arms race (Karampekios et al., 2017; 

Morillo, 2017). In today's world, the emergence of new global threats, such as terrorism, cyber 

warfare, and climate-induced conflicts, further highlights the need for robust defense strategies 

(Campbell et al., 2022). However, prioritizing defense spending often diverts resources away 

from social investments, raising questions about its broader implications on societal well-being 

(Reiter, 2017). 

Recent studies have explored the complex relationship between defense spending and 

socioeconomic outcomes. While some researchers argue that defense expenditures can 

stimulate economic growth by creating jobs and spurring technological innovation (Dunne & 

Tian, 2017), others caution that these benefits are unevenly distributed, often exacerbating 

existing social inequalities (Moretti et al., 2023). This disparity points to a critical gap in the 
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understanding of how defense policies affect quality of life, poverty, and inequality across 

different socio-economic settings (Austin & McKinney, 2016). 

Given the changing landscape of global conflicts and the critical role of defense 

strategies, there is an urgent need to explore the broader social implications of defense 

spending (Sarjito, 2023). While extensive research has been conducted on the economic impacts 

of defense policies, fewer studies have focused on their direct and indirect effects on key social 

indicators, particularly in low- and middle-income countries where defense budgets account for 

a substantial share of national expenditures (Rahman & Siddiqui, 2019). 

This study aims to bridge the gap in understanding the socio-economic implications of 

defense policies by examining their effects on quality of life, poverty, and inequality. It seeks to 

address three key questions: how defense policies influence quality of life across different socio-

economic contexts, the relationship between defense spending and levels of poverty and 

inequality, and how these impacts vary across countries and regions with differing levels of 

military expenditure. By exploring these questions, the research aims to provide insights into 

the complex interplay between national security priorities and social equity outcomes. 

This research contributes to the literature by offering both theoretical and practical 

insights into the broader societal implications of defense policies. On a theoretical level, it 

expands the discourse on the intersection of defense policy and socioeconomic outcomes, 

addressing the critical gaps identified in previous studies. Practically, the findings will inform 

policymakers on how to balance national security demands with the need for social equity and 

well-being. The study's novelty lies in its comprehensive examination of defense policies' direct 

and indirect impacts on poverty, inequality, and quality of life, particularly in low- and middle-

income countries, a context that has been underexplored in the existing literature. 

Methods 

This study adopts a qualitative research design, utilizing secondary data to explore the 

impact of defense policies on quality of life, poverty, and inequality. According to Creswell 

(2018), qualitative research is particularly effective for exploring complex social phenomena, as 

it allows for an in-depth understanding of the underlying processes and meanings that shape 

these phenomena. The qualitative approach is appropriate for this study because it seeks to 

uncover the nuanced relationships between defense policies and socio-economic outcomes, 

which may not be fully captured through quantitative methods. 

 The research design follows a case study approach, which is commonly used in 

qualitative research to provide a detailed examination of a specific context or phenomenon (Yin, 

2009). This approach allows for an in-depth analysis of the ways in which defense policies 

influence various aspects of quality of life, poverty, and inequality. By focusing on secondary 

data, the study leverages existing research, reports, and policy documents to construct a 

comprehensive understanding of the impact of defense policies across different settings and 

time periods. The case study approach is particularly relevant to this research as it enables the 

exploration of nuanced socio-economic dynamics and policy outcomes within diverse contexts, 

highlighting variations and patterns that may not emerge in broader quantitative analyses. This 

relevance is further underscored by the complexity and diversity of defense spending impacts, 

making a focused and detailed case study an ideal method for uncovering actionable insights. 

This study relies on secondary data sources, including academic journals, government 

reports, policy documents, and other relevant literature published within the last decade. 

Drawing on Creswell's (2018) emphasis on using multiple data sources in qualitative research, 

the study ensures validity and reliability by incorporating a wide range of materials. These 

sources were carefully selected for their relevance to the research objectives, credibility, and 
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the depth of information they provide. Key data sources include peer-reviewed journal articles 

addressing socio-economic impacts of defense policies, government publications offering 

insights into defense spending and policy decisions, official policy documents outlining 

strategies and their implications, and scholarly books providing historical and analytical 

perspectives. A systematic search of databases such as JSTOR, Google Scholar, and government 

archives, using keywords like "defense policy," "quality of life," "poverty," and "military 

spending," ensured that only recent and relevant publications were included. 

