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Abstract: 
The concept of security only recently erupted onto the European research agenda, with the 
launch of the European Security Strategy (2003) and the subsequent push for a common 
European Security Research Programme. The notion of public-private dialogue precedes the 
notion of security in European research thinking, foreshadowing the development of the 
public-private nexus as a central concept in European security research. With the 
Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on Public-Private Dialogue in 
Security Research and Innovation (COM(2007)511), and the creation of the European 
Security Research and Innovation Forum (ESRIF), the European Commission sets out an 
understanding of security that will guide the notion of public-private dialogue within the 
European security research agenda in the future. The primacy of technology and technology-
based research promotes a prophylactic understanding of security which, in our view, 
represents a fundamental misalignment of the fundamental concepts of security. A reflected 
oversight of the consequences of security technologies, of the kind enhanced by the proposed 
public-private dialogue, remains absent. The danger for European security is the decision to 
put all of Europe’s chips into the pot of technology and technological research. By doing so, 
both European research and the European private sector will become increasingly alienated 
from the core of security and insecurity in Europe: the experiences of real people who see 
themselves under threat and of real people who threaten Europeans. 
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Public Private Dialogue in Security Research 
 

J. Peter Burgess and Monica Hanssen 

International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO) 

 

Background: The eruption of security into European research 

Security research in Europe is only 3 years old. The concept of security is essentially absent from 
the principles and programme of the Sixth Framework Programme.1 For example the 
Commission’s 35 page brochure from 2002, The Sixth Framework Programme in Brief mentions 
‘trust and security’ only in passing as an issue related to the development of information 
technology. As late as 2005 the Five-year assessment of the European Union research Framework 
programmes 1999-2003 does not mention with a single word ‘security’.2  

Today, only five years later it is safe to say that European research is all but unthinkable without 
security research. Perhaps more importantly, that security has quickly and quite easily found its 
home, not with the social, cultural, psychological, legal, or anthropological fields of study, but 
squarely and completely in the seat of technological innovation. Today, security is inseparable 
from technology. For reasons we will try explore in this briefing paper, no political approach to 
security is viable without a basis not only in security technology, but in the rapidly expanding 
security industry that supports it.3 

By any political standards the sensational speed of birth and expansion of security research 
should give one cause for reflection. From €0 earmarked for security research in 2002-2006 to 
€1.4 billion in 2007-2013, essentially all of which is entrusted to free enterprise and to the 
development forces of the market. Only under the immense symbolic and political force of the 
attacks in 2001 could this have been possible. This is true even though those attacks only 
marginally concerned Europeans (before the Madrid bombings of March 2004) and were by any 
measure objectively insignificant when compared to fatalities caused by natural catastrophes or 
disease.  

It is of equal importance to note that the notion of public-private dialogue precedes the notion of 
security in European research thinking. In contrast to security, private-public ‘dialogue’ or 
‘integration’ is frequently thematized in official 6th Framework documents together with the 
evolving notion of ‘technology platforms’ that were to become central to the 7th Framework 
Programme.  

                                                            
1 European Commission (2002). The Sixth Framework Programme in Brief. Brussels: The European Communities. 
2 Five-Year-Assessment Panel (1999-2003) (2005). Five-Year-Assessment of the European Union Research Framework Programmes 1999-

2003. Brussels. The European Communities. 
3 The seven thematic areas of the Sixth Framework programme were (1) Life sciences, genomics and biotechnology 

for health, (2) Information society technologies, (3) Nano-technologies and nano-sciences, knowledge-based 
multifunctional materials, new production processes, (4) Aeronautics and space, (5) Food quality and safety, (6) 
Sustainable development, global change and ecosystems, (7) Citizens and governance in a knowledge-based society. 
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1.  Research and geopolitics : The evolution of the European security research 
agenda 

Javier Solana’s presentation of the European Security Strategy in 2003 and the subsequent Group 
of Personalities Report Research for a Secure Europe in 2004 marked the formal inception of 
security research as a separate and consequential item on the European agenda. Following to 
some degree from the overarching Lisbon Strategy and its emphasis on knowledge-based 
competitiveness, the approach to security research has become increasingly market-oriented 
through its focus on public-private collaboration. Under the Seventh Framework Programme 
(FP7), security was established as a separate thematic area and is earmarked to receive an 
estimated €1.4 billion in funding over the next seven years. We briefly chart the general line of 
this movement in the European official thinking, before turning to the Communication on ESRIF 
and public-private dialogue. 

