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Abstract

In 1980, the National Aeronautics and Space Adrtretion (NASA) made its first
serious pitch to Congress in support of a permdyerdnned outpost in low earth orbit. Their
initial case for the program’s necessity heavilieeon Cold War logics and military thinking,
with international participation functioning as @&ra afterthought. Although NASA and its
foreign partners now flaunt the evidence of thagocessful cooperation, the internationalism
inherent in the station’s current name and form thiasesult of station development, not the
initial goal of NASA officials. Two major shifts ieed NASA'’s treatment of the space station
over the course of its development. The first wagria away from collaboration with the
military. For previous projects, such as the sisuédtle program, NASA had depended on
military backing to justify the expense of humamasgflight to Congress. This military backing
ensured that NASA'’s interactions with internatioagéncies remained shallow. The shift away
from the military which occurred with the spacetistarevealed the tension between NASA'’s
civilian nature and its military ties, and provée turning point in NASA'’s evolution into a truly
civilian agency. Of all the international partnetapan’s involvement was crucial to the changes
which took place at NASA through the space stapi@gram as, in the moment of truth, Japan’s
strident objections to the possibility of Pentagontributions made military and international
involvements incompatible. The second change vieanaition towards more substantial
international collaborations with foreign spacerages, which NASA increasingly saw as
crucial to the success of the project and as aceptent for military backing before Congress.
This paper argues that this increasing focus ormntieenational aspects of the space station was
driven by the cooling of the relationship betweea3 and the military, which left NASA
scrambling for funding and supporters for the spagon It was the domestic political
situation, not a sense of internationalism, whigmpelled the internationalization of both the
station and the agency.
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Introduction

In 2011, the last space shuttle flights brougtdriend the construction of the
International Space Station (ISS), thirty yearsratthe National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) first pitched to Congress tldea of a permanently manned outpost in
low earth orbit. Since completion, NASA and itstpars have touted the international aspects of
the station, arguing that the cooperation of theneas is the program’s “greatest achievemént.”
Despite this enthusiasm, the internationalism iehein the station’s current name and form was
theresultof station development, not the initial goal of 8IA officials. Two major shifts
defined NASA'’s treatment of the space station dkercourse of its development. The first was
a turn away from collaboration with the militaryitivwhich NASA had a close relationship on
previous projects; this shift revealed the tensietween NASA's civilian nature and its military
ties, and proved the turning point in NASA’s evadatinto a truly civilian agency. Of all the
international partners, Japan’s involvement wasiatuo the changes which took place at
NASA through the space station program as, in tbment of truth, Japan’s strident objections
made military and international involvements incatilple. The second change was a transition
towards more substantial international collaboretiwith foreign space agencies. This paper
will argue that this increasing focus on the in&dional aspects of the space station was driven
by the cooling of the relationship between NASA #mel military, which left NASA scrambling
for funding and supporters for the space statiowas the domestic political situation, not a
sense of internationalism, which compelled therimggonalization of both the station and the

agency.

1 “International Cooperation,” NASA websithttp://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/station/coopemétidex.htm|
accessed March 18, 2013.




Historiography

Those historians who have examined space histary baen drawn to the drama of
human spaceflight. Given that the American andsknsspace programs were the first and
largest, and the competition between them had itkefaistorical ramifications, works that focus
on the glory days of the Apollo era and the pdditienplications of the Space Race on both the
United States and the USSR dominate the fiélslen works which consider more recent aspects
of space history, such as the development of sgptatiens, focus on one of these two nations’
programs: The field remains preoccupied with the ramificai@f the Cold War. However,
beginning in the 1970s, space exploration becameca@asingly worldwide endeavor. In recent
years, a preponderance of space projects has gtvatternational cooperation. In an age where
Argentina is doing space science and China isimyindia to collaborate on space projects, not
to mention the existence of a multinational spaaga which has been continuously inhabited
since 2000, the time has come for more historiarexamine other aspects of space histbhys
will allow historians to gain understandings of thgacts of development of space technology
and economics on other countries, while also hglprplace the American and Russian space
programs in their international context. Furtherep@lominance in space is a part of America’s
cultural mythos, one that is particularly near dedr to the American heart. As more and more

nations join the elite ranks of the space farastphians mayliscover a corresponding growth in

2 Walter A. McDougallThe Heavens and the Earth: A Political History lué Space AgéBaltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1983). Henry LambrightPowering Apollo: James E. Webb of NA®altimore,

MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995); DonaldBAattie, Taking science to the moon: lunar experiments and
the Apollo Progran(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University PressQ2)f) Asif A. Siddigi,Sputnik and the

Soviet Space Challeng&ainesville, FL: University Press of Florida, 3)0Brian Harvey,The New Russian Space
Programme: from Competition to Collaborati¢@hichester, UK: Wiley-Praxis, 1996).

3 Robert Zimmermarleaving Earth: Space Stations, Rival Superpowerd,the Quest for the Interplanetary,
(Washington DC: John Henry Press, 2003); Howamll&urdy, The Space Station Decision: Incremental Politics
and Technological Choigdaltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 19%¥)an, Harvey,The Rebirth of the
Russian Space Programme: 50 Years After Sputnik,fientiers(Chichester, UK: Praxis Publishing, 2007).



the number of countries that can challenge theddrfiitates, economically, scientifically, and
militarily.

This paper examines NASA'’s relationship to the idemternationalization in the
context of the early years of the space statiofeptoas well as Japan’s relationship to that
project Only a few historical works deal with the spacgien in detail. Howard E. McCurdy’s
The Space Station Decision: Incremental Politicd &echnological Choictocuses on the
process leading up to the American decision tohggad with a space station. While describing
the motivations of government officials in det&ié convincingly argues that NASA officials’
switch in the difficult years post-Apollo from tng to get comprehensive projects approved to
gaining acceptance for separate pieces allowetigiatis too much leeway to delay, modify,
and cancel progranfPublished in 1990, his account ends with Reagamsancement of
support for the station in 198Hle also spends very little time on the internati@spects of the
station; he devotes a single section to the patalecision to participate, and otherwise
mentions them only in passiAd:his paper’s argument that international suppbthe program
was crucial to the station’s survival, as welllzs source of a fundamental change in NASA'’s
outlook, thus represents a distinct split fromaesk.

The only other historical work to focus on the mggional character of the space station
was John Logsdon’s monograpbgether in Orbit: The Origins of International Revipation in
the Space StatichHis work covers the period leading up to Reagam/iation to space

agencies in Canada, Europe, and Japan to par&dipd®84 and their acceptance of that

* McCurdy, op. cit., 224-5.

® |bid, 99-107.

® John M. LogsdoriTogether in Orbit: Origins of International Partjgation in the Space StatiofWashington,
D.C.: NASA History Division, 1998). John Logsdorshang been the expert of note in space politicging
numerous articles for newspapers, serving on govenh boards, and writing a number of historical ographs.
He also founded and ran for many years George Wathn University’s Space Policy Institute.



invitation the next year. Logsdon finished thechetin 1991, though it was not published until
1998, and he admitted that this temporal proxinmityted his ability to draw conclusions about
the impacts of the statidriHe emphasized the continuities in the internatiaspects of the
station, glossing over the changes that took platiee partners’ relations, as well as the issues
between NASA and the Department of Defense (DOD)is paper maintains that, while NASA
engaged in international cooperation from the tohiés founding in 1958, the scope of that
cooperation changed dramatically over time. Duthregportion of station development covered
by this paper, it shifted from limited cooperatdominated by American requirements to a
situation where the partners delivered real vatuié program; these changes mean that
investigators cannot treat early discussions o$ipes international involvement in the station as
leading inevitably to the station’s eventual mogelgarian format.

Though initially limited in extent, the possiblevoivement of space agencies abroad
regarding the space station meant that from theabem NASA'’s plans involved considerations
of America’s international relationshigglany historians have written about the United &tat
and its international relation$he conflict between different interpretationsAmherican goals
regarding involvement in multilateral organizatiarsl projects makes the question of the goals
and extent of American involvement in multilateagreements and international issues
contentious. Where some authors contend that theridan government has avoided such
engagements, others argue that America has usedadiieas a method of control. A number of
authors, such as Gary Ostrower, trace a perceptimngst Americans that an adverse
relationship exists between America’s strategienesgts and internationalism, which would

require that the United States relinquish somésadutonomy and power and allow other nations

"bid, 42.



to restrict its action8. These authors focus on a reluctance of the UniteSto entangle itself
with any multilateral organizations which mightatimscribe its prerogatives. ‘Internationalism’
holds that international involvement has valuend af itself, as it brings people of many
nations together, inspiring them to better undeditays of each other through direct contact. At
the level of government, internationalism manifeéstarguments that in order to foster more
cordial and peaceful relations, nations should @ede multilateral agreements and projects.
These authors’ works imply that internationalizatsoattraction lies in the way it leads to less
dominance of world systems by individual natiomrgj ¢husa more equal and peaceful world. To
these authors, the United States was not intemaistenough held back by an overwhelming
concern with maintaining its hold on power.

Other authors contend that to the extent that thieed States participates in international
forums, self-interest forms its central motivatidimey argue that international participation, far
from requiring that the US relinquish sovereigningtead allows the US to gain prestige and
spread its hegemorty American involvement with international bodiesIsas the United
Nations and the World Bank is driven not by an idéa concern with creating a better world,
but by the very concern with American power whicstrower and others understand to restrict
American involvement in international agreemeBisme, such as Phyllis Bennis, go so far as to

argue thathe United States usali multilateral organizations for its own ends, urddting

8 Gary OstrowerThe United Nations and the United States: 1945-X888v York, NY: Twayne Publishers, 1998).
° Akira Iriye, Global Community: The Role of International Orgatians in the Making of the Contemporary
World (Los Angeles, CA: University of California Pre2602); Jessica Wang, “The United States, the United
Nations, and the Other Post-War Cold War World @rigernationalism and Unilateralism in the Amauic
Century,” inCold War Triumphalism: The Misuse of History Aftee Fall of Communispid. Ellen Schrecker
(New York, NY: The New Press, 2004), 201-234.

1% Elizabeth Borgwardt New Deal for the World: America’s Vision for HumRights(Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2005) and John Krigenerican Hegemony and the Postwar Reconstructi@cigince in Europe
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2006). While both ofgheauthors allow for more complicated views ofdreation
of American influence and power, the basic poiat thmerican international involvement helped to migin
American power remains.



their internationalist purpose. @alling the Shots: How Washington Dominates Todb\s
Bennis contends that the United States manageditence the founding conference such that it
“effectively guaranteed Washington’s dominatiortie# UN for years to comé?

Bennis’ insistence that the US turned to the UN/avthen it was “deemed useful to help
finance U.S. operations, or when the U.S. needed)tii's international credential to legitimize
its own engagements,” ignores the fact that thg aet of turning to the UN at all reflects a
restraint in US exercise of powkrAs G. John Ikenberry argues in his essay, “Muéiialism
and US Grand Strategy,” the basis of multilategaeaments such as those which created the UN
functioned not as a one-way expression of US pandrhegemony, but a bargain in which the
US gained a stable world scene, and other couraagsired mechanisms to ensure the US “will
be more manageable as a dominant powehtithors such as Ikenberry and Stewart Patrick
hold that in some instances relinquishing some reagety in the short term may serve long-term
strategic goals, particularly in regards to presagd world stability, whereas acting alone can
undermine them?

This paper aligns most clearly with this third liokethought, insofar as the development
of the space station as an international entityexegoals within both the United States and the
nations of its foreign partners. The space sta@mes as an example of two things that are
unusual in the study of internationalism. Firsistls a case wherein a single agency within the

United States government drove international engage, to the point of conflict with other

1 phyllis BennisCalling the Shots: How Washington Dominates TodajXs(New York, NY: Olive Branch Press,
1996), 4.

2 Ipid, 97.

13 G. John Ikenberry, “Multilateralism and U.S. Gra®mategy,” inMultilateralism & US Foreign Policy:
Ambivalent Engagemered. Stewart Patrick, et al. (Boulder, CO: LynnerfRer Publishers, Inc., 2002), 122-3,
136-8.

Stewart Patrick, “Multilateralism and Its DiscontgriThe Causes and Consequences of US Ambivaleince,”
Multilateralism & US Foreign Policy: Ambivalent Eagemented. Stewart Patrick, et al. (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, Inc., 2002), 23-27.



aspects of the government. Thus there was no sicopleeption of the national interest and no
single ‘nation’ acting as a united entity in regatd foreign affairsSecond, while NASA'’s

actions in this time period were driven largelygmggmatic concerns, these actions nonetheless
led to a growth in internationalist feeling withiime agency. Pragmatic decisions made based on
financial needs had the unintended consequence@dsing idealism.