 A comparative case analysis as recommended by Creswell (2018), was employed to 

analyze the collected data. This method involved familiarizing with the data, coding key 

concepts, grouping codes into themes, and interpreting these themes in the context of the 

research questions. Steps included thorough reading of data, systematic coding of patterns and 

ideas, and developing themes aligned with the study’s objectives. The final stage involved 

interpreting these themes within the broader theoretical framework and comparing findings 

with existing literature to derive meaningful insights. The iterative nature of thematic analysis 

ensured refined and validated results, enabling a nuanced exploration of the relationships 

between defense policies and socio-economic outcomes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Research Methods Process 

Source: Creswell, 2018. 

 

This diagram demonstrates the systematic approach taken in this study, ensuring that 

each stage of the research process is interconnected and contributes to the comprehensive 

analysis of the impact of defense policies on quality of life, poverty, and inequality. The flow 

from data collection to theme development underscores the importance of a well-structured 

methodology in deriving meaningful insights from secondary data. 

Results And Discussion 

Analysis of Military Expenditure Impacts Across Different Countries 

Military expenditure plays a crucial role in shaping the socio-economic landscape of 

nations. However, the impact of such spending varies significantly depending on factors such as 

national wealth, governance structures, and social context (Menshikov et al., 2017). The 

following table provides a comparative analysis of how defense policies and military 
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expenditure influence economic growth, social inequality, and quality of life across different 

socio-economic contexts. It highlights the varying impacts of defense spending in regions such 

as the United States, United Kingdom, Scandinavia, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and 

India. 

Table 1. Research Findings on How Defense Policies Influences Quality of Life 

Country/Region Level of 

Military 

Expenditure 

Economic Impact Social Impact 

United States High Stimulates technological 

innovation and economic 

growth; uneven regional 

distribution (Adam, 2016; 

Heo & Bohara, 2017). 

Exacerbates inequality, 

reduces access to 

social services for 

vulnerable populations 

(Stiglitz, 2019). 

United 

Kingdom 

High Similar to the U.S., 

economic benefits 

concentrated in defense-

heavy regions (Heo & 

Bohara, 2017). 

Opportunity costs 

affect healthcare and 

education, leading to 

social disparities 

(Stiglitz, 2019). 

Scandinavia Moderate Balanced defense and 

social spending; supports 

economic stability 

(Wilkinson & Pickett, 

2019). 

Strong governance 

ensures equitable 

benefits, low inequality 

(Wilkinson & Pickett, 

2019). 

Sub-Saharan 

Africa 

Low Focus on basic needs; 

limited impact of defense 

spending (Kaldor, 2013). 

Defense spending 

diverts resources from 

social services, 

exacerbates poverty 

(Collier & Hoeffler, 

2016). 

Middle East Very High Supports economic 

diversification but with 

increased inequality 

(Smart, 2016; Sutyagin, 

2022). 

High inequality due to 

governance challenges 

and corruption (Smart, 

2016; Sutyagin, 2022). 

India High Economic modernization 

but with cuts to critical 

social services (Elinder et 

al., 2018; Sen, 2014). 

Social inequalities 

exacerbated by 

prioritization of 

defense over social 

welfare (Sen, 2014). 

