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TEXTE

1 After decades of neglect, the central question of the motivations and
drivers behind space exploration has made a remarkable return. The
first reason for this is bound up with what some authors have called
the "crisis" of space policy to designate the existential malaise about
the path taken by the space industry since the end of the Cold War.!
The timing is indeed revealing, both of a loss of substance caused by
space becoming something banal, certainly useful but invisible and
unambitious, and second by the loss of identity in a context marked,
in Europe, by increasing Europeanization, companies restructuring,
and the dilution of the historical equilibrium in favour of demands
that had hitherto been a minority, such as "financial logic."? This shift
marks the transition to a new era (the "second space age" as de-
scribed by William Burrows 3). Above all, it illustrates the normaliza-
tion that has taken away the glorious and heroic character of space,
and in particular, the specificity and identity of some activities re-
lated to human spaceflight, which has become obsolete if not ana-
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chronistic and moreover, very expensive. This crisis can be seen in a
new search for meaning. If space exploration should not and cannot
be justified as an end in itself, as the expert commission set up by
President Obama in 2009 pointed out, then the question of "why" re-
mains open.% "Where there is no vision, people suffer said two
French members of parliament in a 2007 report. °

A second explanation is provided by the arrival of emerging countries
and other new space programs flourishing in China, India, Brazil,
South Korea, Turkey, South Africa and Pakistan. These countries re-
produce more or less faithfully the path followed by established space
powers, albeit in their own way with their own priorities and national
methods. Yet, they follow a series of steps known in advance since
they have already been done, and this in a gradual and familiar pro-
cess of mastery. By following in the footsteps of their elders, the
image that these new developing "space nations" grant to their pre-
decessors is at first positive, although it is ultimately synonymous of
increased competition. It is both a confirmation of the value of in-
vestments made when the benefits were far from certain, and proof
of the wisdom of the new direction space has taken towards more
commercial applications. The spectacle is much less flattering when
it comes to projects of prestige, such as human flight, for which
China is the archetype.® The fact that emerging countries adopt a
path of emulation as much as one of departing from the beaten path
and social creativity is a worrying sign. Their persistence, which no
one believes to be unthinking, in engaging on a path that the judg-
ment of history has rejected raises questions about motives, which
incumbent space powers have lost the habit of answering.’

Although this question of "why" may well be increasingly important,
its assimilation is imperfect and still very partial. A careful and broad
review of the relevant literature shows that research on the goals of
space can be classified into three major approaches: justification,
compelling rationales, and connection. No doubt it is important to
distinguish studies focused on preliminary documentation from
those inspired by a more academic approach, but it is not my inten-
tion to discuss this dichotomy here. The contributions to the debate,
other than those than the fact that arguments are often muddled, are
equal on both sides and have both strengths and weaknesses. Al-
though prolific and of varying quality, the writings by space actors
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themselves have some excellent forums that merit existence, such as
the English language publications Space Policy, Astropolitics and Acta
Astronautica. Similarly, the proliferation of studies in history, soci-
ology and public policy has contributed its share of responses and
stimulating ideas, but these sometimes fail to have enough perspect-
ive given the magnitude of the task. It is good to seek assistance
where we can, to promote discussion, stimulate questioning across
disciplines, and initiate comparative work. Therefore, the contribu-
tion of theories of international relations (IR) is briefly discussed in
the last section, based on the example of space in France.

1. Literature of "Justifications"

This first current of research, and by far the largest, covers what we
may term the literature of "justifications". The choice of this negat-
ively connoted label is naturally debatable. The primary objective of
these studies, as they claim, is not so much to sell a program as to
show its merits, that is to say, to demonstrate the correctness and
seriousness of the political or commercial rationale behind the pro-
gram and the technical feasibility of its implementation, without, at
least initially, any ulterior motives. The term "strategic issue" is re-
peatedly used here when dealing with space, without examining the
meaning of that term.® Similarly, the persistent difficulty in measur-
ing accurately and comprehensively the socio-economic impacts of
space activity, which is financed largely through public funds, does
not mean that such effects do not exist. ?