The original space station program was based eni@sof multilateral agreements, most
importantly the InterGovernmental Agreement (IG&jween the United States, Canada, Japan,
and the governments involved in European Space &g@tSA). There were also Memoranda
of Understanding (MOUSs) between NASA, the Canadipace Agency (CSA), ESA, and the
Government of Japan.As both the leading Western space nation andah@rhnt power
among the Western nations of the Cold War morergdlgethe United States could expect to
play a dominant role in the creation of a spactostaln the case of the International Space
Station, however, NASA ultimately relinquished soaféts control and standing vis-a-vis its
international partners for exactly the long-termatgtgic reasons that Ikenberry and others
indicated. NASA officials made a series of tradésdfiat created an increasingly more open and
egalitarian progranDoing so enabled NASA to get the space statiojept@approved and
protected from the vagaries of domestic politicd badget cuts when all other methods had
failed. As this paper will demonstrate below, thevetowards a more international space station
did not come from an internationalist movement witine agency; within NASA, much of the

staff at the field campuses outside of WashingBi® initially saw the idea of incorporating

1> After Russia accepted the partners’ invitatiojoia the program in 1994, the partners negotiataewa IGA,
signed in 1998, as well as new MOUs. Also, as Jagsnthe only nation which did not have a singlecgpagency
in charge of the station, NASA signed its agreemembt with any particular bureau, but with the &mment of
Japan itself.



foreign space agencies into the structure of taost as a foolish ided. The skeptics within
NASA were ultimately convinced, both by the fadttinternational endorsement won them
support in Congress and by the everyday lived egpee of interacting with their counterparts
abroad. Examining concrete ways in which intermati@cooperation can be advantageous may
in the future help convince naysayers within gowaents that collaboration abroad and
multinational projects can serve strategic purposes

The Japanese government’s decision to participatieei station fit in with broader trends
of national development, in which it supported istveents in science and technology in order to
increase Japan’s economic might and internatidaaldeng. As Japan'’s fiscal power swelled
during the postwar period, particularly the 19868s, Japanese government took an increasingly
self-assured stance in international affairs, palily in its relationship to the United Statés.
Over the course of station development, Japan becaone assertive in regards to NASA and
the space station program. While this trend fivith the larger development of Japanese foreign
policy, in this instance it also grew out of botASIA’s increasing vulnerability and out of
domestic resistance to participation in any progvéth possible military ties.

The space station marked Japan’s first involvemattit a major NASA program, as
Japan did not participate in space shuttle devedmpnThis meant that changes within the
Japanese program and the new conversations thegedpaithin Japan resulted directly from its
involvement in space station activities. For Canaai Europe, the impacts of the space station
program were muffled by their participation in ggace shuttle program; they had strengthened

their ties to NASA and increased investments itir tn agencies, all before the advent of the

18 Logsdon, op. cit., 7.

7 Kazuhiko Togo,Japan’s Foreign Policy 1945-2009: The Quest forradetive Policy 3¢ Extended Edition,
(Boston, MA: Brill, 2010), 69-70; Murata Koji, “Thelission and Trials of an Emerging Internationadtst
Japanese Diplomacy in the 1980s,Time Diplomatic History of Postwar Japagq. Makoto lokibe, trans. Robert D.
Eldridge, (New York, NY: Routledge, 2011), 143, 154160-3.
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station program® The space station project had significant impantthe Japanese space
program, leading the government to invest in adgdriechnology and increasing access to
science, while also spurring new conversationsiwilapan about space development and the
government’s relationship with the United States.

For the American perspective, this paper drawsilp&iom sources such as speeches,
briefing packets, fact sheets, presentations tgramsional committees, and the like. It also
makes use of newspaper articles and correspontemween NASA officials and outsiders.
During the period of station development coveredhiy paper, limited numbers of NASA
officials were involved in the station- most of #eanvolved were either at headquarters or very
high level field campus officials, such as direstdk few of the sources, such as meeting
minutes and internal correspondence, allow glimpsesthe true feelings of NASA employees,
but on the whole these sources were created fdicpednsumption. Similarly, the paper makes
use of Japanese government reports and studieg|leas articles in the technical and
mainstream media. It also, however, makes somefuseords of monthly reports and some
meeting minutes, and these materials give somesatodhe top concerns of government
officials. *® Thus this paper concentrates on the ways in whisBAlsold the space station
project to those outside the agency, includingeredsroadand what that sales-pitch reveals
about NASA'’s understanding of the most valuablesatpof the project. As NASA'’s
understanding changed over time, so did its langudthat began as lip service paid to ideas of

free world cooperation eventually became the ctament of the space station progrtam

18 ogsdon, op. cit., 3-6. For example, it was thetti& program which prompted the creation of ESA.

19 Except for secondary sources published in Engliahanese names are given in the Japanese manfiamily
name first, followed by the personal name. Duéd®rhany possible romanizations of Japanese name®s
whose reading could not be confirmed are followgdhe original Japanese. Translations of Japaneserials are
my own, as are all mistakes therein.



Space Shuttle Development, and the US-Japan relatiship

Although construction on a permanent station didbagin until 1998, NASA had seen
the creation of a space station as an importargtcagy its long-term plans to explore the solar
system since the 1960s. Scientists reasoned g station in low-earth orbit would provide
an excellent way-station, one which could lesseratinount of supplies (and thus weight) that
must be launched on any individual mission awagnfearth by allowing astronauts to pick up
portions of their baggage in orbit. NASA's origindéan for the Apollo program actually
involved using a space station as a midway poirthernourney to the moon, though engineers
ultimately decided it was unfeasible due to therstimeline called for by Kennedy.When
NASA engineers began studies on what types of progrshould follow Apollo and lunar
exploration, space stations stood at the top ofish&' Engineers planned for a fully reusable
spacecraft to be a part of the space station pnggsdnich would act as a cargo shuttle between
the earth and low earth orbit where the statioidegs bringing up the supplies for longer
journeys and vastly reducing the cost of spaceiligh

The Nixon administration approved the developméniis space shuttle in 1972.
NASA's shrinking budget after the end of the Apgdlmgram meant that the administration
approved the shuttle alone, which put NASA in tdd position of creating a short-range space
vehicle with nowhere for it to g&.NASA managed to get the space shuttle up and mgnbiy
concocting other uses for a vehicle which providedess to low-earth orbit. Shuttle astronauts

carried out missions in which they launched or irgbsatellites, most notably the Hubble Space

2 McCurdy, op. cit., 14-17.

“pid, 23.

22 James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, “Why the Uditgtates Needs a Space Station,” remarks prepared f
delivery at Detroit Economic Club and Detroit Erggning Society, June 23, 1982, 9. Folder: 00933pate
Station (1982),” National Aeronautics and Space Ailstration Headquarters Historical Reference it
(NASA HQ HRC), 300 E Street Southwest, Washingt@ R0024.
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Telescope. They also made use of Spacelab, a peexbmodule built by the ESA, which could
be placed in the shuttle’s unpressurized cargarayder to extend the shuttle’s habitable space
and allow for intensive scientific missions. Thep@gment of Defense, also made use of the
shuttle for secret missions, which often includaahiching surveillance satellites. DOD
involvement limited the openness of NASA's relasibips with possible international partnéts.
Even free world allies could not be trusted with é&man military secrets or technology. Any
nation with the ability to launch satellites intdoth also had the ability to send missiles on sub-
orbital flights to other continents, meaning theyuhd have the basic technology to develop
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMdjurthermore, space development formed an
important part of America’s high technology sectenjch many Americans perceived to be at
risk from international competitors, particulartythe 1980s. Thus, quite apart from the secret
missions that DOD might run on the station, thedesnnections between civilian and military
space technologies, as well as their commercidlaghipns, meant that even many NASA
officials were skeptical of the most basic coopgerain space, as it required that foreign agents
be given at least limited access to NASA’s know-How

During the 1980s, Americans particularly fearedneenic and technological competition
from the Japanese. Throughout the Cold War, therfsare military depended on its bases in
Japan for easy access to the Asian theater angatd the Pacific from Soviet incursions, while
Japan took advantage of the presence of Americhiamimight to avoid the cost of building up
its army to the extent necessary to defend itsethfpossible communist incursioffsDuring

the 1950s and 1960s, the United States had theugpgar hand in this relationship, based on

% ogsdon, op. cit., 4.

24 McCurdy, op. cit., 99-102.

% Tomohito Shinoda, “Costs and Benefits of the Wa&pan Alliance from the Japanese PerspectivdheU.S.-
Japan Security Alliance: Regional Multilateralisegs. Takashi Inoguchi, et. al., (New York, NY: Raig
MacMillan, 2011), 14-5.
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both its military dominance of Japan, and its bamréconomy following the waPf. This
connection became contentious during the 19704.880s, as Japan’s rise to economic
prominence unsettled American dominance in tradimdmilitary relationship&. Japan at the
time was in the midst of the ‘Japanese miraclegugh which the Japanese rose from the
devastation at the end of World War Il to becomeegcond most powerful economy in the
world, while also establishing dominance in tramhally American fields such as automobile
manufacturing® During the 1980s, Japan was America’s largestssaar trading partnét.The
ease of trading with America and the barriersaditrg in Japan, though often cultural, resulted
in an enormous imbalance of trade between the bmatdes. When the sudden influx of
Japanese goods at home was coupled with the appreabiity of American-made goods to
enter the Japanese market, Americans became iimgla®sentful of Japanes&The sudden
advent of staunch competition from a country prasip in need of American assistance took
many Americans by surprise, and destabilized tl&-Uapan relationship more generafiyn
this context of American anxieties regarding Japaremmpetition, Japanese involvement in the
station ran the risk of inciting public outcry ovdapanese access to the America’s most
advanced technologies.

When government officials first conceived of theadf a space agency, the question of

whether the US needed a civilian program at all digguted, as Pentagon officials argued that it

% Roger BuckleylUS-Japan Alliance Diplomacy, 1945-199Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1992),
42-3, 48, 101.

7 Stephen D. Cohetyneasy Partnership: Competition and Conflict in IdJ8panese Trade Relatior{§ambridge,
MA: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1985), 24-5.

% Bai GaoJapan’s Economic Dilemma: The Institutional OrigifsProsperity and StagnatiofGCambridge, U.K.:
Cambridge University Press, 2001), 206-7.

2 Michael H. Armacost, “A View from Washington,” Destinies Shared: U.S.-Japanese Relatieats. Paul
Gordon Lauren and Raymond F. Wylie, (Boulder, C@&sWiew Press, Inc., 1989), 42.

% Gao, op. cit., 206.

3 p.G. Lauren and R. F. Wylie, “U.S.-Japanese RelatiFrom the Past to the Present,Digstinies Shared: U.S.-
Japanese Relationeds. Paul Gordon Lauren and Raymond F. Wylieul@s, CO: Westview Press, Inc., 1989),
23-4.
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would compete with the military space program ferding while duplicating its effort§
Though Congress established NASA as a civilian @agahwas impossible to entirely separate
its research and existence from the military eshbient; NASA’s accomplishments and their
importance as weapons of the Cold War were widetgpted by lawmakers after the media
storm that followed the USSR’s launch of the fgatellite and first manned orbital flights.
Furthermore, essentially all space technologiesbiuld civilian and military applicatior.As
McCurdyputs it, “Astronauts were placed on the tips okeis originally designed to launch

bombs”*®

NASA and the Department of Defense even workedthayelirectly on certain
projects, particularly satellité§ During Apollo and the early years of the shuttlegram,
relatively few signs arose of the tension creatgd burportedly civilian agency having such
close ties to the military establishmé&hEventually, however, as NASA began to plan mission
with less relevance to earthly conflicts, the oaprbetween their missions became more and
more limited, and cracks began to show. The Depant of Defense was not entirely satisfied
by the process of developing the shuttle, whichedrfdr over budget, behind schedule, and with
fewer capabilities than NASA had initially propos&despite the DOD’s displeasure, when it
came time to develop the next major project afterghuttle, NASA turned to the military
establishment for support.

Despite this military connection and the suspi@bout foreigner involvement that

accompanied it, international cooperation formexha of NASA'’s job descriptionThe

founding charter from 1958 stated that NASA shquidsue “[c]ooperation by the United States

32 McDougall, op. cit., 195.

* bid, 119, 139, 141-155.

* Ibid, 174, 343.

% McCurdy, op. cit, 3.

% McDougall, op. cit., 336-7.

3" For example, Marshall Space Flight Center in Alahavas created when the Army Ballistic Missile Aggn
headed by Wernher von Braun, was transferred toAN#&8ontrol in 1960. McDougall, op. cit., 198.

3 McCurdy, op. cit., 37-8, 150; McDougall, op. ci423.
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with other nations and groups of nations in workelpursuant to this Act and in the peaceful
application of the results, theredf'Congress mandated this international involvemsrat part

of a deliberate contrast between the open soctdtyedUnited States and the closed nature of the
Soviet Union*® However, due to security concerns and the comipahatimited abilities of

space programs outside of the US and USSR beferatin 1970s, the amount of cooperation
between NASA and other agencies remained limitet ps the 19804 The shuttle, for

example, included fairly sizable investments froothithe Canadians and the European nations
which would later form the European Space Agentwiifcontributions, however, were neither
as technical as those agencies wanted nor intelgrettethe design of the vehictélnstead of
creating a cooperative project, NASA essentiallyegfmreign agencies a few limited options
through which to participate in an American progfamhus NASA ensured that it engaged in
international cooperation without actually depegdom its partners for success.

ESA chose to go forward with the Spacelab modul¢he shuttle, giving NASA the first
one for free with the understanding that NASA wooked several more when the shuttle was up
and running at full capaciflf. Due to the unexpected expense of launches, howtnesshuttle
made many fewer flights than originally promisengd AIASA ended up buying only one other

Spacelab habitdf. NASA officials later declared that both sidesiué agreement “felt a great

39 National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 (Unaied,

Public Law 85-568, Sec. 102(c)(Mttp://history.nasa.gov/spaceact.htatcessed November 11, 2012.

0 Logsdon, op. cit., 1.

“ McCurdy, op. cit., 105; McDougall, op. cit, 192349.

2 McCurdy, op. cit., 99-101.

“3 Logsdon, op. cit.2.

*4 Spacelab was a laboratory which could be placéddrcargo bay of the shuttle, vastly expandingsttientific
capabilities of a shuttle mission. Spacelab’s selitained nature, however, meant that it was nall aecessary to
shuttle operations and also that the ESA builtithwery limited knowledge of the technologies loé tshuttle itself.
> Logsdon, op. cit., 6.
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sense of accomplishment and satisfactitiithe Europeans, however, were so frustrated by the
experience that they went away absolutely detemioénever again enter an agreement that
left them holding the bag,” stance which they eventually made clear to NASAcizls during
negotiations over the space statféhlthough NASA called Spacelab an “International Sess
Story,” in actuality the unbalanced power dynanmcthe relationship between NASA and its
shuttle partners caused disgruntlement amongst thim®ad.

