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Chapter 5

BROADENING THE DEBATE

SPACE INFRASTRUCTURE AS METHODS AND MEANS

Even the most informed ardent supporters of
a U.S. civilian “space station” program agree that
any such facility would be a means to various
ends, rather than an end in itself. The ends pro-
posed may be grouped into four categories: in-
dustrial (e.g., manufacturing materials); commer-
cial (e.g., servicing satellites); scientific (e. g.,
conducting experiments in the life sciences); and
national security (e. g., maintaining a permanent
U.S. manned presence). These ends, despite their
diversity, have in common a presumption that
space activities will in future become more rou-
tine and more clearly operational, less experi-
mental, and less tentative. This presumption in
turn derives from an important change in the way
that we are now beginning to view space.

Twenty-five years into the Space Age, we are
in a position to view near-Earth space much as
we would a vast tract of undeveloped raw land
on the Earth’s surface:

● We have identified at least some of the de-
sirable locations (particular orbits).

. We have established an initial legal frame-
work for their beneficial occupancy (the Out-
er Space Treaty).

● We have reliable transportation for people
and machinery to and from these remote
areas, from selected locations on the Earth’s
surface (via the Shuttle).

Ž We can maintain reliable communications
with these remote areas (via NASA’s satel-
lite communications system).

These capabilities are prompting us to undertake
the considered development of  near-Earth space—
with, therefore, the long-term implications for use
and support of any assets and people placed
there.

indeed, the terms “space station” or “space
transportation node” are most accurately under-
stood as identifying elements of long-term, per-
haps permanent, space infrastructure, concen-
trated initially, for the most part, in low-Earth
orbits. These elements would provide in-space

structure, electrical power, thermal control, ware-
housing, stability (as to location, attitude, and
temperature), communications, fuel, associated
docking and air lock capabilities, local transpor-
tation, LEO-GEO transportation, and, if staffed by
men and women, life support and residential and
working space, Because it is expected to be so-
phisticated, and useful for periods of several dec-
ades, this space infrastructure could provide a
new and qualitatively different regime of space
assets, allow the provision of new space services,
and support the conduct of space activities in a
new and presumably more efficient and effective
manner.

Four major decisions have marked the U.S. ci-
vilian space program: the establishment of NASA
in the National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958, the initiation of the Apollo program in
1961, the establishment of COMSAT in the Com-
sat Act of 1962, and the initiation of the Shuttle
program in 1972. But, despite the growing im-
portance of the Nation’s publicly supported space
activities, the pattern of decision making over the
past 20 years has seldom proceeded in the light
of broad public discussion. Until very recently,
the discussion of whether to undertake a “space
station” program and, if so, what elements it
should contain, had also been confined princi-
pally to engineers and scientists within NASA, and
within NASA-supported university programs and
aerospace contracting firms. Consideration of the
views and interests of these communities has, to
a very great extent, determined the kind of “space
station” program now suggested by NASA.

As NASA’s Shuttle development program comes
to a close, thousands of its in-house engineers
and technical support staff and, in principle, as
much as $2 billion per year in contract funds,
u rider its present “budget envelope, ” would be
freed up to be applied to one or more new pro-
grams. Given the agency’s natural desire not only
to maintain its current size (a size NASA leaders
judge to have the support of the general public),
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but to grow at 1 percent per year1–a desire sup-
ported by the Reagan Administration–this com-
bination of people and funds that could soon be-
come available suggests, strongly, that any new
programs must include the development and ac-
quisition of a great deal of new technology,
preferably related to having people in space; large
numbers of technologists would be gainfully
employed both in NASA and in the space indus-
try under contract to NASA. NASA’s plans could
well have been further influenced by the fun-
damental political belief that the agency might
not long survive in its present form without a
single, large, “people-in-space” program upon
which a majority of its energies are focused. If
a number of smaller programs were initiated in-
stead, each of them, it is thought, could be ter-
minated without widespread objections arising
in the political process. Finally, NASA may have
thought it prudent to propose a “space station”
program rather than some other large endeavor(s)
(e.g., a return of Americans to the Moon, send-
ing people on an expedition to Mars, etc.) both
because the former had been carefully studied
over the years, representing, in NASA’s view, a
natural complement to the Shuttle, and because
alternative large programs seemed too grandiose,
have not recently been discussed with the gen-
eral public, and, therefore, were less likely to
enlist the required support, both within and with-
out the administration.

