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mplicit in this question is that it
won’t be coming from Washington, where environmental gridlock
is likely to continue through yet another Congress. The Republicans may be in charge of both houses and the White House, but
the balance is too close, particularly in the Senate, where it really
takes a super-majority of 60 votes to get legislation through.
How long has it been? The amendments to the Clean Air Act
passed in 1990 were the last major piece of environmental legislation passed by Congress, though there have been minor statutory
measures and developments on the regulatory front, to be sure. Still,
Superfund and the Endangered Species Act have awaited reform
and the Clean Water Act and Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act have awaited reauthorization for a more than a decade. And
significant new legislative initiatives on energy efficiency and
renewables, pollution prevention, exposure to toxics, protection of
entire ecosystems, stopping sprawl, climate change? Don’t ask.
But who says progress has to come from our political leaders in
Washington. Not these folks on the opposite page.
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the Marshall Islands that gives the
company an option for exclusive
fishing rights on up to 800,000
square miles of deep ocean.
Markets, of course do not exist in
a vacuum. Market protection could
be accelerated if federal or state governments removes hurdles to environmental markets. Before the Oregon Water Trust could pay water
users for giving up some of their
water entitlements, the state’s water law had to be changed. Today, if
the transaction between Utah’s
Grand Canyon Trust and grazing
permit holders can be consummated, the U.S. Department of the
Interior must amend grazing plans.
If it does not, the trust must repay
private donors, and grazing will
continue.
In sum, it is well known that private property rights, markets, and
entrepreneurs have built up wealth
in this country and abroad. What
few realize is that they are also at the
heart of making environmental
gains in land, water, and wildlife.
Donald R. Leal is a Senior Associate
at the Political Economy Research Center in Bozeman, Montana, and co-author with Terry L. Anderson of Free
Market Environmentalism, Revised,
published by Palgrave.
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here is the progress, you
ask? How about this: The
performance of logic chips
is doubling every 18 months
(Moore’s Law), bandwidth every 910 months, and the performance of
the graphical processing units driving your adolescent’s X-Box, every
5-6 months. The amount of useful
genetic information doubles every
12-18 months (Monsanto’s Law) and
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the value of expanding networks
increases with the square of the
number of network nodes (Metcalf’s
Law), be those nodes computers,
automobiles, or cell phones. Two
years is an eternity in Internet time.
Over the past two years, we crossed
the nanoscale divide (human-made
objects are now smaller that the largest molecules created by nature) and
we sequenced the human genome.
If Moore’s Law holds, many of us
will be able to sequence our own genomes for less than $150 within the
next few decades. Most individuals
in the developed world are surrounded by scientific and technological progress that has little historical precedent in terms of rates of
change and the social penetration.
Given this rapidly changing landscape, the environmental community has two choices: hop on the
train of technological progress,
maybe even help lay the new tracks,
or clean up the train wrecks. Clearly,
they cannot watch the caboose receding over the horizon. The problem is that the technology train is
moving much faster than the capacity of most government entities to
adapt, let alone shape outcomes.
This realization caused the CIA, for
instance, to set up a venture capital
unit called In-Q-Tel to work directly
with the private sector on new information and computer science
applications. Essentially, The
Agency hopped on the tech train.
The environmental community
needs to do the same, and more.
They need to lay the tracks and build
the next train station, keeping a
sharp eye for other track building
schemes and teams that might chew
up the landscape and cause unintended environmental harm as the
future unfolds.
To accomplish this, the focus
must go far beyond what would traditionally be defined as “environmental technologies,” to finding and
optimizing the environmental opportunities inherent more generally
in technological change. This will
involve a shift to more generic, enabling technologies and their underlying science in key areas such as
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informatics, genetics, and materials,
as well as efforts to shape the next
generation of manufacturing and
production technologies (both the
hardware and software) at a global
level.
Let’s begin with some modest
proposals for our government, since
government seems to be perceived
as applying the brakes to environmental progress. First, as a precautionary measure, $10 million per
year should be allocated by Congress to support a joint National Science Foundation/Environmental
Protection Agency program to examine the possible environmental
consequences (intended and unintended) of emerging technologies,
ranging from impacts of e-commerce to the health effects of
nanoscale particles. Second, over
the next five years, the budget of the
Office of Research and Development at EPA should be realigned so
that at least 30-40 percent of ORD’s
efforts are focused on shaping
emerging technologies rather than
supporting internal missions of the
program offices. Essentially, ORD
needs to move from mission support to mission control. High level
functional partnerships need to be
developed with laboratories (such
as the MIT Media Lab) that are
shaping the technological infrastructure that will in turn shape our
markets, consumer choices, and information flows over the coming
decades. Finally, an internal venture arm similar to the CIA’s In-QTel needs to be set up at EPA, funded
with at least $30 million annually,
and run by savvy techies with an
intimate knowledge of how to mobilize capital and talent in the private sector.