Members of the Japanese Science and Technologycgg8iA) kept close track of
NASA'’s human spaceflight program, particularly attee Apollo moon landings which raised
the profile of spaceflight within Japan as a whakethe foundation of Japan’s National Space
Development Agency (NASDA) in 1969 showédThe Japanese were well aware of NASA’s
hopes regarding the post-Apollo program, i.e., thatAmericans hoped to build both a short-
range shuttle vehicle and a space station asstindéion?® They followed developments with
interest, but though NASA invited the Japaneseattippate in shuttle development, they did
not yet possess the necessary technical capabiliojn in>° Thus, as the 1980s began, the
Japanese lagged behind both Europe and the US®imability to access to space. NASA had

the space shuttle, and the ESA had a powerful lauahicle in the Ariane rocket, which had

“° Douglas R. LordSpacelab: An International Success Stdhashington, D.C.: NASA Scientific and Technical
Information Division, 1987), xi.

*"“Thoughts on the Central Role of Space Stationg’ [1992], Folder: “SSF Benefits Data, Vol. 1rtPg” Box
#18329 Space Station Freedom Congressional Files 198@B@&4 3 of 6), NASA HQ HRC

8 “NASDA History,” Japan Aerospace Exploration Aggr{dAXA) website,
http://www.jaxa.jp/about/history/nasda/index_e.htadcessed February 21, 2013.

49«study Related to Participation in the Americara&p Station Program: Interim ReporiBefkokuuchuukichi
keikakuhenosankani kansurukentou: Chuukanhouk&pgce Activities Commission, June 1983, Spacevitiets
Commission Space Station Program Focus Grolghukaihatsuiinkai uchuukichi keikakutokubetsuljykia
Japanese National Diet Library Collections, TokyaiMLibrary, (NDL Collections), 1-10-1, Nagatacl@hiyoda-
ku, Tokyo, 100-8924, Japan.

*0 Logsdon, John M. Logsdofipgether in Orbit: Origins of International Partjgation in the Space Station,
(Washington, D.C.: NASA History Division, 1998),.36
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allowed them to wean themselves off of Americamé&uservices® While Japan had several
years of experience in rocketry at this point, whempared to the shuttle, its rockets had very
small uplift capacity, and could not push largelpasis to orbif?

At the beginning of discussions regarding a sp#at&s, Japan had much more to gain
from cooperation than NASA. Japan had a numbeifferdnt space agencies until 2003, when
the three most important merged to form the Japanogpace and Exploration Agency
(JAXA).>® Of the many space agencies in Japan at the tili®DM was the closest in function
to NASA, and handled most of the human space-fliglated programs. Although NASDA
routinely launched scientific and communicationeliges on small rockets, its rocket
development program remained focused on improvasiclrobotic access to space, not human
spaceflight? Collaboration with NASA would give the Japanesadseaccess to a successful
human spaceflight program much more cheaply anityd¢han developing one from scratch. In
the absence of a strong military, the Japanesergment turned to the economy as a means to
assert their power in the world Officials believed that government investment kello spur
the economy® Thus, investment in human spaceflight meant aaio catch up to other
space-faring nations in terms of space scienceeufhology, while boosting their economy and

international prestige.

*1 The European addition to the space station plenColumbus module, was originally intended asdependent
European space laboratory to be launched by trenArbased on their experience building the Spacetatules,
although attaching it to a larger station expantkedtility and long-term habitability. M.H. Hars, “Decisions
Draw Near,"Spacevol. 3, no. 4, 1987, 48-9 (48-52).

*2“Basic Concepts Related to Participating in tha@pStation Plan: Report¢huukichi keikakusanka nikansuru
kihonkousou: houkokugpace Activities Commission Space Station Prograou§ Group Jchuukaihatsuiinkai
uchuukichi keikakutokubetsubuka®pril 1985, 10. NDL Collections.

>3 «JAXA History,” JAXA website, http://www.jaxa.jpkout/history/index_e.html, accessed February 21320

>4 Miura Akira, “Our Country’s Participation in theSJSpace Station Plan,Béikoku uchuukichikeikakuheno
wagakuninosankaconomic Man (Keizaijin)November 1984, Vol. 38, No. 11, 81. NDL Colleato

> Murata, op. cit., 160-1, 169-70.

% Gao, op. cit., 152.

16



Early Station Discussions and Military Rejection

Although NASA prioritized the shuttle developmenbgram during the 1970s, agency
officials never gave up on the idea of a spacéostat he planning department conducted basic
studies during the 1970s, and as the shuttle’pteste neared completion in 1981, the newly
appointed Administrator, James Beggs, made a spatien NASA’s next top priority’ Beggs
established a Space Station Task Force in 198@nduct station studies and establish what
exactly NASA needed to do in order to get the miogproved by the Reagan administration
and Congress. The Task Force was based at NASAjhagdrs in Washington, D Within
the Task Force, the Space Station Public Affaieefitg Committegheaded by Terence Finn
organized NASA's interactions with the public, bawerats, and politicians, regarding the space
station projectAlthough each of NASA’s campuses put together gimg group which
considered station issues, these issues usualtyidmed as only a part-time focus of the
workers involved, and most attempts to advertisepibtential station occurred in Washington,
DC.>®

Naturally, given the ongoing close relationshipnwestn the Department of Defense and
NASA through to the space shuttle program, the cateenturned to the DOD for support on the
space station project as well. NASA officials bedid that “space gives to the national security
community what it gives to others: a unique vantagi@t from which essential activities can be

conducted.®* NASA made sure to emphasize the possible miliaplications of a space station.

>’ McCurdy, op. cit., 40.

*% |bid, 50-1.

%9 |bid, 94-5.

% Philip E. Culbertson, NASA Headquarters, “CurrBiftSA Space Station Planning&stronautics and
Aeronautics September 1982, 43.
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Members of the committee pointed out that it wdiskecure the ultimate high groun8:They
consistently referred to the needs of the milifargonsidering early station designs. Even
“lukewarm” DOD support was important enough thatytlsonsidered proposing a “minimum
station” just to get their “foot-in-the-doof?In meetings with the Secretary of DeferldASA
officials emphasized that they wanted “early DOPtihto space station planning,” because
“DOD requirements were met in the Shuttle ... andionted to Shuttle being a truly useful,
national space prograni>’In planning out its strategy for getting the statproject support on

the Hill from 1981 to 1983, NASA assumed that tH@Dwould be an interested user and strong
ally.

In the eyes of NASA officials, nothing had changatte they managed to get the shuttle
program approved, except that they now had a lohigésry of working with the Defense
Department. The Cold War remained a concern, am&tviet space program persisted, engaged
as it was in the creation of its own space stafiSasyut and Mir. In talks between Administrator
Beggs and Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinbertde Beggs made sure to bring up “the
DOD role in the shuttle,” his aides also made s$arerief the top brass on the “anticipated soviet
program.®* NASA consistently reminded possible supporters i@ “Russians already have

demonstrated an impressive operational space rstdjoability.®® Station studies in the 1960s

®. Terence T. Finn, Co-Chairman, Space Station Péfffairs Steering Committee, “Space Station Faaei/i
NASA Press releasépril 28, 1982 5. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Finn Political StrategieFApril 1982-1983,”
NASA HQ HRC.

2 Terence T. Finn, Note to Culbertson: “Thoughtspace station in preparation for a meeting Dece@Bgr
December 21, 1981. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Finn RalitStrategy File April 1982-1983,” NASA HQ HRC.
% Terence T. Finn, Letter to Bill Anders prior toreeting with Weinberger, April 28, 1982. Folder229,
“Hodge/Finn Political Strategy File April 1982-198BIASA HQ HRC.

% Note to John Hodge on necessary files for Admigds meeting with Weinberger, April 26, 1982. Fatd
17229, “Hodge/Finn Political Strategy File April881983,” NASA HQ HRC.

% James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, “Why the Udittates Needs a Space Station.” at Detroit Ecanomi
Club and Detroit Engineering Society, 14. Fold@9375, “Space Station (1982),” NASA HQ HRC.
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had turned up a number of uses, particularly slianeie®® The agency attempted to make use of
the strong past relationship between itself andDieiense Department as well as the continuing
pressures of the Cold War to gain support for & space project, a strategy that had been the
deciding factor in past projects, particularly ApoBased on this old strategy, that tied space
projects explicitly to national prestige and setgifNASA asked the military to conduct studies
on possible uses for a space station in 7981.

Initial signs from the military were quite favorabBeggs reported after his meeting that
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger was “pesitivthe Space Statioff” The Defense
Department also helped fund some of the prelimisagce station studies conducted by
industry®® Terence Finn said in early 1983 that the spat®staffort had “successfully ginned
up the user groups to examine space station,t whgh included the Air Force and
“intelligence.”® Contrary to these positive early signals, howetrer military ultimately
informed NASA officials that it had “concluded thbgd no requirements for a manned Space

Station.”?

Part of the basis for this conclusion lay in sienfichnological advancements: when
NASA engineers first began studies on space stgtibeeemed feasible to use them for
surveillance. By the 1980s, however, advancedlgatedchnology had become more practical
and cost-effective than manned spying missionghEtmore, many of these early positive signs

depended on a few enthusiastic supporters of #gtistwithin the military, while the defense

establishment as a whole was not enthused by #ae &fguing that the station would divert

 McDougall, op. cit. 340-41.

67«Air Force Looking at Military Station Needs at $A’s Request,Defense DailyDecember 16, 1981, 233.

% Meeting Minutes of the NASA Space Station Strat€ggup, May 13, 1982. Folder 17008, “Space Station
Strategy Session 5/13/82,” NASA HQ HRC.

89 “NASA Gets Space Station Proposalsgrospace DailyJuly 29, 1982, 153.

" Terence T. FinnReport for the Space Station Strategy Grdegbruary 18, 1983, 2. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Finn
Political Strategy File April 1982-1983,” NASA HQRC.

" James Beggs, NASA Administratdetter to Donald Johnston, Minister of State foreice and Technology,
Canada, April 6, 1984, 3, Folder: 009609, “Spaei@ International Cooperation (I1),” NASA HQ HR@rlen J.
Large “Will U.S. Space Station’s Crew Ever Find Happiri&sthe Wall Street JournaQctober 27, 1983
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money from military projects, such as the modetivreof satellite systems.This was a blow

to NASA. Funding for the Department of Defense de@NASA'’s budget; in fact, in 1981, the
funding for military space surpassed NASA'’s enhitglget. Furthermore, tying projects to issues
of national defense and prestige had always offareexcellent way to gain support in Congress,
one which had never failed NASA before. The losBOD support left NASA with the question

of what to do in the absence of “outside champidoaspushing the station project on the Hill

2 McCurdy, op. cit., 162-5.
3 Terence T. FinrReport for the Space Station Strategy Grdeghruary 18, 1983, 3. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Finn
Political Strategy File April 1982-1983,” NASA HQRC.
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Initial Forays into International Participation

Despite the lingering dissatisfaction with the @eg of creating the shuttle among
NASA'’s international partners, the agency’s inia@proach to the space station commenced in
essentially the same manner. During those samg maetings which so stressed the importance
of the DOD Space Station Strategy Group members debated tistiqn of international
participation in the space station program,” buta@ed unsure “whether such participation
[was] valuable.™ Their conviction that the military would suppdnetproject made them
decidedly lukewarm towards the idea of internati@e@peration. At the same time, they hedged
their bets and asked the technical designers “@a$yacts of a station” would be “possibly
suitable for foreign participation,” and taskedrtheith developing “some criteria and ground-
rules for international participatiof”NASA officials invited members of the CSA, ESAdan
Japan’s space agencies to conduct studies on whb#yewould like to be involved in a space
station project in 1982 These studies began before the station had the@sugfithe American
administration, much less the approval of Congres$\ASA emphasized that the station was an
unapproved project. The lack of official approval meant that NASA magtely overtures to
international agencies on its own, without the suppf the State Departmefft.

The Science and Technology Agendy3&1f7/7: STA), which ran NASDA and the
other government space agencies, coordinated hétBpace Activities Commissiof=E B8 %&
ZE % SAC), whose job was to develop national levehpland recommendations for space

development in Japan. Thus NASA held discussiogardeng the station with officials from

" Terence T. Finn, Note to Mr. Culbertson, “Thoughtsspace station in preparation for a meeting eoenber
22,” December 21, 1981. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Hhatitical Strategy File April 1982-1983,” NASA HQRC.
75 i

Ibid.
S “NASA Gets Space Station Proposalsgrospace DailyJuly 29, 1982, 154.
"T“Foreign Use of Space Station Address&hace Business Newsjgust 15, 1983.
8 McCurdy, op. cit., 100.
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both the STA and the SAC. Following NASA'’s initigliery in 1982 to all possible user-groups
asking for usage studies on a station, the SACdedithe Space Station Program Focus Group
(5 R R AR B #R42) to “carry out investigations and discussions’areling Japan’s
possible participation in the station program.

