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Climate Change Hasn’t Set the World on Fire
on Canada’s wildfires, the smoke
from which covered large parts of
the Northeastern U.S. Both the Cana-
dian prime minister and the White
House have blamed climate change.

Yet the latest report by the United
Nations’ climate panel doesn’t attri-
bute the area burned globally by
wildfires to climate change. Instead,
it vaguely suggests the weather con-
ditions that promote wildfires are be-
coming more common in some
places. Still, the report finds that the
change in these weather conditions
won’t be detectable above the natural
noise even by the end of the century.

The Biden administration and the
Times can paint a convincing picture
of a fiery climate apocalypse because
they selectively focus on the parts of
the world that are on fire, not the
much larger area where fires are less
prevalent.

Take the Canadian wildfires this
summer. While the complete data
aren’t in for 2023, global tracking up
to July 29 by the Global Wildfire In-
formation System shows that more
land has burned in the Americas than
usual. But much of the rest of the
world has seen lower burning—Af-
rica and especially Europe. Globally,
the GWIS shows that burned area is
slightly below the average between
2012 and 2022, a period that already
saw some of the lowest rates of
burned area.

The thick smoke from the Cana-
dian fires that blanketed New York
City and elsewhere was serious but
only part of the story. Across the
world, fewer acres burning each year
has led to overall lower levels of

smoke, which today likely prevents
almost 100,000 infant deaths annu-
ally, according to a recent study by
researchers at Stanford and Stock-
holm University.

Likewise, while Australia’s wild-
fires in 2019-20 earned media head-
lines such as “Apocalypse Now” and
“Australia Burns,” the satellite data
shows this was a selective narrative.
The burning was extraordinary in
two states but extraordinarily small
in the rest of the country. Since the
early 2000s, when 8% of Australia
caught fire, the area of the country
torched each year has declined. The
2019-20 fires scorched 4% of Austra-
lian land, and this year the burned
area will likely be even less.

That didn’t stop the media from
cherry-picking. They ran with a
study from the World Wildlife Fund
that found the 2019-20 fires im-
pacted—meaning took habitat or
food from, subjected to heat stress,
killed, or injured, among other
things—three billion animals. But

this study looked mostly at the two
states with the highest burning, not
the rest of Australia. Nationally,
wildfires likely killed or harmed six
billion animals in 2019-20. That’s
near a record low; in the early 2000s
fires harmed or killed 13 billion ani-
mals annually.

It’s embarrassingly wrong to
claim, as climate scientist Michael
Mann did recently, that climate pol-
icy is the “only way” to reduce fires.
Prescribed burning, improved zoning
and enhanced land management are
much faster, more effective and
cheaper solutions for fires than cli-
mate policy. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency modeling showed that
even with a drastic reduction in
emissions it would take 50 to 80
years before we’d see a small impact
in the area burned in the U.S.

In the case of American fires,
most of the problem is bad land
management. A century of fire sup-
pression has left more fuel for stron-
ger fires. Even so, last year U.S. fires

burned less than one-fifth of the av-
erage burn in the 1930s and likely
only one-tenth of what caught fire in
the early 20th century.

When reading headlines about
fires, remember the other climate
scare tactics that proved duds. Polar
bears were once the poster cubs for
climate action, yet are now estimated
to be more populous than at any
time in the past half-century. We
were told climate change would pro-
duce more hurricanes, yet satellite
data shows that the number of hurri-
canes globally since 1980 has trended
slightly downward.

Global warming is a real chal-
lenge. Over the next century the
costs associated will be the equiva-
lent of one or two recessions. The
common-sense response would be to
recognize that both climate change
and carbon-cutting policies incur
costs, then negotiate a balance that
puts the most effective measures
first.

Surveys repeatedly show that
most voters are unwilling to support
the very expensive climate policies
activists and green politicians have
proposed. Overheated headlines
about climate Armageddon are an at-
tempt to scare us into supporting
them anyway, at the cost of sensible
discussion and debate.

