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The Persistent Demand for Defense Institution 
Building 

Philipp Fluri and Judith Reid 

Transparent and accountable, efficient and effective Defense Institution Building 
(DIB) is one of the shared values that binds together not only NATO but also 
NATO’s Partnership Programming. In this way, DIB is also an essential part of 
defense management and reform. 

DIB was originally made the subject of a Partnership Action Plan (PAP) in 2004 
by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), which thus affirmed its convic-
tion that accountable and transparent, effective and efficient state defense in-
stitutions under democratic civilian control are fundamental to stability in the 
Euro-Atlantic area and essential to international defense and security co-opera-
tion.1 Defense Institution Building—already implemented or convincingly com-
mitted to—is thus also a sine qua non for comprehensive partnership with NATO. 
DIB is not an alternative to existing bilateral programs of cooperation on reform, 
such as the Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP); rather, it is intended to 
complement and support these programs by facilitating EAPC-wide exchange of 
knowledge and by promoting multilateral cooperation on issues of common con-
cern.  

PAP-DIB reflects Allies’ and Partners’ common views—thus an acquis—on 
modern and democratically responsible defense institutions, provides a EAPC 
definition of defense reform and a framework for common reflection and ex-
change of experience on related problems.2 PAP-DIB aims to reinforce efforts by 

 
1  “Partnership Action Plan on Defence Institution Building (PAP-DIB),” NATO e-Library, 

Official Texts, June 7, 2004, last updated June 8, 2010, https://www.nato.int/ 
cps/en/natohq/official_texts_21014.htm. 

2  For a discussion of the early concept of DIB see Willem Van Eekelen and Philipp Fluri, 
eds., Defence Institution Building: A Sourcebook in Support of the Partnership Action 
Plan (Geneva: DCAF, 2006); Thomas-Durell Young and Todor Tagarev, “Planning and 
Development of Defense Institutions in a Time of Transformation,” Connections: The 
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EAPC Partners to initiate and carry forward reform and restructuring of defense 
institutions to meet their needs and the commitments undertaken in the context 
of the Partnership for Peace Framework Document and EAPC Basic Document, 
as well as the relevant Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe 
(OSCE) documents including the OSCE Code of Conduct on Politico-Military As-
pects of Security. 

The contribution to this special issue by Dr. Alberto Bin begins the discussion 
with an overarching look at NATO’s commitment to increasing its own security 
by way of helping neighbors improve their defense institutions. Important les-
sons have been learned in the process: a broader definition of security must in-
clude a Whole-of-Government approach; institutional resiliency is the ultimate 
goal; individualized approaches should be designed for each partner nation in-
volved; institutional change requires long term commitments of leadership and 
staff, along with multi-year action plans and funding streams – all that with the 
aim to promote good governance through democratically managed security sec-
tors that are respected and trusted by their societies. 

Both the U.S. European Command (EUCOM) and the Defense and Security 
Cooperation Agency have acknowledged the importance of DIB (the latter in the 
context of Defense Capacity Building – DCB) and made it a cooperation pillar. 
Enforced and complemented by such parallel efforts as the Building Integrity In-
itiative and Defense Capacity Building, and used in reconstruction contexts in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, the ten “PAP-DIB commandments” laid down in 2004 re-
main relevant, but need to be re-interpreted in each new context.  

In the US context, DIB was codified into law in 2016 through the National 
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA). As Alexandra Kerr documents in her excellent 
article, DIB thus rose from a relatively unknown, bottom-up effort to a premier 
discipline in the US DOD with importance for the whole security and defense 
cooperation effort whose primary objective is to enable partners to build capac-
ities for sharing costs and responsibilities of global leadership. 

In the following article, Marcin Koziel argues that hybrid activities by both 
state and non-state actors create ambiguity thereby paralyzing the state and 
leading to conditions for conflict. Defense against such a hybrid conflict requires 
responses by internal security forces, intelligence agencies, state-owned media, 
border security, non-state actors, and civil society; all of which requires DIB to 
have a Whole-of-Government—even a whole-of-society—strategic concept to 
build resilience in partners’ defense systems.  

According to the contribution of one of the guest editors of this special issue, 
Judith Reid, propaganda is used by some regimes to soften enemy terrain before 
full on military attack. Effective negative communications programs are targeted 
to a society’s specific cultural paradigms so as not to be perceived by the tar-
geted nation. These tactics can be used by outsiders (e.g. Russia on Ukraine) or 

 
Quarterly Journal 5, no. 1 (2006): 1-3; Hari Bucur-Marcu, Defence Institution Building 
– A Self-Assessment Kit (Geneva: DCAF, 2010); as well as the two special DIB issues of 
Connections: Spring-Summer 2006 and Summer 2008. 
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by insiders (Hugo Chavez in Venezuela). By using Hofstede’s model to under-
stand the pillars of collective behavior within Central and Eastern European 
countries, one can uncover vulnerabilities to external persuasion, and can also 
discover corresponding defenses against the negative exaggeration of collective 
emotions.  

The article by Chincilla and Poast provides a case study of the Baltic experi-
ence engaging the defense institution building process as a path to NATO mem-
bership, focusing on the role the creation of the Baltic Battalion played in sharing 
of technical assistance and DIB resources.  

The next three articles present the experience of Ukraine. First, Maksym 
Bugriy analyzes attempts to reform Ukraine’s Security Sector Reform in view of 
the legacy of centralized decision making, corruption, nepotism, low salaries, a 
hollow reserve force, and conscripted troops. Then Leonid Polyakov takes the 
reader through a historical review of Ukraine’s military posture since the disso-
lution of the Soviet Union onto today, with the transformation to an all-volun-
teer professional force, improved reserve forces and mobilization processes, in-
creased financial support of defense, and massive upgrades in armaments and 
materiel, all that while engaging Russia’s information operations. Pierre Jo-
licoeur wraps up this issue with analysis of the experience in the implementation 
of NATO’s Defense Education Enhancement Program (DEEP), seen as one of the 
best ways for NATO to engage Ukraine in light of Russia’s negative campaign on 
the country. 
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