From the first days of its consideration in 19823W\’s space station project sparked a
huge amount of activity in the Japanese progranciwiechnology limitations previously
restricted to rocket development and basic spaease. The length and flexibility of the
planned manned missions allowed scientists andheags to develop micro-gravity technology
and experiments, while giving them the chance &axir of participating in the continued
exploration of space. One engineer called theostati“step towards the age of space colonies
and space citie€® Others brought up the possibility of Japanesdgiaation in manned bases
on the moon and Maf$.The new association with America’s manned spaogram allowed
them to conduct experiments in microgravity thatenienpossible on satellité8 Participation in
the station and the access to NASA’s space progpasised Japanese space development from
basic rocket launches to the development of hurpaoeshabitats and astronaut training. Japan
took advantage of American expertise in mannethfflily sending astronauts to train at NASA.
The Japanese could not have pursued a space giatjent independently, and the expansion of

their space capabilities depended on their invokmmwith the American progranfhis

9 “Basic Concepts Related to Participating in thac®pStation Plan: ReporSpace Activities Commission Space
Station Program Focus Group, (1985), 34.

8 Oshima Tairo, “Space Station BiochemistrySupeesu suteeshonno seikagaRhemical Education (Kagaku
Kyouiku) February 1984, Vol. 32, No. 1, 30. NDL Collecton

81 Nitta Keiji, “Space Station Uses and Space ColonieSipgesu suteeshonno riyouto supeesukordajjgn
Aviation and Space (Scholarly) PublicatioMhonkoukuuuchuugakkaishi)anuary 1986, Vol. 34, No. 384, 47.
NDL Collections.

8 Oshima, “Space Station Biochemistry,” 29.

8%gSpace Development Activities,Uchuu kaihatsu no doukau$pace Activities Commission (SAC) Monthly
Reports Uchuukaihatsuiinkaigeppoupublished by Science & Technology Agency, Toky@91, (Oct. ~ Dec.),
No. 75, 9. NDL Collections.
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tremendous short-term acceleration in developmenthem far ahead of nations around the
world in terms of access to space, and ultimatibbyad Japan to catch up somewhat to NASA
and other space agencies such as ESA.

After the SAC received NASA'’s call for station skeisl its newly-founded Space Station
Program Focus Group began conducting surveys efasted communities in universities,
companies, and the governmé&hin the absence of approval for NASA’s next bigjeet, much
less a formal invitation to Japan to participate, possibility that Japan would be limited to
payload space within an American lab module persfStNevertheless, the Focus Group
received a large number of suggestions for possigperiments that could be conducted on a
space station, with particular concentrations anlite sciences, materials research, and space
manufacturing® Their 1983 interim report concluded that enougteptial demand existed for
the Council should to “provide strong support far country’s participation®” Their focus lay
with the practical suggestions given to them bydtientists and engineers who responded to the
Focus Group’s survey; similar to NASA's internasdissions at this time, the Focus Group
treated possible benefits of international coopenads an afterthought. Even in the single
paragraph dedicated to discussing internationgbe@tion, the report focused on the possible
benefits to Japanese technological knowledge thadtide gained through cooperation with
other nationg® The advantages the Focus Group foresaw lay rtbeimague benefits of
internationalism, but in concrete advances thatldvbanefit domestic industries. Even after

NASA officially invited Japan to partner in an im@tional program, Japanese officials

8 «study Related to Participation in the Americarap Station Program: Interim Report,” Space Adésit
Commission Space Station Program Focus Group, 18831, 18.

8 Miura Akira, “Our Country’s Participation in theSJSpace Station Plan,” 78.

8 “study Related to Participation in the Americara& Station Program: Interim Report,” Space Adésit
Commission Space Station Program Focus Group, §1983

" 1pid, 7.

% |bid.
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remained largely concerned with the practical bénef the experience. For example, the Focus
Group’s second report, published in 1985, briefgntioned that the station would be “a gigantic
international project,” but went on to argue thi&ive participate/cooperate in this, we can
preserve the friendly US-Japan relationship... andewdlanning to expand world harmony in
space development activities, we can raise ouomattechnological abilities®® While Japanese
officials were willing to consider benefits fromtémnational projects, they remained preoccupied
with promoting Japan’s technological capabiliti@sd thus its economic strength.

The Focus Group’s study was one of several that &tk to NASA showing a number
of possible uses and interested parties relatadiianned space station.When the agencies of
Europe, Canada, and Japan all responded favorahbtg idea, NASA included them in its
planning, though the U.S. space agency was letisgvib cater to the needs of foreign agencies
than those of the Defense Department. At leastNo®RA official specified that talks with other
agencies concerned internationaeof a station, not international participation g i
constructior?® Thus far, the creation of the station looked réwmhly similar to the space
shuttle’s development as an entirely American pogwith a few non-essential elements let out
to foreign agencies for development. The spacestatas shaping up to kzeprogram in which
NASA kept firm control of the design and decisioakimg, but allowed foreign participation as
a good-will gesture, as opposed to a more subatamilaboration between different agencies

While NASA'’s priorities were clear, the inclusiohlmoth possible international partners

and the DOD in early discussions still revealeditiierent tension between the idea of building

8 “Basic Concepts Related to Participating in thac@pStation Plan: Report,” Space Activities ComiisSpace
Station Program Focus Group, (1985), 12.
% McCurdy, op. cit., 100.
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a station for national security reasons, and orile fou the sake of cooperation and sharfhg
NASA'’s own fact sheets admitted that internatiqueatticipation could “complicate any DOD
involvement in a space station prograthNASA officials moved ahead with the international
aspects of the project with the assertion that toeyd control the interactions between
themselves, the DOD, and any international paditip well enough to prevent any trouble, as
they had with the shuttle prograthNASA administrators clearly felt that they hadrtate
control over the direction of the project, andras point allowed international agencies to
participate on sufferance. As NASA operated thetkhlts position was somewhat justified; the
plans for the station depended on the shuttleitybs lift huge cargoes to orbif. This position
began to change when, lacking Defense Departmepiost NASA'’s ability to get the project
off the ground at all came into question.

Although the Defense Department saw no reasongpatia space station, it remained
“the largest single user of the space shuttle, avgpace budget already larger than NASA'’s and
still growing” and was thus able to heavily infleen*‘NASA'’s fiscal health® Although in 1981
the military space budget surpassed NASA's forfitlsé time, the DOD did not want to invest in
more programs like the shuttle, which failed telivp to the originally promised capabili.
Thus, the seemingly invulnerable supply of defespending was increasingly off limits to

NASA, as the Reagan administration and DOD refugdwlp fund the construction of the fifth

9L“NASA Mulls International Effort,’Aviation Week & Space Technolpg§arch 1, 1982, 20; Dava Sobel, “The
Birth of a Space StationOmnij, July 1983.

9 Terence T. Finn, Co-Chairman, Space Station Péfffairs Steering Committee, “Space Station Faa e/
NASA Press releasépril 28, 1982 5. Folder: 17229, “Hodge/Finn Political StrategieFApril 1982-1983,”
NASA HQ HRC.

% McCurdy, op. cit., 99.

% Though the ESA had just created Arianespace anditiane rocket, breaking their dependence on NASA
commercial and scientific launches, they did nateha manned capability. The shuttle’s uplift capaalso far
outstripped Ariane’s. Japan’s attempts to buildngiigenous rocket were just getting off the grousal] were as-
yet unreliable. Canada and Japan also lacked mapaaeflight.

% Daniel Deudney, “Space Station Dreams Still Flyir@hicago TribuneAugust 17, 1983.

% McDougall, op. cit., 429.
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shuttle vehicle on which NASA had plann&dit best, the DOD was entirely disinterested: one
Pentagon official told Beggs that “We will hold yowpat” as NASA officials did the worl At
worst, Pentagon officials actively opposed the spsation program as a waste of mofieyhe
press increasingly portrayed NASA and the Pentggotrayed as enemies. As early as 1983, the
New York Times listed among NASA's “[flormidableds” the Central Intelligence Agency, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Defense Departmi&hlthough NASA and the DOD continued

to work together, the Defense Department’s lackupport for NASA’s next big project

revealed a cooling in its relationship to the @anlspace program. The tension between military
and civilian goals began to make itself known asSs assumption that its primary mission
required the continued exploration of the solatesys beginning with low earth orbit, diverged

from the military’s focus on Earth-focused missieogh as reconnaissance

97 «gchmitt: White House Balks at New Space Initiatiy’ Aerospace DailyAugust 24, 1982, 30'Volkmer Praises
Station/Hits Failure to Fund Fifth OrbitelYefense DailyFebruary 3, 1984, 189; A fifth orbiter, Endeavoasw
eventually built, but only as a replacement for @&mger. To save money, it was built out of spaag$p

% Arlen J. Large, “Will U.S. Space Station’s CreweEW¥ind Happiness?The Wall Street JournaDctober 27,
1983.

% John Noble Wilford, “Political Aides Urge ReaganBack Space StationNew York TimegsSeptember 21, 1983.
“CREEP from Outer SpaceThe Boston GloheSeptember 24, 1983.

19 3o0hn Noble Wilford, “Will NASA’s Pet Project Fizzlor Fly?”New York TimesQctober 2, 1983.
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Official Invitations and Reactions

Under the Reagan Administration, the United St@@sgress had an eye out for cost-
cutting measures. The cost overruns and delaysuttle development tarnished the reputation
for efficiency and excellent management that NAS#A ained during the run-up to Apollo and
the moon landing&’* This black mark on its record made it difficult /JASA to get a new and
expensive project through the budget processime of overall budget reductiol¥ While
NASA'’s aims had a number of supporters in Congmsst notably astronauts such as John
Glenn who converted their astronaut fame into jalitcareers, the sense of national crisis
which ensued after Sputnik and Gagarin’s orbiightland created support for the Apollo
program was long paSt Following the lead of many planetary scientistsitizians such as
George Keyworth, the president’s advisor on scigagen questioned whether the United States
should fund expensive human spaceflight missiordl & a time of ever more capable satellites
and robotic explorer®* NASA desperately needed supporters who could ghatithe expense
was worth it.

Despite the Department of Defense’s refusal tdilagie the space station project under
the almost infallible umbrella of national securiYASA did not give up on the idea of using
Cold War tensions to make its case. Early desongtpf the station project argued for
international participation as a kind of Cold Waategy, one which would “cement free world
ties.”® The lack of support from the DOD, however, mehat NASA had to open its search

for supporters to other possible users. Industigrefl one possible alternative, and NASA

191 McCurdy, op. cit., 84.

192 hid, 66.

193 McDougall, op. cit., 420-22, 429.

194 McCurdy, op. cit., 130.

195 James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, “Why the Udittates Needs a Space Station,” at Detroit Ecanomi
Club and Detroit Engineering Society, 12. Fold&9875, “Space Station (1982),” NASA HQ HRC
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promoted the space station as the “centerpiec#s efforts to encourage manufacturing and
other commercial applications of spd8eNASA also argued that the investments of foreign
agencies would lower the overall expense to theddrtates®’ For reasons of cost and
political necessity, NASA officials began to emplaagheir already extant international
connections.

On January 25, 1984, NASA's strategies paid offnvReesident Reagan gave his
support to a space station project during his Sthtkee Union address:

A space station will permit quantum leaps in osegech in science,
communications, in metals, and in lifesaving medsiwhich could be
manufactured only in space. We want our friendselp us meet these
challenges and share in their benefits. NASA wwiite other countries to
participate so we can strengthen peace, build pragpand expand
freedom for all who share our goafs.

This speech required that NASA officials place maaikie on the international aspects of the
station. In light of the Reagan administration’srexoommonly conservative stance regarding
international cooperation, Reagan’s strong endoes¢iof international cooperation on the
station came as a surprise to many observers,tepddASA officials such as Robert Freitag,
who had seen earlier drafts of the speB&A month after Reagan publically approved the
project, the White House directed NASA AdministraBeggs to make a trip to “appropriate

foreign capitals” and formally extend the presideittvitation to them*° Beggs had to ascertain

the amount of real interest amongst space ageabiead, now that NASA had leave to treat the

10 «NASA Seeks $3-4 Billion Foreign Funding for Spa@ation,”Defense DailyMarch 17, 1984, 146.

197 Terence T. Finn, Co-Chairman, Space Station Puifirs Steering Committee, “Space Station Faa /i
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space station as an actual project. Beggs soontaahle road. He visited Japan in March,
meeting with the Space Activities Commission, ali a®members of the STA at large and
other Japanese officials, on March 1984, and officially invited the Japanese to paéte in
the station project'

At this meeting, Beggs presented the space stakplicitly as a civilian project,
explaining to the Council members that “the presigeopinion was that the station should
advance as a civilian progrart? Beggs admitted that this emphasis resulted pigrbacause
the defense community “showed no interest in tl@.plHowever, he went on to state that “if in
the future the United States or another alliedngantvith security ties showed interest, he
imagin[ed] that [NASA] would develop a station segia from the one” that he was introducing
to the Japanese officials’ Japanese participation depended on this distimotioe to both the
anti-militaristic trend in Japanese society and865 Japanese National Diet’s definition of
“peace” in regards to space as not just “non-aggre’sbut “non-military” uses>* Most
Japanese commentators interpreted this directif@iad not just weapons in space, but
research which could be applied to military teclgglor military uses of space resources, such
as reconnaissance. Beggs sold the station projécternational users by emphasizing its
civilian nature, although back in Washington, Casgrand NASA made sure to leave the door
open to non-aggressive military uses of the stafitve mismatch between the definition of
“peaceful uses” in the United States and Japarechesnsiderable conflict in later stages of

program development.

1«On the Opening of the Japan-US Space StatiomitigrMeeting,”(Nichibei uchuukichikeikaku
kaigounokaisai), SAC Monthly Reportsi{chuukaihatsuiinkaigeppoupublished by Science & Technology Agency,
Tokyo, 1983-4, Oct. ~ Jun., No. 49, 22. NDL Colieus.

"2 bid, 23.

2 bid.