Source: proceed by authors, 2024 

This table highlights the significant differences in how defense policies affect quality of 

life depending on a nation's economic status, governance structure, and level of military 

expenditure. It underscores the need for context-specific approaches to defense policy-making, 

ensuring that the benefits of national security investments are equitably distributed across all 

socio-economic groups. 
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Interpretation of Findings 

The findings of this research underscore the multifaceted impact of defense policies on 

socio-economic outcomes, particularly in terms of quality of life, poverty, and inequality. The 

significance of these findings is evident in the way defense spending can shape national 

economies and social structures (d’Agostino et al., 2016). For instance, in wealthier nations, 

defense spending often stimulates economic growth by creating jobs and driving technological 

innovation (Heo & Bohara, 2017). However, the opportunity costs associated with such 

spending—where resources are diverted from critical public investments like healthcare and 

education—can result in increased social inequality and a decline in quality of life for vulnerable 

populations (Stiglitz, 2019). This dichotomy highlights the complex role defense policies play in 

influencing socio-economic outcomes, with the potential for both positive and negative impacts 

depending on how resources are allocated and managed. 

In contrast, in less affluent nations, the findings reveal that high defense spending often 

exacerbates existing socio-economic challenges, particularly poverty and inequality (Kentor & 

Jorgenson, 2017). For example, in many developing countries, significant portions of national 

budgets are allocated to defense at the expense of essential social services, leading to increased 

poverty and reduced access to healthcare and education (Collier & Hoeffler, 2016). The findings 

also point to the critical role of governance in mediating these impacts. In countries with strong 

institutions and transparent governance, defense spending is more likely to be aligned with 

broader public interests, leading to more equitable outcomes (Pozen, 2018). Conversely, in 

countries with weak governance, defense policies often become tools for consolidating power 

and wealth among elites, leading to increased inequality and social unrest (Galeotti, 2022). 

The chart below illustrates the nuanced impact of defense spending on socio-economic 

outcomes such as quality of life, poverty, and inequality in both wealthy and less affluent 

nations. The y-axis represents the socio-economic outcomes (positive or negative), while the x-

axis differentiates between wealthy and less affluent nations. 

 
Figure 2. Impact of Defense Spending on Socio-Economic Outcome. 

Source: proceed by authors, 2024 

 

The chart presents a comparative analysis of the impact of defense spending on three 

socio-economic outcomes: quality of life, poverty, and inequality, across two different categories 

of nations—wealthy and less affluent. 

The chart provides a comparative analysis of the impact of defense spending on quality 

of life, poverty, and inequality across wealthy and less affluent nations. In wealthier nations, 

defense spending shows a slight positive impact on quality of life, driven by economic growth 

and technological advancements. However, this benefit is offset by a minor increase in poverty 

and a widening income gap, as the economic gains from defense spending are often unevenly 
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distributed. This suggests that while defense spending can boost certain aspects of a nation's 

economy, it may also contribute to social inequities, particularly when resources are diverted 

from essential public services. 

Conversely, in less affluent nations, the impact of defense spending is more detrimental. 

The chart shows a decline in quality of life, a significant rise in poverty, and a steep increase in 

inequality. High defense expenditures in these countries often result in the reallocation of funds 

away from critical social services like healthcare and education, exacerbating existing socio-

economic challenges. The benefits of defense spending in these contexts are typically 

concentrated among elites, further widening the gap between the wealthy and the poor. This 

highlights the complex and often negative socio-economic consequences of defense spending in 

less affluent nations. 

In summary, the chart highlights the complex and often contradictory effects of defense 

spending on socio-economic outcomes. In wealthy nations, while there may be some economic 

benefits, these are offset by increased poverty and inequality. In less affluent nations, high 

defense spending tends to exacerbate socio-economic challenges across the board, leading to a 

decline in quality of life, increased poverty, and greater inequality. This underscores the 

importance of carefully balancing defense expenditures with investments in social programs to 

ensure more equitable outcomes. 

Comparison with Literature 

The results of this study are consistent with existing literature that highlights the dual-

edged nature of defense spending. Previous studies have shown that in wealthier countries, 

defense spending can drive economic growth, but often at the cost of social equity (Haile & 

Niño‐Zarazúa, 2018). For instance, research by (Stiglitz, 2019) argues that excessive military 

spending in developed nations often benefits the wealthy and powerful, exacerbating social 

inequality. This finding aligns with the current study’s conclusion that the opportunity costs of 

defense spending can negatively impact lower-income and vulnerable populations, particularly 

when resources are diverted from essential public services. 

