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Throughout the the past 50 years, technological developments
into space began first as a defensive, bipolar competition between the
Soviet and U.S. powers. However, increasing technological
innovation, economic growth, and emerging competition following the
Cold War, now characterize a new orbital marketplace: ‘New Space’.
Encompassing private telecommunications, remote sensing, and GPS
systems, New Space initially appears economically oriented in nature.
Paradoxically, its economic importance became the primary argument
for modern space militarization. In a sense, with such a profitable, yet
vulnerable marketplace, economic interests intertwine with state’s new
security dilemmas. Thus begging the question, how will future U.S.
policies protect their new economic pursuits while maintaining their
post-Cold War, security preeminence in space?

Post-Cold War

While contemporary U.S. political interests seemingly pursue

global economic liberalization, I argued, nonetheless, that U.S.
policies unwaveringly support previous Cold War security interests.
The vulnerability of satellites and multiple foreign interests for space
technologies will always, hypothetically, threaten U.S. space stability,
thereby first accounting for national security issues could the U.S.
achieve economic stability. Accordingly, capitalist market structure in
space, merely provide a new form of commercial U.S. preeminence
while providing for timely, defensive technological developments.
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Utilizing the NASA Historical Data Volumes, as well as
public releases, budget appropriations from 1958 to 2011 were
collected and inputted into a chronological database. Such data
scrutinized annual subcategories, specifically:

1. Budget Requests and Actual Appropriations
- (including Research and Development requests)

2. Specific Expenditures for Research and Development programs
- (space science, applications, aeronautics, space flight, etc.)

3. Aggregate Contracts
- (Total Business Contracts, Types of Contracts)

4. Aggregate Procurements to Specific Contractors
- (Amounts to Lockheed-Martin, Boeing, General Dynamics, etc.)

Method

nominal values. In this manner, graphed regressions and empirical
inferences could be pursued.

Finally, using the NASA History Office, official policies were
collected in regards to their institutional space presence. Executive
orders, commission reports, program assessments, and administrative
statements encompass this definition of NASA policies. In conjunction
with such political findings, theoretical implications could be made
with an empirical evidence .

Findings
• By the data provided, NASA started initially as a military operation 

attempting to gain preeminence in all categories. Research and 
Development budget changes mimicked overall budget changes. 

• Furthermore, by the 1980s a widespread contractor base funneled 
increasingly into the same contractors, though the percentage of 
competitive contracts remains high. Interpretatively, most of the 
competitive contracts went to small businesses whereas single 
contractor procurements went to Lockheed Martin, and Boeing. 
Similarly at this time, human space flight expenditures drastically 
increase while all others remain relatively constant. Even 
competitive contracts, specifically in 1990, decreased by almost 20% 
in less than a year.

• On the policy aspect, NASA historically pursued three main policies: 
Absolute Preeminence, Strategic Option Development, and Strategic 
Private Development.

Analysis
While previous research found consistent liberalization of space

markets, Executive policies consistently prioritized security issues and
defensive preeminence in space. Initially the U.S. allocated large funds to all
NASA categories as a means of quickly advancing their new space program;
clearly a result of Soviet competition. However, as the Cold war soon came to a
close, increased technological innovation and global competition forced a re-
evaluation of previous NASA policies.

Instead, the US pursues a policy of consistent, yet specific,
technological innovation in human-space flight, rather than simple operations.
In this manner, the NASA aeronautical developments can directly benefit the
Department of Defense’s Aerospace sector. While sacrificing hegemony in other
space sectors, by choosing space flight and aeronautical areas for U.S.
leadership, they can achieve defensive hegemony. Consequently, the U.S. can
exploit such defensive preeminence to make foreign space systems abide by
U.S. policies.

However more recently, NASA has attempted to decrease costs by
bolstering a private industrial space base. Essentially, decreases in competitive
contracts result from active industrialization, attuned again to human space
flight. U.S. space policy essentially pursues present hegemony in commercial
space market in order to achieve a future defensive space preeminence.Subsequently adjusting all data into 2007 real dollars , 

different annual data could be effectively compared. Any 
assumptions about the data wouldn’t be mislead by their increasing
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