Once the decision had been made to begin de-
fining a “space station” program to be proposed
for congressional approval, NASA began canvass-
ing possible user communities to learn what char-
acteristics they would like it to incorporate in
order to meet their needs. This process would

I NASA management has a strong commitment to its own institu-
tional future. NASA Headquarters material, NASA HQ MF 83-
2275(1 ), prepared for a presentation to its internal Policy Review
Committee in mid-1983, and subsequently presented to a Board
of the National Research Council, lists eight “Agency Goals. ” The
first goal is: “Provide for our people a creative environment and
the best of facilities, support services, and management support
so they can perform with excellence NASA research, development,
mission, and operational responsibilities. ”

The second goal speaks to the space transportation system (the
Shuttle), and the third to the establishment of a permanent manned
presence in space.

App. B shows that, in previous years, this commitment has also
been strong.

ensure that the actual infrastructure, when built,
served as many constituencies as possible, and
also might moderate potential opposition from
groups who might view any large project as a
threat to the budgets of their relatively smaller
activities.

The groups canvassed included the various
NASA Centers, the National Research Council
(the Space Science Board and the Space Applica-
tions Board), the space industry, various poten-
tial foreign providers and users of space technol-
ogy (the European Space Agency, Canada, and
Japan), and, in general, any groups that had
worked on previous “space station” studies. The
essential form of NASA’s questions to these vari-
ous groups was: if there were a permanent and
permanently staffed “space station, ” what activ-
ities might it reasonably support, how would
these activities influence its design, and of what
value would those support activities be? Eight aer-
ospace groups, placed under contract to NASA
in the fall of 1982, undertook parallel “mission
analysis studies”2 in order to determine a set of
activities for the first 10 years of the “space sta-
tion’s” operation, the fundamental characteris-
tics suitable for accomplishing these activities,
and the presumed value to be associated with
obtaining and using them. These contractor groups
soon formed similar judgments regarding the
amount of money that (NASA hoped) would be
made available, a desirable acquisition schedule,
and NASA’s preferences on such matters as the
employment of people in space and the use of
new v. already space-qualified technology. Also,
using standard industry cost estimating practices,
they suggested the likely acquisition costs of the
infrastructure elements to the Government,

The process by which users were canvassed
was essentially open-ended: no potential use that
either required or would materially benefit from
a “permanently manned space station” was re-
jected out of hand. Given NASA’s internal cir-
cumstances, this open-ended character was cer-
tainly unexceptionable: the more—and the more
varied—the identified uses, the more capable, so-
phisticated, and large the supporting infrastruc-

2The resu Its of these studies are summarized in app. A.
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ture would have to be. The greater the resulting
capability and sophistication, the more engineers
would be required to design, develop, and pro-
duce it–and the greater its cost. Increased costs,
in turn, wouId imply more Government contract-
ing—and understandably generate greater inter-
est in and support for the program by the space
industry.

In general, the greater the number of poten-
tial users and potential suppliers, the greater the
influence that could be brought to bear on Gov-
ernment decision makers to approve any “space
station” program. In any event, essentially all im-
portant space industry groups were represented
in the eight aerospace groups of companies, and
the number of potential uses recommended for
inclusion totaled well over 100.