Nevertheless, this body of literature can and should be treated with
caution, if not with suspicion. Even beyond the opportunist argument
circumstantial arguments that people may make for a particular pro-
ject, justifications are normative and prescriptive by definition. While
they do not necessarily imply a dishonest or misleading approach,
they reflect a defensive attitude and therefore convey a distorted
view of reality: their goal is to present an action in a way that avoids
possible criticism or challenges. The only thing that matters for these
justifications is expert, problem-driven analysis, trying to have an ef-
fect and influence the decision, to the detriment of an approach
primarily motivated by theory-driven understanding. This approach
lacks critical distance, and no distinction is thus made between the
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official reason given for doing something and the real reason driving
it; both are simply mixed together. The mistakes of the European Ga-
lileo program are a good example. 1°

Despite its apparent clarification efforts, this varied literature, by
definition, cannot refrain from a relatively vague portrait of space
activities. Behind the economic arguments often hides a political ar-
gument such as using space technology to remain relevant in the
broader area of high-tech. Similarly, the narrowness of the space sec-
tor, as it is, encourages us to see only the tip of the iceberg—its im-
pact goes far beyond the sector. The National Centre for Space Stud-
ies (CNES) calculated that, for every € 1 invested, € 20 in economic
benefits are generated. The issues or benefits that are commonly
cited illustrate this permanent back-and-forth: the consequences
that must be taken into account to justify continued public invest-
ment might thus be both direct and indirect, tangible and intangible,
material and immaterial, and short term and long term.

2. Literature of "Compelling Ra-
tionales"

Although it is never explicitly stated, the objective of this second lit-
erature is, in a certain way, to go beyond the famous triptych which
all classical political philosophers have referred to since Thucydides
spoke of the "most compelling reasons," which were "honour, fear and
interest."!! This body of work uses an inductive approach, as a result
of observing the preferences of policy makers during the past six
decades. Studies availing themselves of this logic thus have in com-
mon the production of a detailed narrative of motivations, indicating
why a given society (generally the United States) has embarked on
such and such space activity at this or that time, under these con-
straints, and hoping for those benefits. The first-ever study on the
subject, the most comprehensive to my knowledge, was written by
political scientist Vernon van Dyke in 1964. He distinguishes various
objectives that claim to be in the national interest: national security
requirements (immediate and potential military applications - today
we would say passive and active), the continuation of peaceful activit-
ies, the pursuit of prestige, international recognition and national
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pride (self-esteem), the progress of scientific and technological
knowledge, and economic and social development. 12

Space exploration, particularly human flight, have naturally been the
subjects of sustained attention from American authors claiming this
heritage. John Logsdon explicitly follows in the wake of van Dyke
when he identifies "power and glory" - what he elsewhere calls lead-
ership - as the fundamental factors underlying the US civil space pro-
gram.!3 The historian Roger Launius, meanwhile, finds that as many
as five themes recur regularly, albeit to varying degrees, in the range
of motivations that US policymakers have used to allocate budgetary
resources to human spaceflight programs since 1958. This inventory
includes the desire of humankind to constantly expand its scientific
knowledge, national security and military applications, economic
competitiveness and commercial applications, human destiny and the
need to ensure the survival of the species, and geopolitical factors
such as prestige. 4

This literature falls somewhat between two poles; although it is no
longer done only by space actors or enthusiasts but academics who
follow more rigorous methodologies, it still has a vision of space as an
end in itself and evolving nearly in a vacuum. In so doing, the tend-
ency is great to fall into reductionism, and this is especially the case
when it comes to prestige. Too often, in fact, these authors see
prestige as a trap, and the nation that succumbs to it to the detri-
ment of a "useful" space, would be by definition guilty of "irrational-
ity 1> The most cited example is of course that of NASA, whose raison
d’étre - immoderation - is for the worse rather than for better in gen-
eral opinion, and was long embodied by the Apollo program. A less
biased and one-dimensional contextualisation is lacking here, which
is needed if the study of motivations is to recover all its richness.