114 Tomari Jirou, “The Space Station Wavering Due ®MDefense Department Participation,”
(Beikokubousoushousankadeyureruuchuuki&@ua)ence Morning (Kagaku Asahsahi Shinbun Co., March 1987,
Vol. 47, No. 3, 74. NDL Collections.
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After his return, Beggs characterized internationtdrest as “high.” For example, he
reported to the State Department that, while Piimaster Yasuhiro Nakasone was “cautious”
in public, in private he enthusiastically endor#egl station project and the Japanese were
“determined not to be left behind again,” as thag been on shuttfé® Beggs was not shy about
using foreign interest to push for approval withmiers of Congress. In a letter to the chairman
of the House Science and Technology Committeeydwelggmed that “potential partners are now
awaiting signals that we will indeed proceed with station before committing themselves to a
cooperative venture-** Characterizing the United States as a kind of &gan comparison to
its allies became a common tactic in NASA'’s attesriptget the station approved, and to protect
it from cancellation. Within the year, NASA signpeeliminary agreements with the CSA, ESA,
and Japan’s STA that solidified the internatiorsglect of the space station plan

These preliminary agreements did not mean that e&chber of the space station
program had equal rights and responsibilities. Ea®@NASA began serious studies and
negotiations with foreign agencies regarding thecepstation, it assumed, in the words of one
journalist,“that the United States should lead and shapéadsiatooperation and that this would
be a good thing for all mankind™ In a letter from Administrator Begds the director of
Johnson Space Center in Houston, which was the NaBA center for human spaceflight,
Beggs reassured the director that internationgbeadion would only involve “elements which
are additive to the core capability of the... fullnttional U.S. Space Statioh® As late as

1984 in testimony before the House Subcommittee on SBamnce and Applications, John

15 James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, Letter to GoP. Shultz, Secretary of State, March 16, 198KiefF:
009603, “European/Japanese Cooperation SpacergtatiASA HQ HRC.

116 James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, Letter to lyawinn, Jr., Committee on Science and Technologyysé
of Representatives, March 19, 1984. Folder: 00938{ace Station 1984 (11),” NASA HQ HRC.

7 Robert C. Cowen, “NASA’s grand space-station paogyis it too chauvinistic?Christian Science Monitor
December 6, 1984.

118 James M. Beggs, NASA Administrator, Letter to Gebfa. Griffin, Director, Johnson Space Center, Apg,
1984. Folder: 009391, “Space Station 1984 (11),"$/MHQ HRC
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Hodge emphasized that “the international dimensicthe Space Station Program is extremely
important,” but also reassured representativesNA&A was in control of it and had ensured
that “the proposed elements complement our pl&fisAinbivalence about the value of
international cooperation remained strong within®a Officials were willing to engage, not
least because of the station’s propaganda vhlutegnly on their own terms

Japanese officials plainly came away from earlytimge with Beggs and other NASA
officials with an understanding of NASA'’s controler the program. Beggs introduced the
station plan to Japanese officials with a basia¢auschedule already in place, and he
emphasized that Reagan wanted a response by tieh@&conomic Summit that sumnté.
Although Beggs couched his requirements as hopessbes, his understanding that the station
was NASA'’s project translated to the Japanesended early days, the Japanese too considered
the platform an “American station,” in which the &ricans were allowing them to engdge.
For example, the station was to be “customer-filfgrgb that other nations and agencies could
conduct research there, but the Japanese wereodisatreated not as partners, but as guests or
customers?? In 1984, Americans and Japanese alike considaeedapanese junior partners in
the program, particularly when compared to the Acags and their decades-long experience of
manned spaceflight.

Despite the conflict between international cooperaand military involvement, in the

first few years of the station program NASA retairiee option of future Defense Department

119 John D. Hodge, Acting Associate Administrator &prace Station, Statement before the Subcommitt&pace
Science and Applications, Committee on ScienceTauthnology, House of Representatives, April 10,619%.
Folder: 009450, “Space Station 1986,” NASA HQ HRC
12040n the Opening of the Japan-US Space StatiomitigrMeeting,” SAC Monthly Reports, 1983-4, Octlun.,
No. 49, 23.
121 Miura Akira, “Our Country’s Participation in theSJSpace Station Plan,” 78.
122 (i

Ibid.
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involvement:?® The Congress at the time likewise remained unvglto close the possibility
entirely. Even though the NASA authorization bdt fiscal year 1985 stated that “[flrom the
beginning, the space station has been charactagadacility that would be used only for
peaceful purposes,” it continued by noting thatridg the Committee’s hearings, DOD stated
that it had not yet identified any military requiments for military space station operations and
that it had no desire to take any kind of preengptights on a civilian space statio¥*"The bill
made it clear that Congress saw no barriers to P@ificipation other than the military’s own
lack of interest, regardless of the possible impaatilitary involvement on NASA's
relationship to foreign agencies. In the early X9&ongress and NASA both placed the value
of national security above any possible benefitsitgrnational cooperation.

At the same time, however, NASA worked ever moosely with international agencies
in designing the space station and devising thequtares for managingit> Despite their
unequal relationship, cultural exchange betweenriae and Japanese officials began at their
very first meeting. During his invitation, Beggspéained a few “characteristic points” of the
station*?° He used a number of English terms, including “cosr-friendly,” “evolutionary,”
and“next frontiers.*?’ In his coverage of this meetingkteizaijin MagazineMiura Akira, a
top-ranking STA official, gave each of these teimEnglish, and then explained their meaning
and impact in Japanese. He wrote that “for Amescéontier is a much loved word, and when

President Reagan said that ‘space is the nexiérgrit gave them a stirring feeling®® Miura

123| eonard David, “Conference Produces Divergent \¢iew Space StationSpace WorldJanuary 1984, 8-9.
124 National Aeronautics and Space Administration Awigation Act, U.S. Congress, Ordered to be priltey 17,
1982, to accompany H.R. 5154. Folder: 009392, ¢8f#tation 1984,” NASA HQ HRC.

125 John D. Hodge, Acting Associate Administrator &prace Station, Statement before the Subcommitt&pace
Science and Applications, Committee on ScienceTawuhnology, House of Representatives, April 10,619%-17.
Folder: 009450, “Space Station 1986,” NASA HQ HRC.

126 Miura Akira, “Our Country’s Participation in theSUSpace Station Plan,” 77.
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explained the context of the word in terms of thedpean exploration of the Americas, saying
that space was thaéxt frontiet because “new things might occur” which could ¢tecamew
aspects of human culture and thinking,” and thatsfhace station was the “first step in
developing such a new ag&”The concepts which Beggs introduced to Miura @ad h
colleagues subsequently made their way into thelsnorfi not just STA members, but many other

Japanese. The word frontier, written as the loadworz > 7 1 7" (“fu-ron-tee-ah”), made

steady appearances in later government and mgabaseunaccompanied by any further
explanation of its meaning® That such an American metaphor managed such atsavisition
into Japanese pointed to the possible influentbefelationships being created between
American and Japanese officials, even if not adingjes were so immediately visible.

The Japanese government, along with Canada amdethers of the ESA, gave its
preliminary agreement to participate in a spacegostgprogram at the London Economic Summit
in June of 1984>! Later that same month, the partners held thedfratseries of meetings
through which they would hash out their joint plémsthe statiort>? The partners on the space
station proceeded to meet as a complete group shiMgton at least on@eyear, ensuring that

their plans matched up in everything from the donsof overall responsibilities and budget to

129 bid.
130 yamasaki Shizuo, “The Dangers of the Space St&woperative Agreement tied to US Strategy (Thelwv&r
Japan),Beisenryakutomusubu uchuukichikyouryokukyouteirokigekaitonihon)1989-09,Vanguard: Japan
Communist Party Central Committee Theoretical Gorent MagazingZenei:
Nihonkyousantouchuuouiinkairironseijishijol. 576, 22. National Diet Collections; Tomarialir “The Space
Station Wavering Due to US Defense Department ¢patiion,” 74; “Basic Concepts Related to Partitiipgin the
Space Station Plan: Report,” Space Activities Cossion Space Station Program Focus Group, (1985), 73
“Interim Report of the Space Station Special Corterit (Uchuukichitokubetsubukaichuukanhoukokully 1986,
Space Activities Commission Space Station Prograou$ Group, 1, 4. NDL Collections; Tamura Masaaki,
“Trends Surrounding the Space Station,” 55. A nundf@ther less consistent language changes alsared; for
example, the general trend over the course ofttt®s program has shifted usage from the Japaeesei i 3
Hit(uchuu-kichi, space-base) to the English loanwgrd— X 27— = -(space station).
131«“Regarding the Announcement at the London Econ@nimmit (Related to the Space StatioiRbndonsamitto
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the power supply allowances for equipment on thgast, with lower-level boards meeting at
other times as welf* NASA officials set the agenda of these early stagfalevelopment. For
instance, they informed attendees of the first mgahat NASA “hoped to have some kind of
formal agreement with all foreign countries thap&d to participate” during 198%* Although
it was couched in polite terms, this mandate siaalline for other participants. NASA officials
also “presented” the other space agencies withSphace Station Guidelines for International
Cooperation,” the applications of which Culbertgxplained at the third workshop in December
of that year:>® Yet despite occurring under NASA'’s control, theljferation of meetings also
required that engineers, scientists, and managee$ up and have conversations with their
counterparts in other nations, which created i@tatiips and understandings that would be
essential for actual work on the station. NASA'paxded association with other agencies
required some changes from NASA as well. For exangs a consequence of their augmented
communications with the Japanese, NASA creatbdanch office in Tokyo for the first tinté®

The Space Station Guidelines for International @oafion provided a short list of basic
principles around which the partners could shape& ttooperation going forward. Many of them,
such as the stipulation that “cooperation must beually beneficial to the U.S. and the
International Partners,” benefited all members.e@hhowever, such as the stipulations that
“clean managerial and technical interfaces will.. ni@ntained between the various portions”

and that the program should “avoid the unwarratri@asfer of technology among the partners,”

133 Second meeting on September 20, 1984, 47, 9; ¢B2micepts Related to Participating in the SpaatoBt
Plan: Report,” Space Activities Commission Spaedi&@ Program Focus Group, (1985), 9.

134“Regarding the Results of the First InternatioBphce Station Workshop,”
(Daiikkaikokusaiuchuukichiwaakushoppunokekkani&u8AC Monthly Reports, 1983-4, Oct. ~ Jun., No. 28,
NDL Collections.

135 «Results of the Third International Space Statfdarkshop,”(Daisankaikokusai uchuukichiwaakushoppuno
kekkanitsuite)SAC Monthly Reports, 1984, Oct. ~ Dec., 51, 12. NDdllections.
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pandered to American fears that foreign competiimsld take advantage of their access to
NASA'’s technology:*” NASA's insistence on clean interfaces stemmed famerican
concerns over inadvertently allowing competitorsoald access to American goods, which
would then provide competitors abroad with a chana@mpete with Americans in areas of
American expertise. After Japanese companies mddasve inroads in American markets
during the 1970s, Americans were particularly coned about Japanese competition.

The depth of the US-Japan trade imbalance prongtednber of Congressional studies
on how to solve the problem of Japanese competitieginning in the late 1970s and continuing
through the next decade. Most of these effortsraeited that the fault lay with the Japanese and
suggested numerous actions the Japanese shouli takeer trade barrierS® Japanese in turn
felt that Americans’ demands were unreasonablegdime Japanese already had very few legal
restrictions on international trade by the 1988 mericans felt particular concern over Japan’s
increasing technical abilities, and some politisiarent so far as paint the trade conflict between
the two as a new cold war. A 1980 House of Reptasigas report stated thatVe believe that
Japan’s rate of industrial progress and stated emuit goals should be as shocking to
Americans as was Sputnik. And like Sputnik, weldhmishocked into responding to the
challenge’**° The representatives compared Japan to enemy numbgeBoviet Russia, while
also alluding to the space program’s role in eshlsig American technological might.

Concerns over the possible economic ramificatidns\wting foreigners to participate in

that space program soon surfaced within Congresssladg after Reagan issued his invitation to

137 Results of the Third International Space Staticork§hop,” SAC Monthly Reports, 1984, Oct. ~ Ded., $4-5.
138 C. Fred Bergstein and William R. ClinBhe United States-Japan Economic Problem, reviséiba,
(Washington, DC: Institute for International Ecoriosy 1987), 13-20.

13%Buckley, op. cit., 146-7. Cohen, op. cit, 39.

140 sybcommittee on Trade of the Committee on Wayshmans, U.S. House of Representatiwdssited States-
Japan Trade ReparSeptember 5, 1980, 39. The entire quote was esigdthin the original.
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foreign agencies, Representative Robert Torrigd@HNJ) sounded a warning about the
“economic dangers” of “letting other nations papate” in space station development, arguing
that “in previous joint ventures overseas, U.S. panmes were 'devoured’ by the use of the
advanced technology obtained by foreign compamibs,turned it into products used to
compete against U.S. companié$-'Similarly, in 1986 Representatives Bill Green (R)Nand
Edward Boland (D-MA) wrote to NASA'’s Acting Admirtigtor, William Graham, to express
their concern over “whether the United States tailly be the principal benefactor of the space
station program.” They were worried that “NASA ocdlle tempted to make compromises with
potential foreign participants in order to gairha-range financial benefit that may have a
negative long-range impact on U.S. high technoldgyelopment*? Members of Congress
were convinced both of NASA'’s importance as a drofeechnological and economic
development, and of the dangers to that functiahnight arise from giving competitors any
access to NASA's development processes. In ligiitmérican concerns over competition from
the Japanese, particularly in areas of cutting ¢éelggenology, statements such as Torricelli’'s
constituted thinly veiled references to the dangélowing the Japanese a chance to take over
yet another American industry. Their concerns heziht to argue that international cooperation
harmed the United States. NASA ultimately insistadnternational involvement, not because
inviting foreign participation necessarily servée same long-term goals as a completely
American station might, but because cooperatiovesethe agency’s own needs.