If there were any important potential uses left
out of account, either because the supporting
technology would be too costly or could not be
obtained in time, or because NASA judged their
discussion to be inappropriate for the time be-
ing, they could still be provided for later, not in
the initial operational capability (IOC) “station,”
but in the subsequent full capability “space sta-
tion” program, which could continue to the end
of this century.

it is important to appreciate that the form in
which NASA put its original questions to the eight
aerospace groups largely determined the approach
taken to potential acquisition of a civilian “space
station.” And this approach, in turn, largely deter-
mined the result—a “Christmas-tree” proposal in
which there was something for all identifiable po-

NEED FOR GOALS

This entire panoply of relatively narrowly
focused and nearer term ends provide, in OTA’s
judgment, insufficient justification for a major,
new U.S. civilian space effort. Moreover, there
is general agreement neither on a set of long-
range goals which the U.S. civilian space program
now is expected to achieve nor on a set of spe-
cific objectives which, as they are addressed,
would serve as milestones of progress toward
those goals. And without such a set of goals and
objectives the Nation cannot make a clear deter-

tential users, with little attempt either to weigh
the seriousness of their intentions to use the fa-
cility, or to gauge their willingness to see funds
that they would employ otherwise used instead
to develop it. A different, and perhaps more
appropriate question, wouId have been: in view
of the maturing capabilities and increasing num-
bers of the spacefaring nations of the world,3 what
elements of long-term, in-orbit infrastructure
would be appropriate to facilitate the considered
development of near-Earth space? This question
would not have required initial assumptions that
the facilities would be permanent and perma-
nently manned, that the size of the eventual pro-
gram would have to be geared to maintaining
NASA’s size and form, and that all possible users
should be accommodated.

But even with the large number of uses that
were identified, little doubt remains that the
kind of “space station” which NASA prefers
cannot now be fully justified on scientific, eco-
nomic, or military grounds,4 or combinations
thereof. Rather, a decision to approve it will
rest, finally, on a political judgment that will re-
flect many intangible factors as well.

31deally,  one should add: “ and in wew  of the goals and ob-
jectives of our civilian space program. ” However, as argued
throughout thts  report, there is no publicly accepted agenda of such
goals and objectives,

‘It must also be noted that, since the cancellation of the Manned
Orbiting Laboratory Program in 1968, the U.S. military has been
consistent in its public position that there is no military require-
ment for a “manned space station. ” This position IS still publicly
malntal  ned and remains i n force, even in the context of the Presi-
dent’s call, in March 1983, for development of advanced ballistic
missile  defense systems that could see large amounts of very sophis-
ticated  and costly military technology deployed in space.

AND OBJECTIVES

mination of the basic characteristics of the infra-
structure elements actually needed, of their
acquisition schedule and cost, or of the means
whereby they should be acquired.

If future U.S. space-related goals and objectives
are to be effective in providing direction to future
U.S. space efforts, they should be such as to com-
mand widespread attention; have great inherent
humanitarian and scientific interest; foster the de-
velopment of new technology; have relevance
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to global issues; prompt international coopera-
tion; and involve major participation of our pri-

vate sector so as to advance our economic
prospects.

THE POLICY BACKGROUND

The overall end of U.S. space activities was first
stated as a preamble to the National Aeronautics
and Space (NAS) Act of 1958, as amended (sec.
102 (a)): “The congress hereby declares that it
is the policy of the United States that activities
in space should be devoted to peaceful purposes
for the benefit of all mankind.” Six policy prin-
ciples, forming the core of the NAS Act, give sub-
stance to that overall end. These six have pro-
vided the framework in accordance with which
the civilian space program has evolved to the
present day. These principles may be stated as
follows:

●

●

●

●

●

●

that U.S. preeminence in space science, ex-
ploration and applications be maintained;
that economic, political, and social benefits
be derived;
that knowledge be increased;
that civilian and military activities be sepa-
rated (though they are to be coordinated and
are not to duplicate one another unneces-
sarily);
that NASA, the civilian agency, be limited
largely to research; and
that international cooperation be fostered.