1.1   ‘European Security Strategy: A Secure Europe in a Better World’ 

The European Security Strategy (ESS) was presented in June 2003 and officially adopted by the 
European Council in December 2003.4 The ESS addressed the challenges facing Europe in a 
complex and changing post-Cold War security environment, identifying key threats such as 
terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, state failure and 
organized crime. To address these threats, the report emphasizes a multifaceted approach 
including strengthening and tightening various judicial, economic and military measures, and 
promoting broader engagement with developing states, with particular focus on political and 
social reform.  

1.2  European Defence – Industrial and Market Issues: Towards an EU Defence Equipment 
Policy 

In March 2003, the European Commission proposed a EU Defence Equipment Policy in order to 
improve efficiency and innovation in the European market for defence equipment through 
competition, and to increase coordination and cooperation between EU countries, including 
standardization and harmonization of rules and principles.5 The Commission also emphasized the 
need for a common security research agenda, supported by the European Security and Defence 
Policy (ESDP), and the importance of a solid European industrial base in the defence sector to the 
credibility of a common defence policy. This Communication furthermore proposed the launch of 
the Preparatory Action on the Enhancement of the European industrial potential in the field of 
Security Research. 

 

                                                            
4 European Commission (2003). A Secure Europe in a Better World: European Security Strategy. Brussels. European 

Communities. 
5 COM(2003) 113. Communication from the Commission to the Council, the Euroepan Parliament, The European Economic and 

Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. European Defence—Market Issues. Towards an EU Defence Equipment Policy. 
Brussels. European Communities. 
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1.3   Preparatory Action in Security Research (PASR) 

Following that proposal Commission, in February 2004, launched the Preparatory Action for 
Security Research 2004-2006 (PASR).6 Preparatory research proposals were accepted based on 
the following essentially technological research areas: situation awareness, protection of 
networked systems, protection against terrorism, crisis management, interoperability of control, 
and communications systems. Selected proposals have tended to focus to a large extent on 
technological appliances, including mobile devices to localize the ‘home manufacturing’ of 
explosives, integrated surveillance of crowded areas for public security, and hazardous material 
localization and person tracking.  

1.4   ‘Research for a Secure Europe: Report of the Group of Personalities’ 

As mentioned above, the official push toward a unified and cohesive European security research 
agenda began, in effect, when the European Commission assembled a Group of Personalities 
(GoP) to outline general principles and broad thematic priorities in the field of security research. 
Commissioners Philippe Busquin (Research) and Erkki Liikanen (Enterprise and Information 
Society) chaired this group consisting of Members of the European Parliament, representatives of 
international organizations and research institutes, as well as key industrialists. The paring of the 
Commissioners of research and enterprise was to have decisive influence on ultimate placing 
security research under the DG Enterprise in the 7th Framework Programme. Their report, 
Research for a Secure Europe, was issued in March 2004, emphasizing the need for concrete, 
capability-related research and the explicit involvement of the end-user community in defining 
those capability needs.7 According to that reports the underlying objective of enhancing 
European competitive advantage in the technology sector and strengthening Europe’s industrial 
base as a means of achieving security is based on the premise that information technology serves 
as a primary ‘force enabler’ for securing Europe. This dual focus on technological development 
and European competitiveness serves as a common thread throughout the Commission’s 
proposals and recommendations for a common framework for security research.  

1.5   Security Research: Next Steps 

In its Communication  Security Research – The Next Steps of September 2004, the Commission 
welcomed the Report of the Group of Personalities on security research, while highlighting the 
need to preserve the security of European citizens and address new threats and vulnerabilities by 
harnessing resources from both private industry and the research community.8  The focus on 
technological development as a response to security challenges is reiterated in the reports and the 
desire for enhanced European cooperation, standardization and interoperability is emphasized. In 
addition, the Communication introduced the creation of a European Security Research Advisory 

                                                            
6 COM(2004)72. Commission Communication on the imoplementation of the Preparatory Action on the enhancement of the European 

industrial potential in the field of Security research, Towards a programme to advance European security through Research and Technology. 
Brussels. The European Communities 

7 Group of Personalities (2004). Research for a Secure Europe: Report of the Group of Personalities in the field of Security Research. 
Brussels. European Communities 

8 COM(2004) 590 final. Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions on Security Research: The Next Steps. Brusssels: European Communities. 
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Board with the task of carrying out the recommendations of the GoP Report and advising on the 
content of a unified security research agenda. 