The Japanese recognized their country’s fantastin@mic growth, and sought to

encourage it through government investment in gtsjsuch as the space station. Throughout

14L«Congressman Cites Danger of Space Station Teogwdlransfer, Defense DailyFebruary 8, 1984.

142 Bjll Green, Ranking Minority member and Edward®®land, Chairman, HUD-Independent Agencies
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the reports and proposals regarding the projeetSttace Station Program Focus Group and the
Space Activities Commission centered their argusientthe utility of these new arenas to the
overall Japanese economy and advancement. Focup @Gports touted participation in the
station as a chance to develop unimagined posabiknd abilities in a wide range of fiefds.
Japanese scientists wanted to participate bechesgdagram would build their expertise in
robotics and electronics, as well as opening whele areas of technical experience in creating
livable space habitats and experiment hardW4rehey were also excited about the possibilities
related to developing new scientific fields, partarly in such areas as biotechnology and
materials processiny> Many Japanese directly linked the technological sgientific advances
that would result from the station to the overath®omic competition between Japan and
America. One author, for example, linked Americascline in influence” to Japan’s chance,
through the station, to take the lead in fieldshsas computer¥'® When writing in the Japanese-
language version of the Economist, Nashiro Tetsentwo far as to proclaim that, although
America led the world in technology during the 19%Md 1960s, “right now, the only people in
the world who can understand what technologicabwation is could in fact be the Japane¥é.”
Even members of the Space Activities Commissionanhg argument. While
discussing the station in Nikkei Aerospace, Sagbigefumiwrote, “In this time, America is not

only stagnating economically, but is beginningdsd its world technological leadership to the
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hot pursuit of Europe and Japan,” and he went @rdae that Japan should make use of the
station in this pursuit’® Miura Akira pointed out that “[people] are sayithgit Japanese
advanced technology should continue its advanakiudobes not lose even to America” and
contended that this was one of the many reasoms Juld participate in the space statfon.
The Japanese were riding high on the economic buhhbt at the time seemed to be a mere
continuation of their post-war ‘miraclé® In the eyes of government officials and some r@gul
citizens, the advances in technology that wouldltdésom participating in the station would
contribute to Japan’s economic competitivenesslifgeinto the increasing confidence of many

Japanese in their country’s ability to stand addwower, based on economic might.

148 saitou Shigefumi(?)7§ AR 30), “The Space Station Plan is an International Ptdfeat has Genuinely Begun
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Crisis Points: Controversy & Conflict over Military Involvement

NASA'’s increased contacts with its internationattpers led to a decreased emphasis on
national security uses for the station. NASA predsases from as early as 1986 no longer listed
national security as one of the reasons to go aéhdhe progrant>® At the heart of NASA’s
increasing international involvement lay negotiatidor the Memoranda of Understanding
(MOUSs) and the InterGovernmental Agreement (IGX)Memoranda of Understanding are
documents signed between a government agency asigwen entity with which it is partnering.
They frame the responsibilities of each group aydlut the rules of cooperation. The
InterGovernmental Agreement outlined arrangemesganding legal, monetary, territorial, and
other issues around the space staltorequired years of negotiation between the gowemts
and agencies of the United States, Canada, Japaiwaope. In the United States, the 1988
IGA was an executive agreement, which meant tha&ANAnly needed President Reagan’s
approval and could avoid wrangling two-thirds apfaldrom the Senate. The other signatories,
however, regarded the IGA as an international yreafact which would later play out to
NASA'’s advantage by allowing NASA to push the statout of the bounds of budget disputes
and into the realm of foreign affairs.

Given the door which NASA and Congress had deltieérdeft open to the DOD, many
observers feared that given any sign of intereshfthe Pentagon, NASA'’s station would turn
into a military project. Congressman Norman Min@aCA) went so far as to propose a bill in

early 1987 to make military involvement in the statillegal, though the bill was killed in

151 NASA Press Release, “The Space Station,” Juné236. Folder: 009640, “1986 Political Strategy $tation,”
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committee’>® Fear of military involvement in the station wastjzailarly prevalent in Japan,
where most of the population regarded military iement in government with intense
suspicion. Many Japanese already resented thesiyoaisthe American military presence in
their country*>* Much of this resentment stemmed from genuine jsasjfwhich grew out of the
Japanese experience of World War 1l, especiall\ddpanese military’s dominance of the
government and violence at the hands of the Alliredrticle 9, Japan’s post-WWII constitution
stated that “land, sea, and air forces, as wedtlasr war potential, will never be maintained. The
right of belligerency of the state will not be rgoized.*>?

Although the post-war US administration compelleel dapanese to accept the
constitution and the anti-military article in pattlar, many citizens took Article 9 to heart, and
became truly pacifist. It was, however, what Togzthiko called “a pacifism that was very
passive in nature,” and led Japanese pacifistsgouse a policy of staunch anti-militarism at
home and non-interference in military affairs alokb® The anti-militarist and anti-American
strand within Japanese society grew in strengthapan recovered from the war. The extension
of the US-Japan defense relationship in 1961 waswwuded by vociferous protests within Japan,
and the US military returned Okinawa to Japanesérabin 1972 to appease Japanese
protests=>’ The US-Japan military relationship was an oftemtentious issue, one that kept
Japanese citizens on the watch for American mylitaituence over their government. Their fear

and anger regarding the United States militaryrofi@used tension in the US-Japan relationship,
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and eventually made Japan’s involvement in théostggrogram incompatible with that of the
Defense Department.

On January 28, 1986, the space shuttle Challengpoded during take-off. All seven
astronauts on board were killed, and NASA’s marspteflight program went on hold for
almost three years. The Challenger accident dr#he difficial comment from the Space
Activities Commission or the Space Station ProgFaous Group, warranting little more than a
mention in the 1986 Focus Group report that thedaot would delay the initial launch date of
the statior:>® On top of the fact that the partners dependedershuttle’s massive uplift
capacity to launch their modules into orbit in finst place, they had planned a number of
preliminary cooperative activities on the shuttleieth were also delayed. For example, Japan’s
first shuttle experiment, the First Materials Psgirg Test, was originally scheduled for 1988,
but actually occurred in 1992° Beyond these scheduling concerns, however, Japapase
station officials showed little concern over theident

While the government officials busily avoided conmtieg on the incident, the Japanese
media latched onto the connections between NASAskuttle program, and the military space
complex, particularly Reagan’s Strategic Defensiabive (SDI), more popularly known as the
‘Star Wars’ program. Japanese commentators ardnagdthe space shuttle carrie[d] a
pronounced military tint,” due to the billions oblthrs of research funds devoted to SDI and
DOD researchi®® NASA officials admitted in presentations to STAidifls that the shuttle

program’s official priorities put “National Secuyitfirst, followed by “Science,” and, last and
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least, “International [and] Commercial” us85One journalist even accused Reagan of letting
Christa McAuliffe, the teacher who was one of theualties of the accident, ride the shuttle as a
“people’s representative” in order to promote tid frogram'®? The Challenger explosion
brought Japanese attention to the American manpmezeprogram and its connections to the
military, just as their own government was becomimaye closely involved with NASA. Their
new awareness led to domestic resistance to tleateot Japan’s intended involvement in the

US space program and put pressure on Japanesalsffecavoid any entanglements with

military space.

Even outside of the context of the shuttle prografter 1986 Japanese journalists
increasingly linked NASA in general, and the spstegion in particular, to the Defense
Department and military researtfi.They made direct connections between the Chaltenge
incident and possible military use of the stat@amguing that “the American Defense
Department’s development of uses for the statioas sparked by “the drastic decrease in the
forecast frequency of military research/experimemtshe shuttle, due to the influence of last
January’s Challenger explosiot?* Commentators focused much of their attention @ th
connection and worried that Japan’s involvemenhéspace station program would lead their
government to find increasing loopholes in the l&ovbidding military actions and research in

space, as they had when allowing Japanese comparpesticipate in SDI developmefff At
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the same time, in his attempts to promote Japavaxld power and improve the US-Japan
relationship, Prime Minister Nakasone pushed tI&7 #ppropriation for the military above 1%
of GDP for the first time in Japan’s post-war higiadding to the sense that American influence
inevitably drove the Japanese government towartisargiideals ®® Many commentators began
to regard all of NASA'’s programs as possible mijitenfluences on Japan’s government. Their
understanding of the space program as inherentitamgiled many of them to oppose the space
station, due to the possibility that the Pentagaghirsomeday exercise its influence over NASA
to get as involved with station as it was with sheittle.

During this increasingly anxious period within Japthe US Defense Department began
to make noise about wanting to use the statiopafty 1987, Director Fletcher confirmed before
the House Special Committee on Science and Techyndthat, while “weapons research was not
approved,” multi-purpose research was permissésden when it might have military
applications®’ Japan and Europe immediately expressed their ooirteesponse to Fletcher's
assertion, as they both had programs which forbatiry involvement in space. Thus at the
Space Station Multilateral Negotiations held in Wagton in February 1987, “Washington was
forced to reaffirm that the space station shoulg be used for peaceful research and
development*®The definition of peaceful research and the quesifavhether the Americans
would be able to conduct research applicable timmalt security uses became a major source of
conflict for negotiators, as the divide betweenriraggressive” and “non-military” uses started

to become clear.

186 Buckley, op. cit., 148.

187 Tamura Masaaki, “Trends Surrounding the SpacéaBtaiUchuukichiwvomegurudoukou]ctober 1987,
ReferenceVol. 37, No. 10, 59. NDL Collections.
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In April, just as the partners were making prog@sshe negotiations, NASA'’s old
friends at the DOD threw up a sudden stumbling hl&ecretary of Defenggaspar Weinberger,
whose department had so recently led attacks ogpihee station, suddenly demanded that
“negotiations... be put on ice” until he was certdnat they would ensure the military’s right to
“conduct national security activities... without thpproval or review of other nation¥?

Foreign space agencies reacted to Weinberger'smtiswaith dismay.’® Weinberger, however,
insisted that the US should not proceed if “thegof cooperation is too high,” something
which he believed would be true if the U.S. “acddfieo multilateral decision-making on
matters of... management, utilization or operatiti He specifically feared that NASA would
give in to “the temptation to elevate the concdpqual partnership’ to the point at which it
might dilute the symbol of US leadership in thecspstation.*”*NASA and the DOD had
clearly parted ways in their understanding of wikas appropriate in terms of international
cooperation, with NASA moving towards “multilatedgcision-making” in a way that the
military found unacceptable. Weinberger’s oppositio international cooperation illustrated the
contradictions between the military and civiliarasp programs; he believed that America’s
strategic needs required maintaining untrammelegd®@reignty in all areas, whereas NASA
had begun to see compromise and cooperation astiesse its goals.

Despite all fears to the contrary, NASA and tha&Eepartment, which was overseeing
the negotiations regarding the IGA, entirely rebdfiVeinberger’'s advancesviation Week &

Space Technologyharacterized the incident as an “eyeball-to-ejebafrontation... won by

189 J0seph Palca, “Pentagon shoots across spacenstdiovs,”Nature, April 16, 1987, 628.

10“NASA Asserts Control of StationKlew York TimesApril 13, 1987; David E. Sanger, “Weinberger ketbn
Allies’ Role in Space Station Stirs FurolNew York TimesApril 10, 1987; Joseph Palca, “Pentagon shoaotssa
space station’s bows.”

1 United Press International, “Pentagon: Warningt®noSpace BaseyVashington Posipril 10, 1987.
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NASA and the State Dept® NASA officials in fact suggested that the DOD skidbuild its
own station, which “would inevitably help reducamaaints that the NASA space station was in
danger of being dominated by the Defense Departin®ne engineeeven went so far as to say
that “[i]f they had their own space station theyuln’t mess ours up*** NASA’s Deputy
Administrator Dale Myers, in the same speech whersuggested that the DOD should create
its own station if it wanted to use one, also rewadr

What many people don't realize about the statidhesextent of the

international cooperation and involvement. It isfact, by far the most

complex international project we have ever undemakJnder the

agreements now in final stages of negotiation, ratlations and groups of

nations will be very real partners, developingicait pieces of the station

that provide it with significant added capabilitiédtogether, the cost of

hardware programs they plan to contribute add® @gbout $5 billiort.”®
This attitude was a far cry from the days when NA®Asidered creating even a completely
stripped down station worth it to obtain “lukewarOD support. Although NASA continued
to work with DOD on projects such as the shutties tonfrontation finally broke the tension as
the split between the civilian and military spacegrams became clear. In this moment, NASA
clearly placed the value of its international parsy and their five billion dollars, above the \alu
of possible support from the military.

In hindsight, this decision would be the beginnofig profound shift away from the

military within NASA. However, just because NASAsasted its control over the station and

sided with its international partners did not m#zat the basic issue of whether national

security-funded research would be allowed on tagost had been solved. The Japanese

3 Donald E. Fink, “Space Station- Round Ayiation Week & Space Technolodypril 27, 1987, 25. NASA
largely continued the negotiations it began priospace station approval, though now with Statealtegent
assistance.

74 phillip M. Boffey, “NASA Urges Space Station fdret Pentagon,New York TimesMay 22, 1987.