Thus, the NAS Act articulated the policy prin-
ciples for overall guidance of the U.S. civilian
space program, but the act alone has not pro-
vided (and cannot be expected to provide) the
particular goals for civilian space activities. Lack-
ing such guidance, the space program has instead
been directed by political and budgetary pres-
sures not always relevant to a logically ordered
exploration, development, and use of space. At
the same time, none of the policymaking bodies
successively established in the executive branch
nor any of the committees of Congress have been
able to ensure that a long-range plan of particu-
lar policies and programs would be pursued. s

5For a fu II discussion of these policy principles and their implica-
tions, see Civilian Space Policy and Applications, O T A - S T I - 1 7 7
(Washington, DC: U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment,
June 1982).

Over the years, a number of specific goals and
objectives have been proposed. Significantly,
however, none of them has arisen as a result of
widespread public discussion. With the maturity
of U.S. space capabilities (and the capabilities of
several other countries and our own private sec-
tor as well) on the one hand and the straitened
financial circumstances of the Government on
the other, this situation is in need of fundamen-
tal change. That is, if the United States is to main-
tain a strong commitment to a continuing civil-
ian space program, then an informed national
agreement on the goals and objectives of such
a program is most important.

At the beginning of the Nixon Administration,
the Apollo program was rapidly coming to a suc-
cessful close, but no clear definition of a post-
Apollo space program had emerged. Early plan-
ning efforts had failed to yield a consensus, and
space program budgets had decreased dramati-
cally, presenting the new administration with
growing unemployment in the aerospace indus-
try as well as a major technological agency that
did not have clear signals regarding its future. In
order to address these problems, the Presiden-
tial Space Task Group (STG) was established
under the chairmanship of the Vice President.
The STG review was the first comprehensive in-
teragency planning effort that was carried out
with respect to the civilian space program.

In its final report,6 the STG recommended com-
mitment to a balanced publicly funded program
that included science, applications, and technol-
ogy-development objectives, but no immediate
commitment to expeditions to the planets. They
suggested no change in the institutional structure
nor an operations role for NASA, but did empha-
size the desirability of expanding international
cooperation. The major technological develop-
ment that the STG suggested was the reusable

— - . . —
bThe Post-Apo/lo Space Program: Directions for the Future, Space

Task Group Report to the President, September 1969.
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space Shuttle system that couId support an even-
tual “space station. ” The clear priority was for
Shuttle development first, with a “space station”
as a potential future development. Support for
exploratory expeditions to the planets was re-
tained as a long-range option for the Govern-
ment’s civilian space program, with a “manned
Mars mission before the end of this century as
a first target. ”

In 1976, almost two decades after the adop-
tion of the NAS Act, NASA issued its own “Out-
look for Space” report. This document addressed
the cultural goal of better scientific understand-
ing of the physical universe and the social/eco-
nomic goal of further exploration and exploita-
tion of the solar system, The report suggests four
goals reflective of basic human physical needs:

1. improving food production and distribution;
2. developing new energy sources;
3. meeting new challenges to the environment;

and
4. predicting and dealing with natural and man-

made disasters.

In October 1978, President Carter released a
space policy statement that summarized the im-
portant aspects of an administration review of
space policy and provided guidance regarding
the President’s view of national objectives in the
publicly supported civilian space program over
the next several years. This statement reaffirmed
endorsement of a balanced space program and
committed the administration to the continued
development of the space Shuttle system and its
use during the coming decade. However, the
statement made no new program commitments
and specifically rejected any major new techno-
logical development. No goals were set to pro-
vide a focus for the program and the general phi-
losophy was best characterized by the statement
that “activities will be pursued in space when it
appears that national objectives can most effi-
ciently be met through space activities. ” Over-
all, the policy statement left many questions un-
answered. It made several statements about what
the United States would not do in space, but re-
mained very general regarding the nature of what
it would do. In addition, it became clear that fiscal
constraints were likely to continue, and, as a con-

sequence, commitments to specific multiyear
Government programs would be made only with
great care. This announcement was received with
some dismay by the congressional leaders in-
volved with the space program and by the aero-
space community. This concern spawned a num-
ber of hearings and proposed legislative approaches
to a more vigorous space policy for the United
States, and led to the request for the OTA assess-
ment of Civilian Space Policy and Applications.