Mr. Lomborg is president of the
Copenhagen Consensus, a visiting fel-
low at Stanford University’s Hoover
Institution and author of “False
Alarm: How Climate Change Panic
Costs Us Trillions, Hurts the Poor,
and Fails to Fix the Planet.”
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O ne of the most common
tropes in our increasingly
alarmist climate debate is
that global warming has
set the world on fire. But

it hasn’t. For more than two decades,
satellites have recorded fires across
the planet’s surface. The data are un-
equivocal: Since the early 2000s,
when 3% of the world’s land caught
fire, the area burned annually has
trended downward.

In 2022, the last year for which
there are complete data, the world
hit a new record-low of 2.2% burned
area. Yet you’ll struggle to find that
reported anywhere.

Instead, the media acts as if the
world is ablaze. In late 2021, the
New York Times employed more
than 40 staff on a project called
“Postcards from a World on Fire,”
headed by a photorealistic animation
of the world in flames. Its explicit
goal was to convince readers of the
climate crisis’ immediacy through a
series of stories of climate-change-
related devastation across the world,
including the 2019-20 wildfires in
Australia.

This summer, the focus has been

It turns out the percentage
of the globe that burns
each year has been
declining since 2001.

Alabama’s New Congressional Map Fits the Justices’ Ruling

T he legal left recently took a
break from assailing the Su-
preme Court’s integrity to

defend its honor. After the high
court invalidated Alabama’s con-
gressional map, lawmakers re-
sponded by drawing a new one that
doesn’t include two majority-black
districts, but instead reduces the
black majority in one district a few
points and expands the minority in
another to about 40%. The media
talking point is that the state is
“defying” the justices.

This charge is a case of gaslight-
ing. It is also a remarkable act of
projection, because the challengers
to Alabama’s new map are asking a
federal district court to defy the
justices by ordering racially pro-
portionate redistricting, which the
Supreme Court rejected.

Allen v. Milligan, which the high
court decided June 8, wasn’t a
complete triumph for bright-line
rules in redistricting, but it did
bring clarity to a notoriously mud-
dled area of law. A key problem
here is that the 14th Amendment’s
Equal Protection Clause frowns on
treating people differently based on

race—see Students for Fair Admis-
sions v. Harvard—while Section 2
of the Voting Rights Act sometimes
requires consideration of race, spe-
cifically to enable minority voters
the ability to elect “candidates of
their choice.” These competing re-
quirements often put states in a
position where they risk being sued
for using race both too much and
not enough, often at the same time.

Importantly, everyone agrees
that there is no Section 2 violation
merely because a districting map
doesn’t reflect the state’s racial de-
mographics. Section 2 would vio-
late the Constitution if applied that
way, as Justice Brett Kavanaugh re-
inforced in his concurring opinion.
The majority, in an opinion by
Chief Justice John Roberts, agreed
with Alabama that Section 2 “never
require[s] adoption of districts that

violate traditional redistricting
principles.”

The chief justice further ex-
plained that this “exacting” princi-
ple requires Section 2 plaintiffs to
show that the map they are chal-
lenging has produced discrimina-
tory effects “on account of race”
rather than on account of legiti-
mate principles like drawing com-
pact districts and keeping together
“communities of interest.” To do
this, they must produce an alterna-
tive map that includes an addi-
tional majority-minority district
while also following the traditional
principles at least as well as the
challenged map does.

As the court explained, “devia-
tion from” such a map “shows it is
possible that the State’s map has a
disparate effect on account of race”
(emphasis in original). But a state
doesn’t have to split more county
lines or racially gerrymander cities,
for instance, even if declining to do
so makes it harder for candidates
favored by minorities to win.

The plaintiffs in Allen convinced
the justices that their challenge to
Alabama’s previous map was likely
to succeed because they produced
an alternative map that the court

found to match that map on tradi-
tional principles while increasing
black representation. When the
state argued that the alternative
map broke up the Gulf Coast re-
gion, the plaintiffs responded that
they instead kept together a differ-
ent community, known as the Black
Belt. The “heart of their case” was
that the Legislature’s original map
discriminated by prioritizing ma-
jority-white Gulf counties while
breaking up the majority-black
counties in the Black Belt. The Su-
preme Court accepted that argu-
ment, finding that because both
maps were equivalent on tradi-
tional principles, the challengers
had met their burden in raising
Section 2 suspicions.

