
neuroscientists, who believe "every was noted that the agency's research qualified to reenter the fold. He is consid- 
thought, every feeling can be explained budget began a long-term falloff in ering changes to streamline the organiza- 
in neuronal tegms. " growth in 1966, the year it was split off tion of the agency and "accentuate basic 

The question of whether NIMH from NIH. Frazier says he has not yet research." Asked if he "is going all out to 
should go back to NIH recurs with in- decided what would be the better course, prove NIMH is not 'soft,' " Frazier said, 
creasing frequency these days. At the but he clearly wants to position the agen- "Exactly right, that's as clear as it ever 
NIMH council meeting in February, it cy so that it would be perceived as was put."-CONSTANCE HOLDEN 

Europe Tries Cooperation on Military R&D 
Economic and technical incentives, coupled with pressure from the 

United States, are forcing European governments to explore new links 

Purims. Europe's defense ministers are 
expected to announce at a meeting in 
London next month their endorsement 
of a list of 30 research fields with impor- 
tant military implications that they con- 
sider ripe for collaboration. The fields 
range from sophisticated computer soft- 
ware to the use of gallium arsenide semi- 
conductors. 

The list has been compiled from pro- 
posals prepared by each of the European 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO), as well as non- 
NATO member France, in close discus- 
sion with their respective defense indus- 
tries. Although there is no guarantee that 
concrete research projects will material- 
ize in each case, the very existence of a 
single list is significant, for it represents 
the first step toward the integration of 
Europe's military research efforts. Such 
a goal has been discussed for many 
years. Indeed, it has frequently been 
advocated by the United States as a way 
of increasing the overall efficiency of 
Eurolpe's military capabilities without a 
significant increase in defense expendi- 
tures. 

In the past, however, national rivalries 
have proved a formidable barrier, and 
cooperation has been restricted either to 
specific military technologies or to fields 
such as space research, where econom- 
ics alone has made collaboration ines- 
capable. But the mood is now changing. 
"We are currently seeing the develop- 
ment. of a new European cohesion [in 
military research] that many thought 
would not be possible," says one mem- 
ber of the British delegation to NATO. 

Se.vera1 factors are responsible for this 
change. One is merely a growing realiza- 
tion of the cost of maintaining separate 
military research programs. It has been 
calculated, for example, that of the $75 
billion currently being spent annually by 
NATO members on R&D, up to 25 per- 
cent. represents a duplication of effort. 
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"The West cannot go on luxuriating in 
too many different types of similar weap- 
ons systems," Sir Frank Cooper, chair- 
man of one of Britain's largest defense 
contractors, United Scientific Holdings, 
recently wrote. "We should save the 
research and development money. . . . 
More collaboration must be essential." 

Adding to the pressure to economize is 
the fact that European governments 
have agreed, partly under U.S. pressure, 
to modernize their military forces at a 

"The West cannot go on 
luxuriating in too many 
different types of similar 

weapons systems." 

time when their economies remain weak, 
and many are already committed to ma- 
jor defense expenditures. 

The British government, for example, 
is currently looking for substantial econ- 
omies in its military budget to cover the 
unexpectedly high costs of the Trident 
missile. In France, companies such as 
the missile and rocket engine manufac- 
turer Societe Europeenne de Propulsion, 
which had previously looked almost en- 
tirely to the government for support, is 
having to raise long-term research funds 
on the international capital market. 

A third factor encouraging more col- 
laborative research is a move, again en- 
couraged largely by the United States, 
toward the wide-scale introduction of 
what are known as "emerging technolo- 
gies" into Europe's conventional weap- 
ons systems, on the argument that tech- 
nological superiority has an important 
"multiplier effect" in balancing Warsaw 
Pact firepower. 

Finally, as in the civilian sector with 

the European Commission's ESPRIT 
program in microelectronics, closer re- 
search collaboration is being seen as the 
only way in which Europe's defense 
industry can remain competitive with the 
United States-particularly as U.S. ex- 
port controls threaten Europe's access 
to the latest American defense technolo- 
gies. 

A combination of these reasons has 
encouraged greater willingness to coop- 
erate on military R&D projects in large 
and small countries alike, both arguing 
that a rationalization of resources and 
some form of division of labor is essen- 
tial if their armed forces are not to be 
reduced to buying "off the shelf" from 
American contractors. 

The major political initiative in this 
direction has come from Britain's Minis- 
ter of Defence, Michael Heseltine. Do- 
mestically, Heseltine has introduced a 
number of steps-including most dra- 
matically plans to sell several govern- 
ment research centers, such as the Royal 
Ordnance Factories, to the private sec- 
tor-in an effort to reduce a military 
research budget that, at $1.6 billion, is 
currently almost as large as that of the 
rest of Europe combined. 

Last November, Heseltine tried to 
persuade his European colleagues to fol- 
low the same strategy at a European 
level. At a meeting in The Hague of the 
Independent European Program Group 
(IEPG), a high-level body that operates 
in the general framework of NATO, He- 
seltine argued that all European defense 
ministers should explore ways in which 
they could harmonize research programs 
on the components of future weapons 
systems. As a first step in what Heseltine 
subsequently described as a "political 
breakthrough," defense ministers at- 
tending the meeting endorsed the search 
for a number of potential "cooperative 
technology projects." 

Since last November, the search has 
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been carried out more enthusiastically in 
some countries than in others. Neverthe- 
less, the next IEPG ministerial meeting, 
scheduled to take place in London in 
June, will have before it a list of 29 
possible areas for collaboration. 