1.6   Meeting the Challenge: the European Security Research Agenda 

In April 2005, the European Security Research Advisory Board (ESRAB) was created in order to 
detail a plan of action for a common European security research agenda, defining specific needs 
and capabilities, and recommending measures for implementation. ESRAB comprised 50 ‘High 
Level Members’, including public authorities, industry and think tanks, with researchers and 
industrialists represented equally on the Board. In their report, Meeting the Challenge: the 
European Security Research Agenda, launched in September 2006, ESRAB followed up on the 
recommendations of the GoP by establishing a structure for collaborative security research and 
identifying detailed security needs based on several functional groupings such as detection, 
identification and authentication, risk assessment, situation awareness, communication and 
information management.9 The Board laid out the structure of their research following from the 
threats identified by the ESS, the mission areas initially outlined by the FP7 Security Theme, and 
the needs that follow in terms of capabilities and technologies.  

2. Risks and reward of technology-based public-private dialogue 

2.1  The rationale for public-private collaboration in security research 

From the standpoint of the EU, private participation in security research not only increases 
investment in the security market but also stimulates technological innovation, providing a 
welcome boost to European industry and an opportunity for Europe to gain a competitive edge in 
the market for security solutions. Technological capabilities are consistently treated as the 
substantial underpinning of security research and it is the Commission’s desire to simultaneously 
strengthen European industry and European security through public-private partnerships.  

In addition to stimulating competition and increasing available resources for research, public-
private initiatives for security solutions will likely reduce the impact of longstanding bureaucratic 
woes such as inefficiency, lack of coherence and fragmentation of efforts throughout existing 
institutional arrangements. Public-private partnerships may achieve synergies that are otherwise 
difficult to achieve in the security/defence market, and thus strengthening this partnership is 
viewed as a crucial step in developing and producing the capabilities initially identified by the 
European Security Research Advisory Board (ESRAB).  

This market-oriented approach to security research is partly based on the assumption that security 
can be attained through the acquisition and deployment of technology. Thus, the rationale for 
increasingly engaging the private sector in security research is clear: by combining and focusing 
the efforts of both the public and private sectors in security research, this will result in 
reinvigorated industry, reinforced competition, a renewed focus on value-added activity and 
innovation in security, and ultimately a secure Europe through industry. The Commission’s 
confidence in the private sector to attain these goals seems to represent a general shift in the 
European approach to security, mirroring the liberalist ethos that pervades U.S. security strategy. 

                                                            
9 ESRAB (2006). Meeting the Challenge: the European Security Research Agenda – A Report from the European Security Research 

Advisory Board. Brussels. European Communities. , September 2006. 
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2.2  The Commission Communication on public-private dialogue 

The red-thread of post-9/11 security thinking leads from the Group of Personalities (2003-2004) 
to the Preparatory Action on Security Research (2004-2006) to the European Research Advisory 
Board (2005-2006). The accomplishments of these earlier activities and forums are the direct 
predecessors to the newly formed European Security Research and Innovation Forum (ESRIF) 
(2007-2009).  

Consistent with the Commission’s overarching goal of fostering the competitiveness of European 
industry through research and innovation, this appeal to broaden the dialogue on security research 
seemed more formally extended to the private sector not only as a way to bridge the gap between 
civil and defence research, but also in order to gain a competitive edge in the global market for 
security solutions. The focus is on joint public-private initiatives to address Europe’s security 
needs, and thus the role of the private sector and its value to European security is further 
magnified, as the emphasis remains on competitive and innovative technological solutions to 
current security challenges. As such, ESRIF aims to ‘go beyond FP7 security research’ and may 
be paving the way for a shift in focus for the Eighth Framework Programme, increasingly centred 
on a commercial response to security.  

The premises envisaged by the Commission for ESRIF are set out in the Commission’s 
Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on Public-Private Dialogue in 
Security Research and Innovation.10  Most importantly the Communication sets out the 
understanding of security that will guide the notion of public-private dialogue in the future. 

3.  The primacy of technology 

Here, as we have noted above, the axis around which the notion of security revolves is 
technology. Despite recognition that security in Europe requires a ‘comprehensive set of 
instruments’, the largest part of attention and resources has been focused on technology and 
technological innovation.  