3. Literature of "Connection"

The third current in this review of the space literature differs from
the previous two in that it only addresses the question of "why" to be
able to better answer the next logical question of "how". How does
technology serve a political purpose that goes beyond the techno-
logy? More specifically, how is space used as a vector of meaning?
This literature, which for this reason I suggest calling "of connection,’
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13

14

can be usefully broken down into three levels of analysis that, in in-
ternational relations, constitute three ways of addressing a question:
the international level, that is to say, the international system that
uniformly imposes its reasoning on the units that compose it; the in-
ternal structure of States; and finally the individual level. 16

According to the American Walter McDougall - to whom we owe The
Heavens and the Earth (1985), a seminal although already old work on
the birth of Soviet and American space programs - the space age was
born of a triple connection: 1) it was the result of the bipolar struc-
ture of the international system that characterized the competitive
relationships between the United States and the Soviet Union; 2) then
from the new relationship called "technocracy" that rapidly emerged
after World War II between the States and technological progress;
and 3) the product of the imagination of individuals and key people,
including engineers and chief designers as well as policy makers and
"opinion leaders." 7 While McDougall navigates easily from one to an-
other of these, most authors generally tend to choose one from these
levels as their preference and priority.

Three examples rich with lessons can be cited. One of the most com-
prehensive analyses to date on the influence of popular conceptions
of space exploration is political scientist Howard McCurdy’s Space
and the American Imagination (1997).1 For McCurdy, if certain indi-
viduals who had been won over to the cause of space exploration
such as Wernher von Braun were able influence the United States’
space policy, including Kennedy’s historic decision to go to the Moon
1961, it was because they managed to convince the general public of
their ideas, by playing both on cultural representations (e.g. the
“frontier” myth) and the spectre of the Soviet threat (the Cold War). 19

Xavier Pasco’s La politique spatiale des Etats-Unis [Space Policy of the
United States] (1997) is one of the few scholarly books published in
French on the subject. It explores the second level of analysis, focus-
ing on the stakes of power within the American political system. 20
His purpose is to show how US space policy was developed and spe-
cifically, how political debate brought it to life as a concept and

framed its evolution over time. 2!

The first scholarly study ever written on space and the military
worthy of the name, The Militarization of Space (1985) by Paul Stares,
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uses the framework of the bipolarity of the Cold War to analyze the

development of the military space program of the United States

through the various administrations following Truman.?? The main

merit of this work is to explain convincingly why the militarization of

space was so limited and selective. 23

4. Research opportunities: the in-
ternationalist perspective

15 Let us now turn to look at the theories of international relations. The

positivist as well as post-positivist approaches traditionally associ-

ated with this field have already been applied successfully to space

activities, as attested by works such as The International Politics of
Space (2007) by Michael Sheehan and Arms Control in Space (2013) by
Max Mutschler.?* Although these theories are part of a continuity of

historical philosophical thought, I will simply note here that they are

mostly rooted in three traditions that can be distinguished by the

point of view they adopt on international relations: realist, liberal and

globalist. 2> All these approaches offer a fresh look at the question

under study here. To evaluate their usefulness, I will focus on a chal-

lenging case of a search for status and recognition - incorporating an

instrumental and strategic, even military, logic - in the hope that by

being able to explain it, we can then apply it to other, more probable

cases of space activity and better take it into account.

16 It has often been said that France’s continued interest in space since

General de Gaulle’s decision to create the French Space Agency
(CNES) in 1961 was due largely to the France’s desire for autonomy. 26
Autonomy is important for France because it is related to its great

power status. Yet this status, without which France would no longer

quite be France, implies responsibilities.?’ Space power allows the

country to assume these responsibilities and therefore to define itself

less in a material way, as is conventional (access to space is equivalent

to access to an exclusive club), than in a normative way (missions).

Thus, we can distinguish a national responsibility based on the real-

istic approach, an international responsibility centred on a liberal ap-

proach, and a humanitarian and environmental responsibility defined

by the globalist approach.
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4.1 National responsibility