175 Dale Myers, Deputy Administrator, Excerpts fronnfeks Prepared for Delivery: Air Force Association
National Symposium, May 21, 1987. Folder: 0094&hdce Station 1987 (General),” NASA HQ HRC.
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government took the strongest stance of the nompditers on the military space issue. In
September 1988, the Chief U.S. Negotiator, Riclsamith of the State Departmesgnt a letter

to all of the partner states which stated thatoaig/h the InterGovernmental Agreement would
require that “all utilization” of the space statimould be “for peaceful purposes,” the United
States had “the right to use its elemeassyvell as allocations of resources derived from th
Space Station infrastructuréor national security purpose.® This clause troubled the Japanese
because like the Europeans, they had granted thedJstates rights to a certain amount of
research time in their module. In lieu of makinglt@ayments to the American government, the
Japanese reserved 51% of the time and space iretp@riment module for Japanese
experiments, with 46% set aside for NASAThus, this letter asserted that the United States
had the right to conduct ‘national security’ rethtesearch on segments of the station belonging
to other partners, despite the fact that the JaggabDeet had specifically defined peaceful uses of
space as forbidding such military-related uses.

All of the partners received the same letter, batthree agencies’ responses differed.
Canada essentially went along with the Americarssédion, agreeing that though Canada
determined whether a “use of its elements is facp&l purposes,” the United States could
decide if “its allocations of resources... may baiearout under the agreement®The
European response noted that the “European Pavithée guided by Article Il of the
Convention establishing the European Space Agetey,they also agreed that the letter

“correctly state[d] U.S. rights under the Agreemeh?’ Article Il of the ESA Convention stated

176 Fujishima Udai, “The Present US-Japan Securitigint of the FSX Negotiations,” 75-76. Emphasis edld
" The remaining 3% was reserved for the Canadiaaieurgawa Akiyoshi, “The Opening of the Space Siati
Age- The Civilian (Space) Station Cooperative Agneet,” (Uchuusuteeshonjidainomakuake—
Minseiuchuukichikyouryokukyoutei lawmaking & Survey$Rippoutochousa)April 1989, Vol. 151, 22. NDL
Collections.
i;zl Fujishima Udai, “The Present US-Japan Securitigint of the FSX Negotiations,” 78-79.

bid, 77.
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that the ESA was to use space “for exclusively pkapurposes?®° Thus the Europeans
attempted to sound a note of caution regardingamlipurposes, but did not push back strongly
on the possibility of national security research.

Although the Europeans occupied almost exactlys#me position as the Japanese
regarding NASA's use of their module, the Japanesk a stronger tone in their response.
While Kusumoto Yuichi, the STA Director, affirmelat the American letter “correctly state[d]
U.S. rights under the Agreement,” he continueghtuld also like to confirm that when Japan
determines... that a contemplated use of its elememist for peaceful purposesjch use will

not take placg!®!

Here Kusumoto asserted Japan’s right to conttalcivities within its
portion of the station, even those activities canted by the United States. This relatively strong
stance on Kusumoto’s part fit in with a sense offickence in regards to the United States that
was growing amongst the Japanese population moggilyrduring the 198052 Like Nashiro
Tetsuo abovanpany Japanese felt that they should push back stgamerican influence over
Japanese affairs. The space station, and the gnedtivhether it would involve military
research, became another place where the Japanegament could test its newfound strength.
The Japanese sense of influence over the spamnsiito grew out of an awareness of
their own importance to the survival of the spaegien effort. The Japanese knew of NASA’s

financial difficulties and pointed out several tsnguring internal meetings that the amount of

money NASA requested each year for station devesoprexceeded the amount which the US

180 Convention for the Establishment of a European 8gegency & ESA CoungiEuropean Space Agency, ESA
SP-1271 (E), March 2003, entered into force Oct@0er1980,
http://esamultimedia.esa.int/docs/SP1271En_fin§lgctessed February 24, 2013.

181 Fyjishima Udai, “The Present US-Japan Securitigint of the FSX Negotiations,” 76. Emphasis added.

182 Tsuneo Akaha, “Trade Friction, Security Coopergtiand the Soviet Presence in Asia,US-Japan Trade
Friction: Its Impact on Security Cooperation in tRacific Basingds. T. David Mason and Abdul M. Turay,
(Basingstoke, Hampshire, UK: MacMillan Academic d&rdfessional Ltd., 1991), 127, 151-3.
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Congress granted’ Meanwhile, the actual costs of developing a statiere higher than NASA
originally estimated. The high costs and low appeadns forced NASA to cut back on its
planned contribution to the station as early as7198rticularly on unmanned elements on the
outside of the statiotf* The Japanese worked up basic plans for their ibotitsn, the Japanese
Experiment Module (JEM), by 1985, and made onlyanmodifications to its design after that
time ’®° The Japanese also kept up to date on the delalys jorojected launch schedule, which
grew out of NASA’s money woes and worsened dudherdactors, including the Challenger
explosion'®® NASA'’s lack of support in Congress, and thus latkudget, remained public
knowledge, and gave foreign partners such as Japanse of leverage over NASA'’s decisions.

Many Japanese journalists, however, doubted tleatitbhation over the military use of
the station had been adequately resolved. Theygabout that since NASA remained adamant
that any possible national security users wouldlmaved to use the station as long as they paid
“the same user fees as internal and internaticseisyi’ the problem of military use of the station
would likely be “dragged up” agaifi’ They placed little trust in the assurances of Acaer

government officials. Japanese writers continuearitog up the possible dangers of the space

station program until 1989, when Japan’s Natioriat Eatified the IGA'® These writers

183 «Interim Report of the Space Station Special Cottenij” Space Activities Commission Space StatiasgFam
Focus Group, (1986), 11.
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NASA shrank their size, while also reducing itggoral plan for unpressurized structures by appraxaty half.

185 «Basic Concepts Related to Participating in thac@pStation Plan: Report,” Space Activities CominisSpace
Station Program Focus Group, (1985), 22-6; Tamuaaddki, “Trends Surrounding the Space Station,” 58.

18 sasaki Shin, “Primer to Cutting Edge Technologyspace Station (Sentangijutsunyuumon- 8-
supeesusuteesho®astic and Manufacturing (SoseitokakoMiay 1990, Vol. 31, No. 352, 592, NDL Collections;
Sakuragawa Akiyoshi, “The Opening of the Spacei@takge,” 21.

187 Tamura Masaaki, “Trends Surrounding the SpaceéoBtas9.
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remained concerned about the wording of the IGA¢ckv/Bpecified that “The Space Station shall
be developed, operated, and utilized in accordwitteinternational law,” emphasized peaceful
and cooperative uses of space, and outright forbam possible military usé&’ The final
version of the clause regarding station use read:

the Partner providing an element shall determinetidr a

contemplated use of that element is for peaceftipgaes,

except that this subparagraph shall not be invogatevent

any Partner from using resources derived from {hec&

Station infrastructuré®
Although Japan and the other partners had sucdigsg@iiten NASA to refuse the possibility of
the kind of close arrangement with the Pentagorchviay at the center of NASA's plans in
1981, Japan lost its bid to prevent the UnitedeStdiom conducting defense-related research on
the Japanese modufé!

Writing in April 1989, Sakurakawa Akiyoshi discudsthe exchange of letters between

STA Chief Kusumoto and the US State Departmentth&id Smith. He argued that “the
implication of the American side’s letter is thiatthe future, if a situation arises where the
Defense Department wants to participate in theesptation program, they do not at the present
point want to forbid that.” He did admit, howevtrat “presently the Defense Department has no

concrete plans to use it, and according to NASAiddet, the program will continue to be for

commercial and civilian usé® Some observers within Japan worried that everhéd the

Department Participation”; Yamasaki Shizuo, “ThenBers of the Space Station Cooperative Agreemedittdi US
Strategy”; Tamura Masaaki, “Trends Surrounding$pace Station,” 59.
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ability to say no, their government would not adijutake a stand against NASA® At least one
author linked his distrust of his government diet Japan’s dependence on the U.S. in their
broader relationship, writing that “the Japaneseegoment which is [always] strengthening the
US-Japan security alliance by saying that Ameriaalgary strength acts as a deterrence for the
sake of Japan’s safety, could never restrain Ara&rimilitary use [of the station]-* Observers
generally agreed that the Japanese governmentitalbspg the most aggressive of the three
partner entities regarding the military issue, hatlbeen aggressive enough.

Even the station’s most outspoken supporters, wére \mainly scientists and engineers,
could not mount very strong counter-arguments iggrthe possible military uses of space.
The best Sasaki Shin could do in his article abioeitechnological possibilities of the station
was to argue half-heartedly that “In regards tdipigation, there are a few political problems,
such as conforming to the principle of peacefubusfespace... but after all, our country has a
progressive plan for our single modufé™He did not expand on that plan, or provide strong
evidence to counter the fear that the Japaneselemaduld be used to promote military space
activities. The widespread disapproval of the Japargovernment’s lack of aggression on the
issue of military use created an atmosphere whiclh@aged government officials to be more
assertive in the future.

Despite the fears of many Japanese, NASA officradszasingly placed themselves in
direct contrasto the military in later budget battles. Particlyafter the fall of the Soviet Union,
they emphasized NASA's civilian nature, insistihgtt“from the very beginning, Space Station

was designed and directed by our Congress oneaafteher, to be for peaceful civilian

193 Fyjishima Udai, “The Dangers of Japanese Techmmb@nternational) Cooperation- From FSX to the
Establishment of the Space Station,” 65.
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purposes,” and ignoring their concerted attempfsitbmilitary applications during the early
planning phaseS® The turn towards internationalism which NASA begrasearch of outside
allies fit with the vast upwelling of internationgdod feeling that followed the end of the Cold
War. Charles Richard Chappell, Associate DireaboiScience at the Marshall Space Flight
Center, observed in the early 1990s:
The cold war may be over, but the economic wan fsiil swing

even though Americans might not realize it. In 1982 U.S. is spending

$290 billion on the military. This is ten times redhan the $25 billion we

will spend on the civilian research and developntieat can lead to new

technology. [...] We can win by further reducing ouititary spending and

increasing our investment in science, exploratag technology

development?’
Although Chappell made this speech in the contéghort-lived hopes that the end of military
build-up for the Cold War would lead to a surgespénding on civilian projects, the rhetoric that
civilian spending on projects such as the spadmstmade a better investment than military
spending did not disappear. Far from trying to tateantage of the Defense Department’s
massive budget, NASA reached a point of directippeting with it and the split between

NASA and the military that was catalyzed by NASAMice to make the space station an

avowedly civilian project became naturalized oweretwithin the agency’s own culture.

19 NASA, form speeches for Congressmembers, n.d 21 $®lder: “SSF Benefits Data, Vol. 1, Part 1,"80
#18329,Space Station Freedom Congressional Files 198B®4 3 of 6), NASA HQ HRC.

197 Charles Richard Chappell, NASA Associate DiredtorScience, “America: Its Technology and Its Fetiir
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Station Freedom Congressional Files 1989(Béx 4 of 6), NASA HQ HRC.
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Congressional Support and the Beginnings of Intern#onalism

Despite this decisive shift away from the militamyfavor of transnational commitments,
at this point NASA still considered itself in ayiteged position vis-a-vis its international
partners. NASA was the only one of the partnersdbaured the right to a veto “over all
decisions” in the IGA® The media and the public still considered the yevemed Freedom
Space Station to be an American statiASA felt free to make unilateral changes in thagieh
design such as reworking the launch schedule @srgding the entire configuration when called
upon by Congress or the State Department to daldwugh partners’ responses were muted at
first, they grew more strident over time, as NASAesigned the station seven times before 1994
in response to budget reductioiSNASA had set the initial cost of a space statio®&abillion,
lower than many officials honestly thought it coblel, in order to get it approved by the 1984
Congress. Just a few years later, it was alreadipob that the space station would be nowhere
near as cheap as NASA had initially intimat&tin early 1987, the White House, the National
Security Council and NASA jointly commissioned atidaal Research Council (NRC) study on
NASA'’s plans for the space statiéff.Four months later, the NRC released a report whitfie
it did not call for the station’s cancellation, emagized that the station could not be built “on the
cheap.?®?William Proxmire, (D-WI) the station’s staunchegiponent in Congress in 1987, felt

that the station lacked a clear mission. He arghatithe space station “[had] not been strongly

198 y.S. Wins Veto Right over International StatioarfPers,"Defense DailySeptember 12, 1988, 54.
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endorsed by the bulk of the science community[tefense establishment or the nonaerospace
industry.”®® NASA Administrator James C. Fletcher respondetiavit referencing the support
of the international community, arguing instead tha station stood “on its merits,” and was
essential to America’s “role as a world leaderpace.“®* In October, Proxmire gave up his
attempts to cancel space station funding in conemjitamenting that he “did not have the votes
to shoot it down,” as senators such as Jake GatljRand Bennet Johnson (D-LA), both from
states with strong aerospace ties, worked to erbatehe station received fundifig.

In response to the NRC report, other budget-conseiembers of Congress began to
guestion whether the station was worth its evewgrg costs. The NRC board argued that even
NASA's revised station cost estimate of $13 billisas unrealistically low, and estimated that
the station would cost between $21.5 and $30 hiliivactuality’’® Representative Fortney
Stark (D-CA) summed up the objections to the staitiohis remarks to the House: “The space
station seems destined to be NASA's biggest boayidolj has all the qualifications: The
necessity for it has yet to be established; atséimated cost of $32 billion, it is fabulously
expensive; and it is likely to devour NASA's budfietyears to come?®” Representatives such
as Buddy McKay (D-FL) and Robert Walker (R-PA) eegsed their concerns that the station’s
costs would take too much money out of NASA'’s budigaving none for basic science, and
even that NASA'’s technique of lowballing costs nder to get programs approved might lead

Congress to cancel the station while it was hailtmesulting in a tremendous waste of
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resource$® Supporters such as Representative Bill Nelson [(PeFoked both the economic
and the wider political benefits of the programId¢e argued that the station was essential to
America’s “competitiveness in science and technplogs well as the “foundation of the U.S.
civil space program and the centerpiece of theefree world’s future in spacé® He further
emphasized the Cold War argument by invoking thaesspecter of the Mir space station,
which was launched in 1986. Although the spacéostatsupporters succeeded in retaining
funding for it in the 1988 fiscal year, membergaingress increasingly demanded that NASA
bring the station’s price tag under control.