Then on July 4, 1982, President Reagan an-
nounced the issuance of his National Space Pol-
icy Statement “. . . to provide a general direction
for our future [space] efforts . . .,” asserting that
// . . . our goals for space are ambitious, yet
achievable. ” This statement “. . . establishes the
basic goals of United States policy which are to:

1.
2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

strengthen the security of the United States;
maintain U.S. space leadership;
obtain economic and scientific benefits
through the exploitation of space;
expand U.S. private sector investment and
involvement in civil space and space-related
activities;
promote international cooperative activities
in the national interest; and
cooperate with other nations in maintaining
the freedom of space for activities which en:
hance the security and welfare of man kind.”

On June 27, 1983, the Science Advisor to the
President “. . . challenged] the aerospace com-
munity to do some bold thinking about the future
[concerning space],” and went on to observe that
// . . . the real issue is how we can fashion a space
program that addresses today’s national aspira-
tions and needs . . . and . . . re-ignite[s] the spirit
of adventure that captured America in the past
. . . . “ He questioned “. . . why don’t we let the
American people share the grand vision of the
future of space?”

But the articulated goals, particularly in the ab-
sence of specific objectives designed to address
them, fall well short of what the United States,
today, might expect of its publicly supported ci-
vilian space activities.

They do not speak at all of such fundamental
matters as having human beings in space; of hav-



108 “ Civilian Space Stations and the U.S. Future in Space

ing the general public directly involved in space- pendence of the Western European countries and
related matters; or of ameliorating the great in- Canada, Japan, Brazil, the People’s Republic of
hibition that the present cost of space assets and China, india, and others, as well as the large and
activities has on the development and use of constantly expanding U.S.S.R, space program
space. And there is little in these words to sug- that, in its nonmilitary aspects, commands the at-
gest the imaginative, the exciting, the challenging tention and respect of our civilian space Ieaders.7

or the adventurous or, to use the Science Advi-
sor’s word: the “bold. ” 7See  Salyut—Soviet  Steps Toward Permanent Human Presence

Finally, behind all of this there are the grow- in Space—A Technical Memorandum, OTA-TM-STI-14 (Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, Decem-

i n g  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s ,  c o m p e t e n c e ,  a n d  i n d e - ber 1983).

TODAY’S TOO NARROW DEBATE

As the important matter of defining and artic-
ulating such national goals and objectives is ad-
dressed, it should not be taken as implied here
that such definition and articulation are not now
going on. What should be understood is that, for
all practical purposes (including that of obtain-
ing any civilian “space station”), this activity is
being conducted by space-related scientists, engi-
neers, and program managers—almost all within
the Government, within university offices sup-
ported by the Government, or within the Gov-
ernment-supported aerospace industry, At best,
then, the goals and objectives that would be ex-
pected to result from this kind of consideration
might, understandably, represent viewpoints that
are narrow relative to the wide spectrum of our
national interests and opportunities in the civil-
ian space area today. It is likely that an expres-
sion of goals, and especially specific objectives,
arrived at in this fashion will reflect, perhaps un-
duly, the interests of their originators. And finally,
the U.S. political system oftentimes places as

RECENT

Recently, there have been a number of calls
to formulate a set of broadly based, contempo-
rary national goals and objectives in the civilian
space area.