The Legislature went back to the
drawing board with that guidance.
Its new map answers the plaintiffs’
call to unite the Black Belt but also
keeps the Gulf region together. It is
thus superior to both of the dueling
maps the Supreme Court consid-
ered, each of which broke up one
community of interest. By respect-
ing neutral principles, the new map
produces districts that are fairer,
more sensible and more competi-
tive than they’ve been in decades.

That satisfies both the Voting
Rights Act and Constitution, even if
it doesn’t satisfy Democrats.

The challengers’ only retort, am-
plified by media commentary, is to
demand racial spoils in redistrict-
ing. Unlike in 2021, and despite the
Supreme Court’s guidance, they no
longer try to show that there are
alternatives to the 2023 map that
match it on traditional principles
while creating an additional major-
ity-minority district. Instead, they
demand precisely what the court
made clear Section 2 “never re-
quires”—“adoption of districts that
violate redistricting principles.”

In short, contrary to the media’s
prevailing narrative, it is those who
oppose the Alabama Legislature’s
new maps who are defying the Su-
preme Court.

Mr. Shapiro is director of consti-
tutional studies at the Manhattan
Institute and author of “Supreme
Disorder: Judicial Nominations and
the Politics of America’s Highest
Court.” He writes the Shapiro’s
Gavel Substack newsletter.

By Ilya Shapiro

It’s the plaintiffs who are
defiant. The court never
ordered the creation of a
second black district.
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I Wouldn’t Bet the Farm on ‘Bidenomics’

‘B idenomics” will take us
back to the future, to hear
White House national secu-

rity adviser Jake Sullivan tell it. In
an April speech at the Brookings In-
stitution, Mr. Sullivan heralded a
“new Washington consensus” based
on a robust “vision of public invest-
ment” that rejects the mistaken be-
lief that markets always allocate
capital efficiently.

Much of the public investment
that Mr. Sullivan fondly recalls from
America’s “postwar years” ended up
in agriculture. Given the administra-
tion’s interest in reviving that tradi-
tion, a recap of farm policy as I’ve
experienced it over the past 50 years
might be helpful.

I was in high school in 1973 when
President Richard Nixon embargoed
soybean exports to slow the increase
in food prices. Seven years later, I
had just begun to farm when Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter embargoed grain
exports to the Soviet Union to pro-
test its invasion of Afghanistan.
President Ronald Reagan lifted that
embargo but was faced with the con-
sequences of a farm policy that for
many years had held the price of

grain above market-clearing levels.
The resulting surpluses meant
countless plywood bunkers full of
rotting corn across the Midwest. We
solved that problem in 1983, when
Uncle Sam paid us to leave as much
as 50% of our land idle in the infa-
mous payment-in-kind program.
Farm policy was a mess; we farmers
went fishing.

That mess also was evident in
how the government ran farm pol-
icy elsewhere. Beginning with the
Great Depression, Washington paid
farmers not to sit idle but to farm
crops that were already in excess.
The government doled out subsidies
for crops commensurate with their
acreage base—the historical average
of land planted for each crop. Even
though prices at the grain elevator
and in the futures market were tell-
ing us to stop farming certain
crops, no one dared heed the num-
bers for fear of losing handouts. We
therefore continued to plant exactly
as much corn as we had the year
before.

As we say in Missouri, that was
crazy as a bedbug. No matter how
much our families valued hard work
and thrift, we always passed down
the imperative of “protecting your

base.” Washington’s industrial policy
aided that ethic and thankfully was
amended when Congress passed the
Freedom to Farm Act in 1996.