However, with the possible exception of cyber-crime, few of the ‘new’ disruptions to security in 
Europe are predominately technological in nature: illegal immigration, human and narcotics 
trafficking, and terrorism are more technologically sophisticated than several decades ago, but 
they are primitive in comparison with currently available counter-technologies. What is more 
plausible is that popular and political expectations of knowledge and technological control of 
crime—and thus political expectations—have increased. These expectations are not technical in 
nature, though they are certainly driven by a feed-back nexus of fear-technology. 

When it is argued by critics that technology is not a panacea, this is not to say that it cannot solve 
all problems and thus should be supplemented by additional tools, such as attention to social 
issues, culture, politics, values and rights. It means, instead, that technology is in certain regards 
part of the problem.  

                                                            
10 COM(2007) 511 final. Communication to the European Parliament and the Council on Public-Private Dialogue in Security 

Research and Innovation. 
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The primacy of technology in the ESRIF dialogue set-up is guided by two new challenges in the 
relation between society and technology. These challenges are not adequately considered in 
current thinking on the desirability of public-private dialogue along the axis of technology. 

First of these is what might be called the new security dilemma. The security dilemma is a 
classical concept from international politics. It holds that one State’s efforts to increase its 
security relative to other States has the effect of provoking measures in the other State which in 
the end reduce the security of the first. The new security dilemma extends that idea to the current 
state of affairs suggesting that protective and preventive security measures taken often have the 
effect of augmenting insecurity. 

Second, this is also evinced by what is known as the rise of dual use technologies. This term also 
has a more classical use, which has recently been overtaken. Traditionally it designates 
technologies that have origins or applications in both the military and civilian spheres. Today, 
particularly in the field of biotechnology, the term has taken the more  sinister connotation 
that scientific research that aims to find solutions to dangerous pathogens form the very same 
basis for producing them. 

4.  Values and security as parallel projects 

While the Communication on public-private dialogue reaffirms the central principles of European 
construction and governance, (‘values, open society, and civil liberties’), these must be preserved, 
according to the Commission while the challenge of increased security threat is addressed. In 
short the Commission, resting on the shoulders of the building-block documents reviewed above, 
sees these as parallel projects, each valuable and important in its right, yet each distinct to one 
another. Security activities, it is said, can and should be carried out in recognition of and respect 
for fundamental values and rights. Yet this is often affirmed based on the assumption that it 
would in some way be possible to assure Europe’s security without addressing its values and 
rights. 

This is in our view a serious misalignment of the fundamental concepts of security. The security 
of Europe consists of nothing more and nothing less than the assurance of the value foundation 
that makes Europe what it is, its basis in Europeans, their wants and needs, their hopes and fears. 
Protecting Europe serves nothing if it does not serve the purpose of serving the values of its 
peoples. The critical infrastructures of Europe can be damaged, waves of illegal immigrants could 
penetrate our borders, but if these do not threaten the value-basis that makes Europe what it is, 
then Europe will be secure. By the same token, perfectly sealed borders and protected 
infrastructure will not secure Europe if its values are allowed to be threatened (by poor 
governance, inadequate education, faltering cultural continuity, etc.). 

In this sense, integrating security, on the one hand, and rights and values, on the other, is not just 
a good idea. It is a necessity. The essence of the challenge is not seeking out recognition of rights 
and values as something that can be linked to security research, but rather as something that 
should be sought out and cultivated within the technological research that will clearly mark the 
public/private dialogue in the future.  
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4.1  The logic of prophylactic security 

The ESRIF arrangement, like the ESRAB, the PASR and GoP that preceded it, builds upon a 
distinct understanding of security, one of many possible understandings. It is a prophylactic 
understanding of security. In other words it is based on a clear distinction between the secure and 
the insecure, between the threat and the threatened, between us and them. It builds upon the 
assumption that the danger is out there and the project of maintaining security consists in keeping 
the danger out there, by maintaining a distinction between here and there, us and them.  

This prophylactic understanding of security is in part based on reality. There are in fact a certain 
number of threats—outside our borders, outside the locked doors of our homes, outside the gates 
of our businesses, outside the firewalls of our webservers, outside the skin on our bodies—all 
waiting to get in and do us harm.    

4.2  Three weaknesses of prophylactic security 

However the prophylactic concept of security is imprecise, indeed dangerously imprecise, for at 
least three reasons. 