With a realistic conception of responsibility, the role of decision
makers - the servants of the State - is primarily to defend national in-
terest and more specifically the security and prosperity of the State
and its citizens. Defined simply, national interest means to preserve a
country’s freedom of action. However, freedom of action proceeds
from freedom of decision, and the freedom to decide what consti-
tutes the interests of the State derives from the freedom to decide
what its responsibilities and duties are. This postulate explains why a
State is generally reluctant to see its interests and duties depend on
the will of another State, however laudable its intentions may be.
Without the discrete and permanent capacity to non-intrusively ac-
cess the entire world offered by satellites, France would have no
choice but to subject its decision-making to others’ means. Space is
thus essential: in the words of the former defence minister, Michele
Alliot-Marie, "..mastery of space has...become a major factor of power
and sovereignty. The stakes are comparable in nature to those of de-

terrence in the 1960s." 28

She says this with good reason, as space systems enable monitoring
of nuclear and missile proliferation, enhance the credibility of de-
terrence, and verify the implementation of treaties. Similarly, only ac-
cess to controlled (matched and recurring) information is able to
provide an objective picture about situations in which France is re-
quired to take decisions that commit the country (go to war, vote at
the UN Security Council, diplomatic posturing, etc.). But the
autonomy of decision-making only truly makes sense if it is accom-
panied by the means for autonomy of action. Thus, space constitutes
"one of the capacities that could make the difference in future con-
flicts"?® While in the past, space had an essentially monopolistic
function, it is now an "efficiency amplifier" helping the armed forces -
a potential vividly revealed during the French intervention in Libya in
2011, and in Mali and in the Central African Republic in 2013.3°

4.2 International responsibility

According to a broader conception, policy makers also have external
responsibilities arising from a State’s membership in international so-
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ciety, which imposes on them the rights and obligations of diplomatic
practice, of international law, and the various treaties and agree-
ments that they have established. In other words, the heads of the
executive branch are not only accountable to the citizens of their
country, but also to their foreign counterparts. This is particularly the
case for the head of a great power whose actions have, by definition,
a major impact on the course of international relations. However, as a
potential factor for disorder, great powers are also individually and
collectively the guardians of international security and stability. This
status is double-edged: it is both a sign of recognition and status
("prestige is reputation for power"), and a burden that must be
shouldered and, facing that responsibility, states have to live up to it
("with great power comes great responsibility").

Thus, although in its eyes, France must have high-performance space
systems to enable it to influence world affairs, it is also to be consist-
ent with its permanent membership in the UN Security Council and
to be able to judge for itself what is and is not a threat to peace under
Chapter VII. As stated by Michele Alliot-Marie: "For a country that in-
tends to be a key strategic player on the world stage, the status of
space power is. . .as indispensable as that of nuclear power. Refusing
to allow space to be the monopoly of one country, is to help create a
balance between powers in the future and prevent the temptations of
unilateralism"3! In this logic, as a responsible actor, France is op-
posed to space becoming a battleground and argues for negotiation
of confidence-building and transparency measures at the interna-
tional level that would able to improve the safety of space activities
for the benefit of all space actors.

4.3 Global responsibility

There is a third and final view according to which leaders are also in-
vested with a dual responsibility with regard to the whole of human-
ity, with whom they share suffering and hopes as human beings, as
well as the same habitat, this "spaceship Earth" that protects its pas-
sengers from the deadly turmoil shaking the rest of the cosmos. Not
only do decision-makers have a duty to assist their fellow humans
around the world, they also have the responsibility to protect this
common heritage and pass it on intact to future generations, perhaps
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in better conditions than they received it. Where realists focus on de-
fending solely national interest, including recourse to war if neces-
sary, the globalists start from the opposite premise of a community
and a solidarity of interests; where liberals see an international soci-
ety requiring States to act responsibly, globalists see a global society
inciting all people to work together.

It is as a humanitarian that France is one of the founding countries of
the international Cospas-Sarsat program of satellite search and res-
cue, alongside the United States, Canada and Russia, which in thirty
years of existence has saved the lives of over 35,000 people. It is also
for these reasons that France has created, with the help of the
European Space Agency (ESA), the International "Space and Major
Natural Disasters" Charter that offers free satellite images of devast-
ated areas to those in need after a disaster. Satellites are also crucial
for monitoring climate change and successfully implementing sus-
tainable environment management policies: a strategic priority that
France has set itself, both individually and in international (TOPEX-
Poseidon) and European projects (EUMETSAT, Copernicus). "Space
for the Earth," the French Space Agency’s slogan since 2004, sums up
its role of global stewardship that the agency takes to heart. This
mission can also be extended to the Earth’s orbit as reflected in the
term ‘citizenship" behaviour, which is its mission regarding new