The focus of these endeavors
must be strategic: First, identifying
and enabling technologies capable
of providing factor 3-4 (not 3-4 percent, but 3-4 times the size of current levels) improvements in efficiency and cost over a 10-year period; and second, jump-starting innovative approaches that might
eliminate certain environmental
problems outright, such as shifts to
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biological- or molecular-based production methods.
We have reached a point in our
environmental history where discontinuous changes are needed, and
such changes require transformation
technologies and visionary leadership. The environmental consequences of growing population, consumption, and resource degradation
will not bend to half-hearted, incrementalist strategies, let alone to the
complete lack of long-term strategy
dominating today’s environmental
dialogue.
But that is only half the story. The
other half is just as compelling: Incrementalism seldom motivates human imagination or attracts talent.
Frankly, in today’s world, creative
types have better places to invest
their idealism, energy, and knowhow than in tired public-sector institutions pursuing mediocre objectives. Because technology is only a
means to an end, extracting the most
from our technological future depends on extracting the most from
human imagination. That is unlikely
to happen until we are challenged
with some bold, audacious environmental goals. George Bernard Shaw
once observed that “progress depends on the unreasonable man [or
woman].” If environmental progress
has slowed, maybe it is because we
have become too reasonable in our
expectations and too comfortable
with the old technological order to
understand and shape the new.
David Rejeski is Director of the Foresight and Governance Project at the
Woodrow Wilson International Center
for Scholars in Washington, D.C.
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eadership on environmental
policy often swings between
the state and federal governments, driven by the philosophy of
the incumbent administration, the
urgency of the problems and attendant public concern, and the initiative of the state and local governments closest to the issues. For example, as federal attention turned to
the development of energy resources in the 1970s and 1980s in
response to the OPEC oil embargo,
states assumed leadership in ensuring protection of threatened land
and coastal resources. The same pattern is emerging today: as the federal government refocuses on energy supplies, states are stepping up
to protect the coast and clean air.
While some diehard environmental
and industrial interests may decry
these shifts in leadership, they
should also applaud the responsiveness of our federal system and look
to states and localities for new ideas
and better strategies when the environmental pendulum swings their
way.
The most serious limitation to
state environmental progress today
is funding. State and federal efforts
are sure to be modest in the near
term because a weakened economy
has shrunk state and federal coffers.
In addition, industry will likely be
lobbying state governments to reduce their tax and regulatory burdens so they can help create new
jobs. Nevertheless, states will continue asserting their role as laboratories of innovation and leadership.
Constrained funding may even spur
better approaches to environmental
policy, although widespread implementation of innovations surely will
be forestalled.
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In the West, state leadership in
natural resources issues has manifested itself in diverse areas ranging
from forest health to conservation of
energy on the Mexican border. A top
priority of the Western Governors is
minimizing the damage wildfires
cause to communities and the environment by improving the health of
forests and rangelands. This entails
reducing the amount of hazardous
fuels in the forests surrounding
communities and in important watersheds. Long-term fire suppression policies have resulted in debris
on the forest floor and dense stands
of trees that are susceptible to disease and fire. These factors fueled
the catastrophic fires in the droughtplagued summers of 2000 and 2002.
Governors were instrumental in developing with the Bush administration a 10-year strategy and implementation plan to reduce this hazard.
The plan was developed with
broad-based involvement from industry and the environmental community and uses a collaborative, locally based structure to decide how
projects should proceed. States are
in the best position to energize and
lead these diverse parties in the tremendous effort necessary to minimize the threat from severe wildfires. State foresters are long-tenured
professionals who have spent years
building relationships with the parties who must agree on fuel reduction projects. They will be instrumental in bringing key parties to the
table, including the public and private landowners, to design and prioritize projects in an efficient and
effective manner.
The state foresters are prepared
to move forward on these projects,
but it will require that Congress and
the administration provide sufficient funding in the 2003 and 2004
federal budgets. Funding is needed
to both fight wildfires and to reduce
the risks of future fires and rehabilitate already burned acres. The West
lost ground in 2002 because funds
intended for pre-suppression activities were diverted to pay for fire suppression. This “borrowing” of funds