Firstly, the distinction between inside security and outside threat no longer holds. The most 
simple illustration of this is the fact that virtually all perpetrators of recent terrorist attacks have 
been Europeans, our neighbours, work colleagues, classmates. Consequently, security agencies 
traditionally responsible for assuring security from external dangers (primarily the military) have 
begun to develop means and mechanisms for seeking out threats inside Europe, thus overlapping 
with the traditional dominion of internal security agencies. Moreover, while external security 
authorities increasingly seek to locate threats in the internal security sphere, that is, within the 
cities and towns of Europe, traditional internal authorities such as police and investigative 
agencies, border and customs officials, increasingly seek security threats beyond borders, that is 
in transnational organized crime networks, terrorist cells, etc. In this environment, threats become 
increasingly identified as ‘transversal’, that is, anchored in immigrant or minority milieus. The 
sphere of internal crime-fighting and external war-making is increasingly blurred. 

Secondly, security and insecurity are only partially objective.  Security is not a wholly objective 
condition; it is to a large degree determined subjectively, that is by individual and collective 
experiences, by hopes and fears, by past expectations and future expectations, by assumptions 
and prejudices. The most tangible example of this is the fear of a terrorist attack. A number of 
current events illustrate the disproportional responses proffered for entirely subjective 
perceptions of insecurity. 

Thirdly, technologies of prophylactic security lend themselves easily to the new security dilemma 
outlined above: strengthening barriers, enhancing surveillance, systematizing border controls all 
tend to engender insecurity by increasing the awareness, imaginary or factual, that danger is 
ubiquitous and that threat is imminent, while at the same time giving those policy makers that 
implement such technologies an impression, at times directly false, that they are leading to 
increased security.  
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A similar logic of prophylactic security is continued in the newly proposed EUROSUR 
programme,11 a relatively hastily implemented plan to secure the European external borders by 
linking national border surveillance systems to further the aim of a common European border 
management system.  

4.3  The Framework Programme Security and safeguarding liberties  

Thus while the framework programme Security and Safeguarding Liberties, at first glance 
focuses on the preservation of liberties by providing a check to security technologies that 
encroach civil freedoms, the two specific programmes in which it takes form, ‘Prevention, 
Preparedness and Consequence Management of Terrorism and other Security related Risks’ and 
‘Prevention of and Fight against Crime’ both seem to construe ‘liberty’ as that which is lost by 
being object of crime or terrorism, not that which is lost through submission to prophylactic 
security technologies of protection. ‘Protection’ and ‘prevention’ are clearly components of 
European security. But by failing to investigate the questions of ‘by whom’, ‘against whom’, ‘for 
whom’, and ‘in the name of whom’, they run the risk of being directly counter-productive. 

A reflected oversight of the consequences of the security technologies, of the kind enhanced by 
the proposed public-private dialogue remains absent. 

5.  Dialogue Public and Private? 

The motivating principle of the Communication is an important one: dialogue. This has the 
potential to mean opening world-views and value systems to opposed or conflicting world-views 
and value systems. The Communication poses something quite a bit less ambitious. The dialogue 
envisaged is not a symmetrical one, but rather one oriented around a liberal market system of 
values. The public contribution to the dialogue will consist in being ‘more actively involved in 
developing a structured and efficient security market’. The private contribution will consist in 
developing appropriate security capabilities by ‘pinpointing the needs of customers for whom 
new products, systems and service are created.’ In short, the European institutions will assist in 
restructuring markets and providing input to the private sector in order that it may do better what 
it already does best, namely develop competitive new products and services directed toward 
existing market demand.  

5.1  Enhancing the liberal market for technology enterprise 

This basic market liberal principle is for the most part uncontroversial in terms of explaining the 
dynamics of the market.  However, what it captures of the social and cultural values, history, 
identity, future prospects of Europeans or European entities that would describe themselves as 
insecure is unclear. Are the markets capable of communicating the security needs of Europeans?  

The more likely result is that the supply side of the market of security technology providers will 
meet the demand side of security technology users and European citizens will be left unawares. 
Yet it is the awareness of the security initiatives being taken or not being taken that raise or lower 
the security and insecurity of Europeans. European values will be translated into financial value.    

                                                            
11 COM(2008) 69 final. Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council the European Economic and 

Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions. Preparing the next steps in border management in the European Union. 
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One must also consider the built-in limitation to the already somewhat reduced area of play of the 
market. The dialogue is not aimed at any market based security concern, only those that may 
‘enhance the use of technology in security-related domains’.  

This is the background situation and manoeuvring space of the European Security Research and 
Innovation Forum. It will mediate between market-based needs in terms of technological 
solutions. This approach will bring clear results in some sense, but in terms of alleviating security 
its overall potential is low.  