As the above debate shows, NASA'’s importance tdAtherican self-image as
technological leaders and explorers meant that feavymembers of Congress took a wholly
negative stance against the entire Agency. Spqmifigrams, however, were fair game, and
representatives often targeted expensive prograntost-cutting, which made manned
programs such as the station particularly vulneraidhile supporters of NASA programs came
most often from states which held a NASA centeat arajor aerospace industrial base, location
proved no guarantee of good relations with a regmagive. NASA also had detractors and
promoters in both parties. The calculating supfmrthe station thus held more difficulties than
other more party-line issues. Representativesicdoll example, support NASA while arguing
against the station by valuing planetary scienoadacted by robots) over the manned
exploration of the solar system.

In its attempts to appease Congress, the agenegigeed and rephased the station

several times, much to the frustration of its parsnwho were generally not consulted before

208 Fisher, "NASA bets a bundle on station."
29 illiam Nelson, "The Importance of the Civil Spa@eogram,'The Congressional Record - Houggtachment
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NASA reworkedits plans’'® NASA's unilateral decision to rework the statiotasinch schedule
in 1989 particularly vexed its international colimators** As Defense Dailyeported, during a
review of the rephasing process ordered by Congnek890, ESA and Japanese officials
“complained over their exclusion from a review... alinidetermined the primary scope of the
rephrased program, and on subsequent impacts oéphasing on schedules and costs.”
NASA'’s partners also suggested that the IGA “haghbaolated by the rephasing itself and the
manner in which it was conductett? Although NASA had publicized the international ests
of the station, officials still felt they could makhanges with impunity to a program which they
saw as inherently American. Although it rested degally binding agreement and was stronger
than NASA officials initially planned, at this paithe international character of the station
project was still limited due to NASA'’s sense ohtol over its development. NASA had chosen
its civilian goals above military concerns, bustitl did not accord much weight to the desires of
its foreign partners.

The situation shifted radically just a few yeatel, when over the course of budget
debates for the 1992 and 1993 fiscal years, mendb€@sngress made five attempts to cancel
the space statioft® Although Reagan had originally directedASA to develop a permanently

manned space station and to do it within a decamtdy’the “earliest” flight hardware was under

construction at this point, and the best-case sizelzgy in the partners beginning construction in
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19962 With the station’s budget estimates reaching & big$40 billion over its lifetime,
detractors such as Representative Tim Roemer, (Deldk up the fight. In both 1992 and 1993
Roemer offered an amendment to eliminate fundinghfe space station, arguing that the station
program wasted money which could be better spewtloer scientific programs or to reduce the
deficit?®> NASA’s attempts to convince skeptics that theistatemained on track, the necessary
next step in the exploration of space, and thughwibe money regardless had fallen on deaf ears.
Where in previous budget battles NASA had arguatlttie station was the necessary
next step to manned exploration or emphasizeddhsilple commercial applications, this time
NASA made use of its international relationshipath sword and shieldThe international
partners’ participation became integral parts of3¥¥s rationale for the station program, as
officials realized that Congress would not supploetproject on its own merits. Far from merely
“additive,” the international partners were nowdpiding essential elements to the Space
Station.”'® NASA officials argued to Congress and others ithiéie United States pulled out of
the space station project it would deal “a catgdtioblow to US international relations and
cooperation- not just in space, but in other watfairs.””*’ They emphasized that the IGA,

while only an executive agreementthe United States, had “treaty status in thes @fdtheir]
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$2.1 Billion for Space Station\Washington Postlune 29, 1993. Rep. Roemer would go on to offearaendment
to kill the station every year, though he met vd#treasing support. (Cassandra Burrell, "Housetsegdfort to kill
space stationAssociated Pres#\pril 24, 1997.)

ZI8 NASA, “International Cooperation,” n.d. [1993], [Her: “Space Station White Papers,” Box #1833pace
Station Freedom Congressional Files 1989(Béx 4 of 6), NASA HQ HRC.

217 JSC Director of Public AffairsArguments for Station: International Affairdune 10, 1991. Folder: “SSF
Benefits Data Volume 1, Part 3,” Box #183%pace Station Freedom Congressional Files 1988B& 4 of 6),
NASA HQ HRC.
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partners.?*® Canceling the station and withdrawing from thogeeaments would therefore have
meant that the United States faced “major discaéidit [sic]” in regards tall international
projects®*® These arguments ultimately proved convincing,|east because they were backed
up by the actions of NASA'’s partners.

Japan again took the most aggressive stance. @wergfurther than they had over the
military issue, Japanese officials threatened tbqui of other US-led international scientific
projects, such as the planned supercollider, ié&foen was cancel€d® Japanese officials were
more confident of their leverage over the succésiseostation, and more willing to throw their
weight around to ensure that they realized theaggregarding the station progra8tation
defenders pointed out that the Canadian, Euro@eahJapanese space agencies had all “made
Space Station a critical element of their spacepglans and budget,” committing billions of
dollars to station developmefit: Far from having “no outside allies,” members of 8#s
Space Station Taskforce now found that they coalchton partners abroad in order to fight
their internal battles. In doing so, NASA ensuredlttthe space station could no longer be
considered an internal project to be modified erceded at will by the Congress. This defense
became extremely successful, and grew more potenttine, as the station came closer to
reality. While the station project survived oneloé votes in 1993 by a single vote, by 1994 it

passed with a solid majority of 278 to 155, a migjarhich became stronger in later battés.

218 NASA Press Release, “Space Station Freedom,[19@1] Folder: “Space Station White Papers,” Bo8330,
Space Station Freedom Congressional Files 1988B@4 4 of 6), NASA HQ HRC; Donald R. Puddihe Case for
the Space Statigduly 9, 1991. Folder: “Space Station White Pgagdox #18330Space Station Freedom
Congressional Files 1989-980ox 4 of 6), NASA HQ HRC.

219 3SC Director of Public AffairsArguments for Station: International Affairs.

2 pavid E. Sanger, “Japan Ties Joint Projects ta8®iation PlansRew York TimesMay 28, 1991.

2L John Glenn, Speech to the Senate Floor, Septednli®02. Folder: “Space Station White Papers,” Bb&330,
Space Station Freedom Congressional Files 1988B@4 4 of 6), NASA HQ HRC.

#22«House OKs funding for space statiomyashington Timeslune 30, 1994. By 2000, when the station wasmunde
construction, the House voted 325 to 98 not totkal station. (Larry Wheeler, “House votes down soee to cut
space station,Gannett News Servicdune 22, 2000.
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Furthermore, when the Clinton administration ordexgeconsideration of Freedom in 1993,
members of Congress actually used NASA’s own arguisngbout the importance of the
international agreements to protest against NASAtons. For example, the chairman of the
House Committee on Science, Space and Technolagygé E. Brown Jr. contended that the
redesign “may end up not only killing the centeggi®f the U.S. manned space flight program,
but also dooming prospects for the nation to |eaéminternational ‘big science’ projects&®
He not only made use of the same logic that NAS&iafs had used in earlier defenses of the
station he also attempted to defend the station program MASA itself, “cautioning” NASA
Administrator Daniel S. Goldin on the possibilihat NASA would throw away too much of the
old design and alienate its partners. By conngctieir projects with international supporters,
and thus America’s international reputation, NASAuUpon a profoundly persuasive strategy.
This emphasis on international cooperation migiviehbeen mere lip service, much like
the “international success story” of the Spacelagam or the early stages of station design,
which had left the Europeans and Japanese sodtedtover NASA'’s disregard for their
concerns. In actuality, however, NASA gave up soinés privileged position in regards to
space station design and managenieuating the redesign of Freedom directed by thetGhn
administration, NASA made sure to involve the intgronal partners by requiring that one-
fourth of those on the redesign team be represeesadf the other space agenci&sBeing
involved every step of the way meant that Canadayfie, and Japan experienced the 1993
review entirely differently than the earlier frueting redesigns, budget cuts, and rephases. The
NASA administrator received letters of praise fog hewly egalitarian treatment of the partners

from Charles Vest of the Massachusetts InstitutBezhnology, the head of a NRC committee

223 Kathy Sawyer, “Administration Warned on SpaceiStaRedesign, Washington PosMarch 16, 1993.
224 Daniel S. Goldin, Memo to Field Directors and ©ffis-in-Charge, on Redesign Process, March 9, .108@er:
009581, “1993 (Mar-Jun) Space Station Redesign,SNAIQ HRC.
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which had been charged with evaluating NASA'’s staplans and “making recommendations to
the president.?” Vest's panel had been very critical in the padtl&SA’s resistance to
international engagemerithe other agencies also felt that they were noavposition to make
demands.

The partners insisted that a redesigned statiohkeuthe stripped-down station some in
NASA proposed- would have to include their compdsgand that any changes be “subject to
agreement by the partner$®They outright “rejected” a plan suggested withiA®A to start a
new program largely from scratch” and demandedt ‘ti@ international team begin by
considering revisions to the current plaff Thus they took advantage of the improvements
NASA made to the review process just a few yeafsrbeMaking the international aspect of the
project such an important part of their sales pitcc@ongress required that NASA actually act in
such a way as to acknowledge the importance mnedifor these relationships. In order to gain
the protection afforded to international proje®$,SA had to treat the space station as a truly
international project. Changes in the station’s eaeflected this change in attitude, as it
transitioned from Freedom to Alpha to InternatioBphce Station Alpha and then, after the
Russian Space Agency accepted the partners’ irontéd participate, simply the International
Space StationThus what began as mere lip service became theinigfaspect of the program.

The turn towards international cooperation thgdmewith the space station effort spread
outwards and changed the way NASA developed alalbst its programs. Astronaut John

Grunsfeld recently remarked that “It will be anemtational mission as all our missions are,"

25 NASA Press Release, “Fact Sheet: Space StatioasiRgd” NASA, June 17, 1993. Folder: 009581, “199tar-
Jun) Space Station Redesign,” NASA HQ HRC; Chavle¥est, Head of National Research Council Investgy
Committee, Letter to John H. Gibbons, Office ofeicie and Technology Policy, Executive Office of fresident,
April 4, 1994, 2. Folder: 009581, “1993 (Mar-Jumae Station Redesign,” NASA HQ HRC.

226 «Station options to include present-design ‘detiixe’ foreign modules, Aerospace DailyMarch 25, 1993, 473.
227 andrew Lawler, "Redesign May Put Station Partnigrsim Shaky Ground,Space Newsvlarch 15-21, 1993.
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when commenting on a probe NASA currently plansetod to Mars in the 2026 The culture
of the agency moved from the patronizing positibthe 1980s to arguing that “[c]ooperation
among international teams of humans and robot& isainstay of space exploratioff*NASA
recently invited the ESA to build the space projmisystem for its new crew vehicle; this shift
marks quite a difference from the development efgpace shuttle, when NASA restricted the
ESA to building Spacela®® Furthermore, NASA has continued to use internaficnoperation
as a shield for its projects. For example, the 3a¥Webb Space Telescope, which is a joint
project between NASA, the ESA, and CSA, was sewaats behind schedule and billions of
dollars over budget, but it survived a strong cdatien attempt in Congress during 2011 due to

arguments that cancelling it would violate inteioaal agreementS*

28 Jonathan Amos, “NASA to Send New Rover to Mar2080,” BBC News, December 4, 2012,
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-2 @& accessed December 18, 2012.

229 «Nations Around the World Mark 10th Anniversarylafernational Space Station,” November 17, 2008,
http://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/station/main/18timiversary.htmlaccessed October 11, 2012.

230 Jonathan Amos, “European Agency defines ArianeSpate Station Plans,” BBC News, November 21, 2012,
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-2@EBlaccessed December 18, 2012.

%1 rene Klotz, “NASA Budget Plan Saves Telescopes@pace Taxis,” November 16, 2011, Reuters,
http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/11/16/us-usaespbudget-idUSTRE7AF06320111]1 Hecessed December 18,
2012.
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Conclusion

The complicated nature of the space station méanittinherently functioned as a long-
term project, which had to weather changes in natipriority over the course of decades, as
presidential administrations and congressionalices€ame and went. This long process made
it particularly vulnerable to cost-cutting and chaa in national direction. In these circumstances,
NASA needed strong outside allies. In its earlysd®&ASA linked itself closely to the
Department of Defense and the national interestBeobUnited States. The development of the
space station provided a decisive moment of chargeh pushed NASA towards a stronger
commitment to international cooperation. At the neoitnof truth, Japan’s own domestic politic
situation pushed Japanese officials to take a gfposition, one which required NASA to choose
between military and international support once famdll. NASA originally chose its
international partners not out of a sense of therent value of internationalism, but due to
domestic politics. As NASA searched for strategeease on the Hill, however, it discovered
that international partners provided extremelyrggrprotection against cost-cutting congress
members. The limited practicalities at the rooN&SA’s acceptance of international
collaboration in the station did not prevent theolvement of agencies abroad from having
unintended consequences, which transformed powaiomships amongst the partners. NASA
committed itself to a more equal partnership wishféllow agencies in return for their protection,
leading to a station that is bilingual in Russiad &nglish, managed by a partnership of fifteen
countries, all running experiments and providing@ies and astronauts, instead of the
American space station with some small internatieaations which NASA originally
envisioned. Officials exposure to the power ofiinéional cooperation, grounded though it was

in internal concerns, led to a wider acceptandatefnationalist ideals.
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