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1. Thank you for inviting me to speak with you.

2. I think it would be useful to compare some 
aspects of the UK defence research & 
development programme with that proposed for 
the EU.  We can then have some clues about 
what issues might be problematic in the 
European Security Research programme

3. But first – may I tell you about the work I have 
been undertaking for Scientists for Global 
Responsibility as part of the military project for 
which I am the principal researcher - the project 
was the first to examine the military involvement 
with SET in the UK over the past 20 years:

Scope of the project which began in 2003:

*  The situation in the UK during the past 20 years 
– military, universities & SET & their role in the 
UK’s defence agenda.  Comparisons made with 
other EU countries & the USA.  

*  Primary focus of the project – UK defence R&D 
but also other areas where there is a military 
presence within SET across public institutions – 
teaching & training plus PR.

*  The military is: government departments, 
corporations & others such as lobby groups & spin-
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outs

*  The products of the interplay:
 
    - partnerships & other collaborations
 
    - the military presence & its impact within the 
universities & SET governance

   - the form of the UK security & defence agenda – 
the security threats which the UK defence budget is 
supposed to address

All of these aspects can be seen to be at least 
potential areas of concern in the European Security 
Research programme.  It would I think be useful to 
take us through some of the key issues making 
comparisons & contrasts along the way.
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Major similarities between EU & UK in security 
focus

Great many similarities between the UK & the EU 
plans for joint ‘security’ & ‘defence’ research 
programme especially:

-  Separation between ‘security’ & ‘defence’- 
threats perceived for both

-  Who have the determining voices – military with 
EU officials – where is the non-military balance?

-  Broad impact on the kinds of R&D supported & 
triggers for innovation provided by European 
Security Research Programme

-  How the ‘defence’ agenda is coloured by the 
many different kinds of interactions between R&D 
community, military sector & those in EU structure

-  Agenda is dominated by economic ‘needs’ & the 
importance of strengthening industrial base plus 
vague security objectives – Lisbon strategy: 
Growth & jobs – difficult to find clearly stated 
objectives

-  The US acts as a background to discussions – 
‘sharing the security burden’& ‘defence’ R&D

-  Emphasis on high technology – Revolution in 
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Military Affairs – preparatory action fields to be 
discussed later

-  Non-weapons directed means of addressing 
security increasingly marginalised
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Military spending – some context

Globally around €1.0 trillion 

US government military R&D in 2007 set 
to top € 53 billion – 57% increase since 
2001

UK highest military spender in EU – 
procurement: over € 43 billion
military R&D: more than € 4.3 billion

In 2004 industrialised nations spent: € 58 
billion on military R&D – compared to 
less € 1 billion on renewable energy

‘War on Terror’ major driver for military 
R&D spending

Building up the industrial base for military 
spending is also a stimulus to weapons 
proliferation – question here of dual use

‘Defence & aerospace’ has a poor record 
for in-house R&D spending

6



What is the European security programme – to 
co-operate in defence procurement & research

* What: European Defence Agency; Framework 7 
– distinction between ‘security’ – earmarked € 1.3 
billion for 2007-2013 - & ‘defence’vague what the 
distinctions actually mean

*  Preparatory Actions identifies fields of activity 
– more later

*  Also involves: National capability & role of 
NATO 

* What are the key areas of concern:

Who is involved – is funding to involve 
universities; securitisation across civil life; 
marginalisation of diplomatic/non-offensive means 
of seeking peace; skills base in SET siphoned off 
for military objectives

* How is ‘defence’ R&D envisaged in the EU plan 
& its relationship to a safe Europe?  Relationship 
with security needs? Contrast between narrow 
power-based version & more inclusive security 
needs for the world.

*  What role for technology in security?
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Preparatory Action Plan

3 years with a budget of €65 million

Fields of activity – high technology a real 
blurring of the distinction of civil & 
military:

- improving situation awareness

- security & networked systems

- protection against terrorism

- enhanced crisis management – includes 
search & rescue

- interoperability & ICT systems – it’s all 
Revolution in Military Affairs & 

battlespace planning
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Military spending
 

European Defence Agency

The CEO Tom Witney was from the UK 
Ministry of Defence

Set up in 2004 to “…improve European defence 
capabilities in the field of crisis management & to 
sustain the European Security & Defence Policy”

Four functions:

1.  Develop ‘defence’ capabilities;

2.  Promote Defence R&D;

3.  Promote armaments co-operation;

4.  Create competitive market in Europe & 
strengthen European defence, technology & 
industry base

Competition with the US military spend on 
R&D plays a major role

Military spending 
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Framework 7 - Four principal
Programmes