Two years earlier, Congress re-
formed the crop-insurance program.
It did so by increasing subsidies in
the hope that insurance would help
prevent future ad hoc disaster pro-
grams and that subsidized insurance

would help support farm incomes
without distorting markets. That
hasn’t always been successful—gov-
ernment is prone to a special kind of
generosity when droughts and floods
come in even-numbered years—but
crop insurance has become the ma-
jor financial support the federal gov-
ernment offers farmers.

In January 1994, the North Ameri-
can Free Trade Agreement went into
effect, followed by other trade pacts,

which significantly increased com-
mercial opportunities for American
farmers. Those arrangements have
borne great fruit: U.S. agriculture ex-
ports stood at $196 billion in 2022,
up from $62.8 billion in 1997.

In his Brookings speech, Mr. Sulli-
van lamented that this era of policy
“championed tax cutting and deregu-
lation, privatization over public ac-
tion, and trade liberalization as an
end in itself.” Yet farm policy during
this time moved haltingly toward
letting farmers plant in response to
market signals, and the results were
quite positive. The changes ended
the half-century-long policy of pay-
ing farmers to store government-
created surpluses of grain and led to
a massive increase in exports. We’ve
hardly seen a return to the free mar-
ket in agriculture, but attention to
the market has led to a globally
competitive and productive agricul-
tural sector.

Government investment in agri-
culture has invariably had unin-
tended consequences. Critics say
federal programs often subsidize
successful farmers at the expense of
taxpayers. Supporters say the pro-
grams have saved family farmers,

protecting hardworking people who
wouldn’t have survived without gov-
ernment help. Economists have
found that the excess profits that
come from farm programs are bid
into land prices, artificially inflating
them and thus favoring established
farmers over new entrants. Some ob-
servers complain that certain agri-
cultural policies, like ethanol man-
dates, encourage demand, while
others, like subsidized crop insur-
ance, increase supply.

The architects of government
farm programs believed their efforts
were necessary for the common
good. The policy mishmash they pro-
duced reveals how difficult it is both
to define the common good and craft
policies that foster it.

The recent past hasn’t been a tri-
umph of free markets, but neither
was the era of public investment for
which Mr. Sullivan yearns. One thing
is certain: The experiences of farm-
ers like me have been vastly im-
proved by respecting how markets
allocate capital in a productive and
efficient manner.

Mr. Hurst is a corn, soybean and
greenhouse farmer.

By Blake Hurst

I’ve spent half a century
in agriculture, and I’ve
seen the benefits of respect
for the free market.

Judge Raag Singhal ordering the
dismissal of a defamation claim in
Trump v. CNN, July 29 (citations
omitted):

[Donald] Trump alleges that “the
Big Lie” refers to a Nazi “propaganda
campaign to justify Jewish persecu-
tion and genocide.” Like Trump and
CNN personalities Ashleigh Banfield
and Paul Steinhauser, the Court finds
Nazi references in the political dis-
course (made by whichever “side”) to
be odious and repugnant. But bad
rhetoric is not defamation when it
does not include false statements of
fact. CNN’s use of the phrase “the Big

Lie” in connection with Trump’s elec-
tion challenges does not give rise to
a plausible inference that Trump ad-
vocates the persecution and genocide
of Jews or any other group of people.
. . . And even if the phrase “the Big
Lie” could somehow plausibly compel
a reasonable viewer to perceive
Trump as “Hitler-like,” or “authori-
tarian”, such terms are not state-
ments of fact subject to defamation
laws “because of the tremendous im-
precision of the meaning and usage
of such terms in the realm of political
debate. . . .” A connotation or impli-
cation is only actionable if it is “prov-
ably false.” Being “Hitler-like” is not

a verifiable statement of fact that
would support a defamation claim.

Trump argues that a motion to
dismiss is not the proper avenue for
evaluating the defamatory nature of
CNN’s comments. The Court dis-
agrees. “Whether the defendant’s
statements constitute defamation . . .
is a question of law for the court to
determine.” “Whether the publication
is defamatory becomes an issue of
fact for the jury only where the publi-
cation is susceptible of two reason-
able interpretations, one of which is
defamatory.” CNN’s statements while
repugnant, were not, as a matter of
law, defamatory.
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