For instance, Simon Ramo observes in his new
book What’s Wrong With Our Technological So-
ciety and How to Fix /t (pp. 175-1 76):

After twenty-five years it is still true of the en-
tire commercial use of space in the united States

much weight on the process by which a national
decision is reached as on the substance of this
decision; therefore, the better course for the Gov-
ernment in the longer run is to encourage as
many of our citizens who are interested in space
to participate in the pre-decision debate.

It was quite appropriate that, for most of the
past quarter of a century, our national space goals
and objectives primarily reflected those of the sci-
ence and technology communities alone. These
communities have done their work well. Conse-
quently, our space activities now can, and should,
be broadened to reflect both the maturity of our
space knowledge and skills, and the general pub-
lic’s broader interests and concerns.

The matter of describing a new and clarified
set of long-term civilian space goals, and laying
out specific civilian space activity objectives, is
made more urgent by the recent increase of mil-
itary interest in space—an increase that may well
soon accelerate.

PROPOSALS

that the government and the private sector have
not yet worked out their best permanent roles.
Less forgivable is something else. With space so
clearly an arena of powerful economic and [na-
tional] security interest for the nation, we have
been approaching plans and policies about
space for well over a decade on an intermittent,
t-top-and-jump short-range political basis. NASA
has many hopes and plans, of course, but the
nation does not have a plan for the next two dec-
ades. A real plan would describe both goals and
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anticipated budgets. It would have recognition,
acceptance, and stature with all the power cen-
ters influencing advances and applications in
space, namely, the government’s Executive
Branch, Congress, industry, and the scientific
and technological fraternity. A real plan would
be one to which all these forces were committed
long-term, in the same way that at the start of
the 1960s we were committed to landing a man
on the moon before the end of the decade. . . .
[And while] the possibilities of space warfare
[and] economic constraints [must be considered]
none of these factors should prevent the United
States from having sound long-range space goals
as a guide to the government’s budgeting proc-
ess. . . . Less-than-adequate attention has been
given to setting priorities and long-range goals
and allocating missions to each sector.

in a recent report prepared by the Subcommit-
tee on Space Science and Applications and trans-
mitted to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology of the U.S. House of Representatives,
Representative Ronnie Flippo, then Chairman of
the Subcommittee, stated that: “. . . there is a
lack of long-range goals for our space program.”8

The report noted that 7 years earlier it had also
addressed “Future Space Programs” and then
emphasized that NASA should “. . . focus on an
over-arching concept [that] should represent one
or more mind-expanding endeavors which chal-
lenge the imagination and capability of the coun-
try [the] key element of [which] should be sub-

~Future  Space Programs: 1981, Subcommittee on Space Science
and Applications, Committee on Science and Technology, U.S.
House of Representatives, May 1982, p. 1.

stantial return on past and current investments
in space through clear . . . benefits to the society
on earth in the form of greatly expanded serv-
ices and direct contributions to solution of earth-
bound problems. ”9

The “NASA Advisory Council Study of the Mis-
sion of NASA” (released on Oct. 12, 1983) sug-
gests activities that, in some cases, could be con-
sidered goals or objectives: explore the solar
system, pursue scientific research in space, ex-
ploit space for public and commercial purposes,
and expand human presence in space. And
NASA awarded a near $1 million contract to a
private organization (Ecosystems) to provide it
with suggestions on “. . . long-term research
goals and the technology it should work on to
meet those goals. ”

The President’s Private-Sector Survey on Cost
Control, in commenting on the “. . . Federal
expenditure on R&D [of] about $48 billion a year
. . . faults the major science agencies for failing
to have clearly defined goals and plans for meet-
ing them. ”10 And an editorial in the Christian
Science Monitor pointedly observes that “. . . it
is most important that the U.S. develop a con-
sensus on manned-space-flight goals. None now
exists . . . Until consensus exists no specific space
station concept can be usefully approved.’” 11

91 bid., p. 3.
l~sclence,  No. 222, NO V. 25 ,  1983, p. 903.
I I The Chrjgjan Science  Monitor, Dec. 12, 1983, p. 23.