space debris. 32

Conclusion

The growing interest of the European Union for space activities sug-
gests the potential of this model, providing that it is developed in
greater detail. 33 In fact, the role of European institutions in Brussels
since 2009 in space is particularly significant, in that it testifies to an
increased politicization of space at the European level. This trend has
been enhanced by developments taking place at ESA itself. The shift
to the economic and industrial benefits of space, in particular start-
ing from the Ministerial Conference of Member States in 2012 during
the economic slump in Europe, has shown the new role assigned to
space in Europe. A second step in this direction was taken at the next
Ministerial Conference in December 2014. The emphasis on access to
space, a strategic issue par excellence, has somehow forced European
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space actors to raise the question of their future, what they want to
do in space, and why. These two questions are important because
they go beyond the question of space itself, and touch the problem of
how Europe sees itself not only as a space power but also as a power
in general. Finally, the third building block, Europeans’ reliance on
space systems, is now such that it can be ignored. It is as much a sign
of vulnerability, susceptible to harm but against which it is possible to
protect oneself (space surveillance), as it is a sign of maturity that
must be assumed, like other major countries (USA, Russia, China), if
the European space sector wants to last over the long term. It is part
of its responsibility and its status.

NOTES

1 X. Pasco, “La crise de la politique spatiale aux Etats-Unis”, Hermes, 34
(2002), 205-223; X. Pasco and L. Jourdain, “Comparative Space Policy: The
Space Policy Crisis in the American, European, and French Space Programs”,
in E. Sadeh (ed.), Space Policy and Politics: An Evolutionary Perspective (New
York: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2004), 317-334.

2 K. Suzuki, Policy Logics and Institutions of European Space Collaboration
(Burlington: Ashgate, 2003), chap. 5; L. Nardon, “Ou va le programme spatial
francais ?”, Politique étrangere, 2 (2007), 293-305.

3 W. E. Burrows, This New Ocean: The Story of the First Space Age (New
York: Random House, 1998).

4 “Review of the U.S. HumanSpaceflight Plans Committee (or the Augustine
Commission after the name of its president)” [online report], (October 2009)
http: //www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main HSF Cmte FinalReport.pdf, ac-
cessed 22" September 2016. See also J. Logsdon, “A New U.S. Approach to
Human Spaceflight?”, Space Policy, 27: 1 (2011), 15-19.

5 C. Cabal and H. Revol, Rapport sur les grands domaines programmatiques
de la politique spatiale du futur. Politique spatiale : audace ou le déclin. Com-
ment faire de UEurope le leader mondial de lespace (Office parlementaire
d’évaluation des choix scientifiques et technologiques, février 2007), 61.

6 F. Cunningham, “The Stellar Status Symbol: True Motives for China’s
Manned Space Program”, China Security, 5:3 (2009), 73-88; M. Sheehan,


http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/396093main_HSF_Cmte_FinalReport.pdf

Why go to Space? Justifications, Motivations and Contributions to the Contemporary Debate on
Space Power

“Did you see that, grandpa Mao?’ The prestige and propaganda rationales of
the Chinese space program’, Space Policy, 29:2 (2013), 107-112.

7 See for example S. Brunier, Impasse de lespace: A quoi servent les astro-
nautes ? (Paris: Seuil, 2006).

8 Some representative examples are P. Cohendet and A. Lebeau, Choix
stratégiques et grands programmes civils (Paris: Economica, 1987) ; Clin-
gendael, DGAP, IAl, IFRI, RIIA, Lespace, un enjeu pour 'Europe (Paris: Mas-
son, 1988) ; A. Lebeau, “Espace et société au futur’, Géoéconomie, 20 (hiver
2001-2002), 63-82 ; J. Blamont, “Lespace, enjeu majeur de la société de l'in-
formation”, Le Monde, 10 octobre 2000 ; O. Zajec, “La Maitrise spatiale,
concept-clé pour un nouveau virage stratégique”, Défense et Sécurité Inter-
nationale, Hors-Série n°31 (aoGt-septembre 2013), 58-63.

9 OECD, OECD Handbook on Measuring the Space Economy (Paris: OECD
Publishing, 2012). See also The Space Economy at a Glance 2014 (Paris: OECD
Publishing, 2014).