As noted above, public-private dialogue has been explicitly encouraged already in the 6th 
Framework Programme. However in that context it was cast as a means to achieving more 
integrated research results, links between public and private research institutes, and coordination 
between public and private sources of funding. In the 7th Framework Programme concept, and in 
particular in the principles guiding for formation of ESRIF, the focus has shifted entirely from 
institutional dialogue and collaboration to dialogue between the public institutions, primarily EU 
institutions, and European enterprise. The aim is to increase competitiveness.  

6.  Conclusion and the way forward 

The back-to-basics insight conclusion of the above critical analysis is that political discourse has 
lost sight of what is meant by security and insecurity. Prophylactic security measures of the time 
exclusively supported by the ESRIF’s proposed public-private dialogue can reduce insecurity. 
They can also increase it. In any case, it may not be enough to simply supplement business-as-
usual industry-driven technologically based security research with an assessment of human rights 
and privacy, though that is a necessary starting point. Technology-based security research and 
development, in addition to production and marketing must listen to its own heartbeat, react and 
respond to the human issues, from which it comes and to which it seeks to address itself. 

By focusing on technology based dialogue between the private and public we miss more or less 
entirely the security and insecurity challenges of European people and—of equal importance—
have little chance of understanding, anticipating, addressing the motives, ambitions, securities 
and insecurities of those who would do us harm.  

European security and insecurity are implicitly related to European values. This has nominally 
been accepted by the Commission and above all by the ambitious architects of the 7th 
Framework Programme. Yet, one would be misguided to believe that security and insecurity are 
expressions of the integrity of borders, the resolution of identity recognition cameras or the 
communicability of biometric databases. The security and insecurity of Europe, as elsewhere, is 
derived from a certain understanding of human life, of individual and collective hopes and fears, 
of expectations about what might be lost and what is worth keeping, about what one is willing to 
sacrifice liberty for, and indeed about what one is willing to fight or even die for. Security and 
insecurity are social, cultural, political concepts.  

Sound, meaningful, effective, and cost-efficient security therefore requires attention to and a 
thorough understanding of the human, social culture, assumptions that contribute to determining 
what is considered secure and insecure by European citizens and shaping effective, appropriate 
and just responses to security threats.   
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Public/private dialogue is by all means valuable. But it should not simply consist in the European 
institutions simply assimilating the technological solutions provided by a technologically 
glimmering free enterprise. Recovering the European in European technology enterprise is a far 
more challenging task than developing the technologies.  

The implicit aim of the public-private dialogue at the heart of ESRIF is essentially to streamline 
the market conditions and conditions of research and development, and production for industries 
related to security technologies in Europe. This is based on the premise that by increasing the 
viability of private enterprise related to the production of security technologies Europe will 
become more secure. This assumption is unfounded, untested, and dubious.  

The public-private dialogue envisaged for ESRIF is likely to succeed in strengthening the 
European private sphere. This may partially explain the enthusiasm for it amongst the developers 
and producers of security technologies. Yet at the same time, by drawing attention to the security-
technology nexus, it detracts attention and resources from the real human issues involved in 
European security and insecurity. For this reason it is regarded with considerable scepticism by 
social and human scientists across Europe. 

Increased security may be a desirable bi-product of increased competitiveness and profitability 
for the private sector. It will most certainly not be the direct consequence.  

The hindrance is not the liberal market aspect in itself. While this remains controversial, there is 
evidence suggesting that the liberal market approach to European welfare can be successful if 
adequately governed.  

The danger for European security is the decision to put all of Europe’s chips into the pot of 
technology and technological research. By doing so, both European research and the European 
private sector will become increasingly alienated from the core of security and insecurity in 
Europe: the experiences of real people who see themselves under threat and of real people who 
threaten Europeans.  

Charting, analyzing and understanding the human dimensions of the security technologies is 
more difficult and far less profitable than letting technological innovation run on autopilot. 
However it is entirely feasible, and has been demonstrated in settings of research and 
development where social scientific, humanistic and technological sciences have found a way to 
collaboration.12 

 

 

                                                            
12 Cf the 7th Framework project Converging and conflicting ethical values in the internal/external security continuum in Europe 

(INEX) (www.INEXproject.eu), also the recently concluded PASR project Privacy and Security (PRISE), 
(www.prise.oeaw.ac.at). 