Moreover, the study’s findings regarding the impact of defense spending in less affluent 

nations also align with previous research. For example, (Kaldor, 2013) highlights how high 

defense spending in developing countries often leads to poor health outcomes and increased 

poverty, particularly when resources are diverted from social programs. This is consistent with 

the current study’s findings that in many Sub-Saharan African countries, high defense spending 

has been associated with underfunded healthcare systems and reduced life expectancy. 

Furthermore, the role of governance in shaping the outcomes of defense spending has been 

widely discussed in the literature. Studies by Wilkinson & Pickett (2019) and Sen (2014) 

emphasize the importance of strong institutions and transparent governance in ensuring that 

defense spending benefits the broader population rather than exacerbating inequality. 

The following table provides a comparative analysis of the current study's findings with 

existing literature on the socio-economic impacts of defense spending. The table highlights how 

these findings align with or diverge from previous research, offering a deeper understanding of 

the dual-edged nature of defense policies in both wealthy and less affluent nations. 
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Table 2. A Comparative Analysis of the Current Study's Findings with Existing Literature 

on the Socio-Economic Impacts of Defense Spending 

Aspect Current Study Findings 

Economic Growth in Wealthy 

Nations 

Defense spending can drive economic growth but may 

increase social inequality (Dunne & Tian, 2017; Stiglitz, 

2019). 

Impact on Social Inequality Exacerbates inequality, particularly among lower-income 

and vulnerable populations (Stiglitz, 2019; Wilkinson & 

Pickett, 2019) 

Health Outcomes in 

Developing Nations 

High defense spending leads to poor health outcomes and 

increased poverty (Kaldor, 2013) 

Governance and Defense 

Spending 

Strong institutions and transparent governance are 

crucial for equitable outcomes (Sen, 2014; Wilkinson & 

Pickett, 2019). 

Defense Spending in Sub-

Saharan Africa 

Associated with underfunded healthcare systems and 

reduced life expectancy (Collier & Hoeffler, 2016; Kaldor, 

2013). 

Political Economy and Power 

Consolidation 

Defense policies can be tools for political patronage and 

power consolidation in weak governance (Galeotti, 2020; 

Piketty & Zucman, 2014). 

Source: proceed by authors, 2024. 

 

This table highlights the consistency of the current study's findings with existing 

literature on the socio-economic impacts of defense spending. It underscores the dual-edged 

nature of defense policies, particularly in how they influence economic growth, social inequality, 

and governance. The alignment with key studies such as those by Stiglitz (2019) and Kaldor 

(2013) reinforces the critical role of governance and socio-economic context in determining the 

outcomes of defense spending. Recent references like (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2019) and Galeotti 

(2022) further validate the importance of strong institutions in ensuring that defense 

expenditures benefit the broader population. 

Theoretical Implications 

The findings of this study have several theoretical implications, particularly regarding 

the relationship between defense spending and socio-economic outcomes. The study 

contributes to the theoretical understanding of how defense policies can influence quality of life, 

poverty, and inequality by highlighting the importance of governance and socio-economic 

context in mediating these effects (Sen, 2014). The study’s findings suggest that the impact of 

defense spending is not uniform but varies significantly depending on a country’s level of 

economic development, governance quality, and social inequality (Biscione & Caruso, 2021; 

Töngür & Elveren, 2016). This aligns with theories of economic development and social 

inequality, suggesting that defense spending can either exacerbate or mitigate socio-economic 

disparities depending on the broader context in which it is implemented (Saba & Ngepah, 2019). 

Moreover, the study’s findings also contribute to the literature on the political economy 

of defense spending. The study highlights how defense policies can be used as tools for political 

patronage and the consolidation of power among elites, particularly in countries with weak 

governance (Galeotti, 2022). This finding has implications for theories of state-building and 

governance, as it suggests that the way defense spending is managed can have significant 
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implications for the distribution of power and wealth within a society (Wilkinson & Pickett, 

2019). The study’s findings also contribute to the literature on the role of governance in shaping 

economic outcomes, emphasizing that strong institutions and transparent governance are 

critical for ensuring that defense spending benefits the broader population rather than 

exacerbating inequality (Stiglitz, 2019). 