10 P. Stephenson, “Talking space: the European Commission’s changing
frames in defining Galileo”, Space Policy, 28:2 (2012), p. 86-93

11 Thucydide, La Guerre du Péloponnese (Paris: Gallimard, 1964), 83 (1.76).

12 V. van Dyke, Pride and Power: The Rationale of the Space Program (Urb-
ana: University of Illinois Press, 1964).

13 J. Logsdon, “Le leadership américain et l'espace: la recherche de la puis-
sance et de la gloire”, Hermes, 34 (2002), 67-78, cf. n. 2 ; J. Logsdon, “Space in
the Post-Cold War Environment’, in S. Dick and R. Launius (eds.), Societal
impact of spaceflight (Washington: NASA, 2007), 79-102.

14 R. Launius, “Compelling Rationales for Spaceflight? History and the
Search for Relevance”, in S. J. Dick and R. Launius (eds.), Critical Issues in the
History of Spaceflight (Washington: NASA, 2006), 37-70.

15 R. Handberg and J. Johnson-Freese, The Prestige Trap. A Comparative
Study of the United States, European, and Japanese Space Programs
(Dubuque: Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company, 1994); R. Launius, “Im-
prisoned in a Tesseract: NASA's Human Spaceflight Effort and the Prestige
Trap”, Astropolitics, 10:2 (2012), 152-175.

16 K. Waltz, Man, the State, and War (New York: Columbia University Press,
1959).

17 W. McDougall, The Heavens and the Earth: A Political History of the Space
Age (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 12-13.



Why go to Space? Justifications, Motivations and Contributions to the Contemporary Debate on
Space Power

18 H. McCurdy, Space and the American Imagination (Baltimore: Johns Hop-
kins University Press, 2ndad 2011).

19 See also D. K. De Witt, Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia
in Space (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003). For a
European point of view, see Alexander C. T. Geppert (ed.), Imagining Outer
Space: European Astroculture in the Twentieth Century (Basingstoke: Pal-
grave Macmillan, 2012). In recent years, a literature termed ‘critical’ has
emerged, examining the role and the potential impact that popular imagina-
tion had on geopolitical policy. See for example Daniel Sage, How Outer
Space Made America: Geography, Organization and the Cosmic Sublime (Bur-
lington: Ashgate, 2014).

20 X. Pasco, La politique spatiale des Etats-Unis (1958-1995). Technologie,
intéreét national et débat public (Paris: UHarmattan, 1997).

21 See also W. D. Kay, Can Democracies Fly in Space? The Challenge of Re-
vitalizing the U.S. Space Program, (London: Praeger, 1995) and Defining
NASA: The Historical Debate over the Agency’s Mission (Albany: State Univer-
sity of New York Press, 2005). For France, see Roger Lesgards, Conquéte
spatiale et démocratie (Paris: Presses de Sciences Po, 1998).

22 P. B. Stares, The Militarization of Space. U.S. Policy, 1945-84 (Ithaca: Cor-
nell University Press, 1985).

23 See also J. L. Gaddis, “Learning to Live with Transparency: The Evolution
of a Reconnaissance Satellite Regime”, in J. L. Gaddis, The Long Peace: In-
quiries Into the History of the Cold War (New York: Oxford University Press,
1987), 195-214. S. Kalic, US Presidents and the Militarization of Space, 1946-
1967 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2012) treats the same
period but benefitted from a better access to certain sources that were de-
classified after the Cold War.

24 M. Sheehan, The International Politics of Space (New York: Routledge,
2007); M. M. Mutschler, Arms Control in Space. Exploring Conditions for Pre-
venting Arms Control (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013). See also the
critical and post-modernist perspectives used in N. Bormann and M. Shee-
han (eds.), Securing Outer Space (New York: Routledge, 2009). For an ex-
haustive presentation of the field of international relations, see for example
D. Battistella, Théories des relations internationals (Paris: Presses de Sci-
ences Po, 4¢ éd., 2012).