PRESIDENT REAGAN’S CALL FOR A “SPACE STATION”

In 1984, the future of the Nation’s activities in
space was placed squarely on the congressional
agenda. In his State of the Union Address, Presi-
dent Reagan spoke at considerable length about
the space area and what he judges should be the
Nation’s aspirations in regard to it. And he de-
voted his radio address during the same week to
space. He directed NASA to commence the de-
velopment of permanent, low-Earth-orbit infra-
structure that would support human beings in
space, and to obtain it within the next decade.
And he asked Congress to authorize and appro-

priate Federal funds to begin studies of this pro-
posed infrastructure.

Of particular relevance here is the president’s
assertion that: “[one of] our great goal[s] is to build
on America’s pioneer spirit and develop our next
frontier . . . : space.”; “America has always been
greatest when we dared to be great. . . . We can
follow our dreams to distant stars.” And in devel-
oping the infrastructure (i. e., a civilian “space sta-
tion”) he called for international participation so
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as to: “. . . expand freedom for all who share our In effect, the President’s speeches have now
goals. ” prompted, and indeed his specific request for Fed-

In his radio talk, he spoke to the: “. . . challenge
eral law and funds for a major new initiative in the

[of] reaching for exciting goals in space , . . ,“ while
publicly funded civilian space program essentially
requires, the conduct of a national debate over the

explaining that, as well, “Our space goals will chart next year or two regarding our national interests,
a path of progress toward creating a better life for

goals and objectives in the civilian space area.
all people” [and he emphasized that]: “a , . . space
station [should be seen as] a stepping stone for [ad-
dressing] further goals.” Emphasis added.

STEPS TOWARD BROADER PARTICIPATION

Interestingly enough, the circumstances dis-
cussed above have resulted in only one impor-
tant change to the basic 1958 Act—the explicit
emphasis on space commercialization that was
added this summer. Indeed, it was only in the
fall of 1983 that Congress began to hold hearings
that might lay a basis for such changes. Scores
of billions of public dollars have been appropri-
ated to pay for our public civilian space program
since we reached the Moon, and almost surely
scores of billions more will be appropriated dur-
ing the next few decades, but, to date, without
the kind of thoughtful and fundamental reap-
praisal of our contemporary national interests and
activities in space that many are coming to believe
the issues now demand. Our publicly supported
civiIian space area has seemed to suffer from a
form of benign neglect.

However, the debate is quickening. Congress
has taken an extraordinary step regarding the ar-
ticulation of national goals and objectives in the
civilian space area. In passing the National Aero-
nautics and Space Act of 1985, Congress, among
other things, found and declared that “. . . the
identification of long-range goals and policy op-
tions for the United States civilian space program
through a high-level, representational public
forum will assist the President and the Congress
in formulating future policies for the . . . pro-
gram . . . “; and they called for the establishment

of a “National Commission on Space” that will
assist the United States “ . . . to define the long-
range needs of the Nation that may be fulfilled
through the peaceful uses of outer space “12

With the President’s signature to Public Law 98-
361, there has been put into motion the first for-
mal and fundamental reexamination of the Na-
tion’s civilian space aspirations, objectives and
institutions since the passage of the NAS Act in
1958.

From the outset of this assessment, the need
for identifying a far-sighted set of generally accept-
able civilian space goals and objectives that re-
flect today’s circumstances has been apparent.
Most notably, the assessment’s Advisory Panel
has strongly urged that an initial set of such goals
and objectives be identified and proposed for
broad study and discussion so as to lay a more
rational basis for the consideration of any large
and costly space civilian “space station. ”

In response to that call, and with the intention
of providing a sound and useful starting point for
a national debate on the scope and direction of
the Nation’s space activities, the next chapter of
this report provides an ensemble of interrelated
goals and objectives for consideration by Con-
gress and the American public.
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