"What we have in mind is a series of 
projects that are not totally basic re- 
search, but involve areas where there is 
a clearly defined generic need, such as 
composite materials or aspects of micro- 
electronics," says one member of the 
Dutch delegation to NATO, which 
shares Heseltine's enthusiasm for collab- 
orative research projects. 

Many obstacles remain, both at the 
national and the international level, be- 
fore the idea of widespread collaboration 
in defense research is broadly accepted. 
According to NATO officials, some op- 
position has already been encountered 
from military planners who will be re- 
quired to define their future weapons 
requirements much more accurately than 
in the past. 

Second, there is much skepticism from 
within industry toward any government- 
based attempts to stimulate international 
research projects, based on a fear that 
any decision to avoid duplicative efforts 
could also have the effect of requiring 
companies to withdraw from some high- 
ly competitive, and often highly lucra- 
tive, fields of defense technology. 

"The fact of the matter is that if the 
market pull is there, then companies will 
collaborate anyway," says David Gard- 
ner, director of the Electronic Engineer- 
ing Association in London, a trade group 
of British electronics companies. "A re- 
search or feasibility study is really just 
the precursor to a new product; and if 
the market is not there, then industry 
will not be interested." 

Industrialists point as evidence of their 
skepticism to the deep rift emerging be- 
tween Britain and France over the de- 
tailed management of plans to construct 
a five-nation European Fighter Aircraft, 
a project already agreed in principle by 
defense ministers whose research and 
development stage alone is likely to cost 
over $1 billion. It has already become 
embroiled in bitter controversy over who 
should be given technical and design 
leadership. 

Finally, as in the United States, there 
exists deep concern in many European 
circles about the wisdom of growing mili- 
tary dependence on high technology. 
"The problem is that we are likely to 
embark on a series of incredibly expen- 
sive projects, and 5 years down the road 
we are going to find that we cannot 
affdrd them," says Mary Kaldor of Brit- 
ain's Sussex University, a leading mem- 

ber of the European Campaign for Nu- 
clear Disarmament. 

Similarly, in West Germany the grow- 
ing collaboration with other European 
nations across a range of military tech- 
nologies has recently become the target 
of several opposition groups, including 
both the Social Democrat Party and The 
Greens, which claim that it could be- 
come a covert channel for German mili- 
tary ambitions. 

Europe's political leaders, however, 
have few doubts about their commit- 
ments to strengthening both their domes- 
tic defense industries and the technologi- 
cal base of their contribution to NATO. 
Repeated threats from the U.S. Con- 

Mlchael Heseltlne 
Britain's defense minister scored a "political 
breakthrough" in Europe. 

gress, that it will withdraw American 
troops from Europe if Europe does not 
do more in its own defense, have helped. 

The main political question is which 
institution should be given the major 
responsibility for achieving this. Britain, 
with the implicit backing of the United 
States, clearly favors the IEPG, which 
consists of the European member states 
of NATO except Iceland, but with the 
addition of France. 

Last year the group identified three 
major technological projects-a new bat- 
tle tank, a medium-range surface-to-air 
missile, and future transDort aircraft-in 
which ministers subsequkntly committed 
themselves to future collaboration. Next 
month's meeting hopes to achieve simi- 
lar support for its list of research areas. 

To some, however, the ad hoc struc- 
ture of the IEPG translates into a lack of 
political status. This, in particular, is a 
major complaint of the French govern- 
ment and a principal reason for its recent 

efforts to revitalize the Western Eurofie- 
an Union (WEU), a body created 30 
years ago out of the ashes of efforts to 
establish a European Defense Communi- 
ty. The WEU has been relatively mori- 
bund until a ministerial-level meeting 
held in Rome last year. 

The members of the WEU are the six 
original members of the European Eco- 
nomic Community (EECbFrance, 
West Germany, Belgium, Italy, Holland, 
and Luxembourg-and Great Britain, 
keen to keep a handle on FrenchfGerman 
military links. 

WEU officials, pointing to their higher 
political visibility (and indeed almost 
proudly to recent U.S. criticism of the 
organization's formal independence 
from NATO), have frequently suggested 
linking up with IEPG's efforts to pro- 
mote joint military R&D projects. So far, 
however, these approaches have been 
resisted, largely because of fears from 
IEPG that the collaboration could be- 
come rapidly bogged down in excessive 
bureaucracy and political wrangling. 

The latest actor to amve on the scene 
is the Brussels-based European Commis- 
sion. Last month, the new president of 
the commission, former French Finance 
Minister Jacques Delors, proposed that 
defense-related research-especially Eu- 
ropean collaboration in the U.S. Strate- 
gic Defense Initiative research pro- 
gram-might form part of a significantly 
expanded joint European R&D effort, 
building on the apparent success of ES- 
PRIT and similar projects in telecommu- 
nications and industrial technology. 

Such a move would represent a radical 
departure for the EEC, which has so far 
steered clear of all defense and security 
issues. Nevertheless, Delors told a press 
conference in Brussels recently, "If the 
Europeans are going to take part in the 
technological aspects of this program in 
a fragmented way, it will not have such 
positive results as if they act together." 

The variety of political channels now 
offering themselves, as well as tradition- 
al rivalries and distrust between Europe- 
an nations (particularly Britain and 
France) and continuing opposition from 
a number of different communities, all 
mean that a clear program of joint mili- 
tary research projects will be easier to 
plan on paper than to put into practice. 

However, defense officials in both 
London and Paris claim that, despite the 
many bamers, there is a growing conver- 
gence of views leading in this direction. 
And that, as one British official puts it, 
"it was natural that this would happen 
sooner or later; and at the moment, 
enthusiasm seems to be going from 
strength to strength."-DAVID DICKSON 
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