25 Ibid., chap. 2.



Why go to Space? Justifications, Motivations and Contributions to the Contemporary Debate on
Space Power

26 Also recently, C. Procaccia and B. Sido, Rapport sur les enjeux et les per-
spectives de la politique spatiale européenne. Europe spatiale : Uheure des
choix (Office parlementaire d’évaluation des choix scientifiques et technolo-
giques, novembre 2012). For a European and transatlantic context, see W.
McDougall, “Space-Age Europe: Gaullism, Euro-Gaullism, and the American
Dilemma”, Technology and Culture, 26:2 (1985), 179-203 and J. Krige, “NASA
and Western Europe’, in J. Krige, A. L. Callahan and A. Maharaj (eds.), NASA
in the World: Fifty Years of International Collaboration in Space (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), chap. 2-6.

27 M. Wight, International Theory. The Three Traditions (Leicester:
Leicester University Press, 1992), chap. 6. This analytical framework is also
inspired by R. Jackson, The Global Covenant: Human Conduct in a World of
States (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 169-178.

28 Ministere de la Défense, Donnons plus d'espace a notre défense. Orienta-
tions d'une politique spatiale de défense pour la France et UEurope (Paris :
Dicod, 2007), 3.

29 “Entretien avec le général Yves Arnaud : Espace militaire, le CIE
opérationnel”, Défense et Sécurité Internationale, Hors-Série n° 28
(February-March 2013), 46.

30 On space used in military operations, see M. M. de Maack, “La guerre du
Golfe ou l'introduction des moyens spatiaux dans l'art de la guerre”, Guerres
mondiales et conflits contemporains, 244 :4 (2011), 81-94 ; and more specific-
ally P. Valentin (ed.), Espace & Opérations. Enseignements et perspectives
(Paris: L'Harmattan, 2012) and G. Lemoine (ed.), “Lespace au service des
opérations’, in Les Cahiers de la Revue Défense Nationale, 2011.

31 M. Alliot-Marie, Le chéne qu'on reléve (Paris: Odile Jacob, 2005), 183.

32 Editorial, “Leadership in Debris Mitigation”, Space News [online journal]
(11™ November 2013) http: //spacenews.com /38113editorial-leadership-in-d
ebris-mitigation/, accessed 22" November 2016.

33 G. Penent, LEurope spatiale : le déclin ou le sursaut (Paris: Argos, 2014),
chap. 1-3.

RESUMES



http://spacenews.com/38113editorial-leadership-in-debris-mitigation/
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Space Power

Francais

La question des motivations et des ressorts de la conquéte spatiale fait de-
puis quelques années un retour remarqué. Plusieurs raisons expliquent
cela : de la normalisation de la technique spatiale qui, en 6tant a I'espace son
caractere glorieux, a privé celui-ci d'une identité spécifique, a l'arrivée des
émergents et autres nouveaux programmes spatiaux, qui cumulant logique
d’émulation et logique de contournement, amenent les acteurs historiques a
se poser des questions auxquelles ils avaient perdu I'habitude de répondre.
Mais la question du « pourquoi » a beau étre de plus en plus prégnante, son
assimilation reste imparfaite. Cet article se donne pour objectif de faire un
suivi aussi attentif que large de la littérature en montrant que les analyses
sur le sujet peuvent étre utilement classées en trois grandes approches :
justifications, motifs impérieux et connexion. Cette revue révele ce faisant
une distinction plus large qui est l'opposition entre conquéte de l'espace
pour lui-méme et pour autre chose. Cet article conclut sur l'apport des
théories des relations internationales en lien avec 'exemple spatial francais.

English

In recent years, the question of the motivations and drivers behind space
exploration has made a remarkable return. There are a number of reasons
for this: from the “normalization” of the space sector that has taken away
the “glorious” character of space and with it a specific identity, to the arrival
of emerging countries and other “new” space programs adopting paths of
emulation as well as finding new ones, thus raising questions which incum-
bent space powers have lost the habit of answering. The question of the
“why” may well be increasingly important, its assimilation is still imperfect
however. This article aims at carefully investigating the relevant literature.
It does so by showing that research on the topic can be classified into three
major approaches: justification, compelling rationales, and connection. This
presentation allows making a broader distinction between the conquest of
space for itself and for another goal. The article concludes with the case of
French space program to demonstrate the added value of international rela-
tions theories.
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