Practical Implications for Military Leadership 

The practical implications of this study are particularly relevant for military leadership 

and policymakers. The findings suggest that military leaders and policymakers need to carefully 

consider the socio-economic context in which defense policies are implemented, particularly in 

terms of their potential impact on quality of life, poverty, and inequality. In wealthier nations, 

military leaders should be aware of the opportunity costs associated with high defense spending 

and consider ways to mitigate these costs, such as by ensuring that defense spending does not 

come at the expense of essential public services like healthcare and education. This may involve 

working closely with civilian policymakers to ensure that defense policies are aligned with 

broader social and economic goals. 

In less affluent nations, the findings suggest that military leaders need to be particularly 

mindful of the potential for defense spending to exacerbate existing socio-economic challenges, 

particularly poverty and inequality. This may involve working to ensure that defense spending 

is allocated in a way that benefits the broader population rather than consolidating power and 

wealth among elites. Military leaders in these contexts may also need to work closely with 

civilian leaders to ensure that defense policies are aligned with broader development goals, 

such as poverty reduction and human development. 

Moreover, the study’s findings suggest that military leaders have a critical role to play in 

promoting good governance and transparency in the management of defense spending. This 

may involve working to ensure that defense budgets are managed in a way that is transparent 

and accountable, and that resources are allocated in a way that benefits the broader population 

rather than reinforcing existing social inequalities. Military leaders may also need to work to 

promote a culture of integrity and accountability within the military, ensuring that defense 

resources are used in a way that is aligned with broader social and economic goals. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Despite the significant findings of this study, several limitations should be 

acknowledged. First, the study relies on secondary data, which may limit the ability to capture 

the full complexity of the relationship between defense spending and socio-economic outcomes. 

Future research could benefit from the use of primary data, such as interviews with military 

leaders and policymakers, to gain a more nuanced understanding of how defense policies are 

implemented and their impact on quality of life, poverty, and inequality. 

Second, the study’s focus on a limited number of countries and regions may limit the 

generalizability of its findings. Future research could benefit from a broader comparative 

analysis of the impact of defense spending across different countries and regions, particularly in 

terms of how governance quality and socio-economic context mediate these impacts. This could 

involve a more detailed examination of the role of governance in shaping the outcomes of 

defense spending, as well as a more in-depth analysis of how defense policies are implemented 

in different socio-economic contexts. 

Third, the study’s focus on the macro-level impacts of defense spending may overlook 

the more nuanced ways in which defense policies can influence quality of life, poverty, and 

inequality at the local level. Future research could benefit from a more detailed analysis of how 

defense spending affects different socio-economic groups within countries, particularly in terms 
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of how the benefits of defense spending are distributed across different regions and 

populations. This could involve a more detailed examination of the role of local governance in 

shaping the outcomes of defense spending, as well as a more in-depth analysis of how defense 

policies are implemented at the local level. 

CONCLUSION 

The research highlights the profound and multifaceted impacts of defense policies on the quality 

of life, poverty, and inequality across diverse socio-economic contexts. Defense policies, shaped 

by a nation's priorities, allocation of resources, and geopolitical considerations, significantly 

influence societal well-being. The relationship between defense spending and poverty or 

inequality is not linear but varies based on factors such as governance quality, economic 

structure, and regional stability. 

In contexts with balanced defense expenditures and robust social policies, investments in 

national security can contribute to economic stability and public safety, indirectly enhancing 

quality of life. Conversely, excessive or misaligned defense spending often exacerbates poverty 

and inequality by diverting resources from essential services like healthcare, education, and 

infrastructure. 

The impacts also differ across countries and regions with varying levels of military expenditure. 

High-expenditure regions may experience either economic stimulation or deepening socio-

economic divides, depending on the inclusivity and efficiency of policy implementation. Low-

expenditure regions may struggle with insufficient security and its cascading effects on 

development. These findings underscore the need for strategic defense policies that harmonize 

national security imperatives with social equity and economic sustainability to foster inclusive 

growth and resilience. 
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