
Security and defense sector development (SDSD) in 
Ukraine is now under way. Almost two years have gone 
since its beginning in stormy 2014. Many efforts have 
been done since then focusing on repelling Russia’s ag-
gression and strengthening potential of all actors of the 
national security and defense sector (SDS) under the 
dominance of enemy-centric environment. Based on 
interim results, it is high time to make a general glance 
on basic conceptual issues of SDSD to better under-
stand future perspectives for democratic developments 
in Ukraine amid its Euro-Atlantic and European aspira-
tions.

There are following three generally recognized goals 
that should be accomplished while executing successful 
SDSD in a country transiting from an elite-captured to a 
citizen-oriented model, namely:

1. Improving democratic governance with an emphasis 
on civil oversight of SDS and multi-stakeholder process-
es that include civil society in shaping security policy and 
strategy.

2. Recognizing the relationship between security and 
development policy, and orienting security strategies to-
ward human security for all people.

3. Professionalizing SDS, emphasizing an efficient and 
effective SDS that holds a monopoly of force over other 
armed groups in society and could effectively counteract 
external threats.

In the vast majority of cases, and Ukraine is not an ex-
ception, the third goal is the most visible and essential 
one in terms of providing urgent threat-centric counter-
measures while putting little emphasis on democratic 
governance and human security. National efforts backed 
by broad international support remain to be crucial el-
ements in accomplishing this task with some pros and 
cons, especially as far as “train and equip” approach 
is concerned. Foreign assistance in SDSD sometimes 
could substitute reform and development process by for-
mal SDS assistance not eliminating the core problems. 
Hence, the proper balance and interdependence be-
tween all abovementioned goals should be maintained in 
order to achieve the desired results. Is is the second goal 
orienting security strategy toward human security that 
should be among current priorities in national SDSD 
maintaining the required balance. 

In general, human security is the conceptual framework 
for civil society engagement with security forces. Human 
security is also known as multidimensional security and 
citizen security having a population-centric and not en-
emy-centric perspective. It is measured by the percep-
tions of whether local population feel safe, so that civ-
il society is increasingly recognizing the importance of 
working together with SDS to find new ways of improv-
ing human security. 

The level and effectiveness of comprehensive civil society 
engagement in SDSD could be considered as an indica-
tor of the transformation process from an elite-captured 
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government to a citizen-oriented one. In a citizen-orient-
ed government, society both is able to hold government 
to account and to collaborate with government to pro-
vide public goods. In a citizen-oriented state, the secu-
rity sector serves the population. Peace and stability are 
relative to the degree that national SDS elements serve 
locally defined human security goals and are accountable 
to local communities. Building local ownership requires 
listening to the perceptions of security threats from di-
verse segments of society. In most democratic countries, 
society continues to push security sector development 
toward a human security model. 

Human security is distinct from, but may overlap with 
national security. National security prioritizes econom-
ic, geopolitical, or ideological interests of the state and, 
if necessary, the use of military force to protect them. 
Where national security overlaps with civil society’s hu-
man security priorities, these dialogue, consultation and 
coordination forums may be productive. A state should 
come to understand that protecting civilians and prior-
itizing development or democratic governance is in its 
national security interests.

Preliminary analysis of normative provisions contained 
in the New National Security Strategy and the revised 
Military Doctrine of Ukraine has reviled that enemy-cen-
tric concepts of security is prevailing in national SDSD 
concept. This concept is mainly focused on identifying 
and addressing threats and challenges to national secu-
rity stemming from certain groups and countries. One 
could also find certain overlapping between declared na-
tional and human security interests related to protection 
of human values, human rights and freedoms, maintain-
ing rule of low and prosperity. Citizen or human security 
as such is not properly defined in the above documents 
primarily emphasizing on public security issues that 
have more specified meaning to be a part of broader hu-
man security approach. 

In the national normative provisions the main focus is 
given on improving democratic governance through 
strengthening civil oversight of SDS, involving civil so-
ciety in shaping security policy as well as on profession-
alizing SDS and protecting rights of military personnel. 
National law enforcement agencies, including Police and 
National Guard, State Migration Service and State Emer-
gency Service are listed among those structural elements 
of SDS to be engaged in providing citizen security. At the 
same time, that is the National Guard to be responsible 
for public security in Ukraine.

According to the revised Military Doctrine of Ukraine, 
the main priority is concentrated on addressing actual 

military threats and pol-mill challenges to national se-
curity. As far as SDSD is concerned, additional attention 
is paid for integrating paramilitary groups into national 
SDS, and strengthening coordination between govern-
mental and local authorities, as well as non-govern-
mental organizations and citizen, including volunteers, 
with the aim to eliminate a military conflict and rebuff a 
military aggression. New ethical standards for military 
personnel are to be implemented to respect the value of 
human life and protecting health.

Another broadly declared provision is the need for im-
plementing NATO’s standards towards effective SDSD. 
These standards also should be built on reciprocal im-
proving of the relationship between civil society and 
SDS actors. In particular, the New NATO Guidance on 
the Human Aspects of the Operational Environment 
emphasizes the increasing role of human dimension in 
handling current crises, especially within the margins of 
Alliance’s Non-Article 5 Crisis Response Operations.

NATO Comprehensive Approach to human security is 
although often associated with civil-military-police co-
operation (CIMIC) oriented on strengthening local own-
ership. Having all these in mind, further steps should 
be envisaged to develop and broaden existing CIMIC 
under the framework of current SDSD in Ukraine. Pre-
dominant attention should be given to long-term devel-
opments supporting human security with active involve-
ment of all SDS elements, extending beyond the military 
forces. 

From perspective point of view, the Draft Concept of 
Ukraine’s Security and Defense Sector Development is 
also worth mentioning. Here an attempt has been made 
to clarify the role and place of civil society in the nation-
al SDSD process. This document, among other things, 
contains references to the necessity of maintaining state 
and public security while addressing different crises and 
executing counterterrorist measures. Only demining ac-
tivity is included in the proposed list of priorities that 
should provide citizen security. 

As far as SDSD is concerned, there is a mere repetition 
of previously mentioned provisions aimed at improving 
democratic governance of SDS and its professionaliza-
tion without any notion to human security with respect 
to democratic developments.  A separate chapter in the 
Draft Concept is devoted to the role and place of civil so-
ciety in SDSD.  According to the document, spiritual and 
intellectual potential of society and its human resources 
should be used to the maximum in maintaining state se-
curity and defense capabilities.



The following main areas of SDS interactions with civil 
society are proposed in the Draft, namely:

-   Creating appropriate normative, organizational and fi-
nancial conditions to support active involvement of civic 
organizations and citizen in elaborating and implement-
ing state policy in SDSD;

-   Creating conditions for effective civic oversight of SDS 
actors;

-   Facilitating to civic organizations’ participation in im-
proving preparedness of SDS actors for accomplishing 
allocated tasks.

Thus, all existing conceptual approaches to national 
SDSD are mainly oriented on professionalizing of SDS 
as well as on improving democratic governance through 
strengthening civil oversight and civic involvement in 
shaping national security policy and strategy. Bearing 
all these in mind, in short-term perspective it would be 
hardly to expect any substantial changes in the national 
SDSD strategy lacking appropriate relationship between 
security and development policy orienting state security 
toward human security. Despite of minor overlapping, 
this conceptual gap still exists and does not contribute to 
fully effective and efficient SDSD that should be based on 
two-way comprehensive engagement (not only involve-
ment) with civil society inherent for a truly citizen-ori-
ented democratic state.
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