1.  Co-operation – €32.4 billion.

1. Ideas – €7.5 billion – this programme 
contains the European Research Council.

2. People – €4.7 billion.

3. Capacities – €4.2 billion.

All programmes open to commercial & 
academic researchers.  Public-private 
partnerships.  Much attention paid to SMEs 
but the larger corporations will play an active 
role

Will these programmes draw in other 
partnership arrangements with researchers in 
universities?  Compete with civil research?
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European Security research – some of the 
voices:

Group of Personalities – comprises 25 people, 
8 have direct links with arms-producers, 
several others come from ministries & 
defence-related research institutes

Corporate lobbying – most powerful is 
Aerospace & Defence Industries Association 
of Europe

Lobby groups – STAR 21, Leadership 2015, 
all drive military interests into research 
programmes

‘Think Tanks’ – New Defence Agenda & 
Kangaroo Group 

US military sources – calls for Europe to 
‘share the burden’ of various operations

In drawing up the programme where are 
non-military specialists, civil expertise & 
balance?
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The military influence- lessons from the 
UK

*  Military corporations include the largest 
commercial enterprises on the planet

Boeing in 2006: revenue of €43 billion; 
operates in US & Europe

BAE Systems: turn-over in 130 countries 
of more than € 20 billion in 2005 

*  Military funds = weapons-based 
objectives in context of commercialisation 
of universities & the research process

*  During the last 15 years:  military 
corporations in UK now in: government, 
local development agencies, universities, 
lobbying through special interest groups

*  Military research interests now found 
across SET especially the physical & 
engineering sciences – the health of SET?
The military influence- lessons from the 
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UK

*  Military research tends to be closed 
culture - not responsive to public scrutiny 
& expertise monopolised by military 
sector

*  National security tends to be dominated 
by the weapons-based approach favoured 
by the military corporations & their 
supporters in government: national 
prestige

*  Those in the military corporations are 
not available for challenge of the mode of 
operation of their business: ethical 
considerations

*  Collaboration across national 
boundaries on security/defence – impact 
on universities especially openness & 
freedom
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Military-university consortia in the UK

Major kinds of partnerships between 
universities, military R&D & the 

military sector:

*  Towers of Excellence - currently 5

*  Defence Technology Centres - at present 4

* Defence & Aerospace Research Partnerships 
– 14 projects at seven universities

*  Joint Grant Scheme with 'defence' 
objectives - MoD/Research Councils

In addition:

*  Industrial/university 'partnerships':

 - Rolls Royce UTCs began in 1990s;   
- manufacturing initiatives - BAE &  

Boeing; 
- QinetiQ-university partnerships

*  Military corporation funding of university 
staff & students – this includes: 
professorships, lectureships, student bursaries, 
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curriculum tools.  Significant public relations
Activities across the community
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Security funding - some of the problems

*  Security transformed in last ten years - 
whereas current military support drives 
Cold War weapons- based approach  

* Lack of transparency, public 
accountability & discussion.  

*  Lock-in of military support for new 
technologies

*  The predominance of one or two very 
powerful corporations throughout SET

*  Conflict resolution takes the back seat - 
arms escalation fuelled by SET expertise

*  Intellectual Property Rights - secrecy 
and claims of National Security!

*  Highly commercial agenda for science 
& little room for alternate voices

Security funding - some of the problems
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*  Science, engineering & technology have 
a vital role to play in addressing pressing 
needs - many are poorly funded in 
comparison to military objectives:

climate change amelioration, clean energy 
technologies, biodiversity decline, poverty 
elimination, supply of clean water & 
proper sanitation - all have a part to play 
in ensuring peace & security

*  Technological imperative in security 
agenda sets unreasonable expectations in 
conflict - clean solutions to complex 
multidimensional issues

What are my take-home messages?
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If a European Security Programme with its research 
dimension goes ahead as outlined by various key 
figures in the EU then we should look at:

-  programme & its activities will be industry-
dominated without open & informed input

-  the process will be undemocratic & biased

-  expensive with rocketing costs in addition to 
national budgets for ‘defence’- push up global 
military burden

-  foreign policy will be overtaken by a high-
technology power projection like the US model

-  European science & technology expertise will be 
entangled by military & commercial forces

-  Universities across the EU will become deeply 
entangled with the military sector

- Open up debate & lobby – start with the 
question who is the enemy we are fearful of? 
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