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INTRODUCTION

The author of the book has been seriously criticized for selective quotations from the literature and misinterpretation of the results of others. It even resulted in an accusation of scientific misconduct and the Danish Committee of Scientific Dishonesty judged the book as a whole as being “clearly contrary to the standards of good scientific practice”.
 In turn this decision was heavily criticized by many scientists all over the world
, and in particular by an ad hoc working party in the Netherlands which studied the accusations thoroughly
 and found most accusations not justified.

Most remarkably, reading through these accusations and other critical articles on the book it should be observed that the critics themselves misinterpreted many statements and observations of the author and made important misquotations from the book, giving a wrong impression of the intentions of the author. 

In this note we present a collection of the misleading interpretations and quotations, which most probably is far from complete because the drafters could not possibly cover the whole extensive literature of the criticism.

Readers of this note are invited, firstly to comment on our judgement of the misleading information and secondly to suggest additions to or removals from the list.

In this note the following symbols are used:

* A contested statement by Lomborg’s opponents

# Quotes from TSE or comments from Lomborg to preceding statement 

Our comments are introduced by underscoring the first words.

Statements are alphabetically ordered according to the name of the producers: J. Bongaarts, C. Ege, K. Fog, P. Gleick, M. Grubb, J. Gundermann, A.C. Hansen, J.A. Harvey, J. Jespersen,  J.P. Holdren, T. Lovejoy, D. Pimentel, S.L. Pimm,  S. Schneider, World Resource Institute/World Wildlife Fund and H. Aage. References to more elaborate reading are being made.

Scientific misconduct? 
The annotations on the quotes could be read as accusations of violation of rules for Good Scientific Practice but most of the quotes are from book reviews, web sites, or journals outside the referee system. We have the impression that most misquotes originate from insufficient careful reading.  As a matter of fact the author of The Skeptical Environmentalist did not made it easy to his readers, using a two step reference system, first with numbers, second to remit to authors and reports. Deliberate misreading and mispresentation can be observed in the book “Sceptical Questions and Sustainable answers’
. Although Lomborg pointed this out in a long reply to a previous version of this book in Danish
, several authors persisted in their original text. Critique frequently comes down to ad hominem attacks. One of the worst is by E.O. Wilson, T.E. Lovejoy, N. Myers, J.A. Harvey, S.L. Pimm
: “Lomborg’s discussion starts with the familiar strategy of those who, for example, are arguing that gay men are not dying of AIDS, that Jews were not singled out by the Nazis for extermination”

This kind of comparative examination is just indecent (other examples can be found in the document in footnote 3). Here we restrict ourselves to the more factual misinterpretations.

Herewith we don’t state that Lomborg is always right. He made mistakes, but therewith the book did not become worthless, just as environmentalist writings should not be entirely discarded because they contain mistakes as e.g. exaggerations. If we undo from the book references to the litany, numerous valuable ‘facts from figures’ remain. We have abstracted these in another note “A review of the Skeptical Environmentalist; the shortened and annotated Lomborg”, which is open for discussion on another website of www.stichting-han.nl.

Herewith we hope to contribute to an international discussion on the whole spectrum of environmental issues that really matter.

The state of the earth according to pessimists
Lastly, we abstracted from the Lomborg book 82 statements from those people who in the past have been, or still may be, less optimistic than the author on the abilities to cope with our environmental problems. This abstract is available on www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm. 

J. Bongaarts

In Scientific American, January 2002

* His selective use of statistics gives the reader the impression that the population problem is largely behind us. The global population growth rate has indeed declined slowly, but absolute growth remains close to the very high levels observed in recent decades. World’s population today stands at 6 billion, 3 billion more than in 1960. According to the UN projections, another 3 billion will likely be added by 2050, eventually 10 billion.

# Bongaarts accuses of fudging the statistics. Bongaarts says that the global population growth rate indeed declined slowly, but the absolute growth rate remains close to the top. He makes it sound I (BL) don’t say that. I do (SE 47).

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)
* The population density of Egypt equals 68/km2, but if the unirrigated deserts are excluded it is an extraordinary 2,000/km2.

# It is curious that Bongaarts, trying to show how wrong I (BL) am, is forced to use a hypothetical argument of Egypt. And does not even find it necessary to point out that I never make this argument. I point out some of the most densely populated areas of the world in Europe. Bongaarts point is not relevant to my examples, e.g., the Netherlands, far more densely populated than India. 

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)
* Any discussion of global trends is misleading without taking in account of the enormous contrast among world regions.

Our comment: Throughout the book differences between developed and developing world are pointed out in much detail.

Christian Ege

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002) chapter 9

SQSA can be downloaded from http://www.ecocouncil.dk/download/sceptical.pdf. This is a translated and updated version of the Danish critique “Fremtidens Pris” (The Price of Future) (1999) of Lomborg’s book.
* SQSA p. 185 “Lomborg contends (p. 233) that pesticide residues in foods must be insignificant, since they make up a mere 0.01 per cent of the load of ‘natural pesticides’. What he has in mind are natural plant constituents that e.g. serve to repel insects. There is no doubt that we consume quite an amount of those substances, and that they constitute a far larger quantity than the pesticide residues. Yet, when Lomborg – or Bruce Ames, his source – contends that a plain quantitative comparison can be made, that is a simplification........ this is a misrepresentation of Bruce Ames, since a mere quantitative comparison can not be made.”

# TSE p. 233: “It is estimated that by weight 99.99 percent of the pesticides we consume are natural, while only 0.01 percent are synthetic. Reference is frequently made to the 99.99 percent figure, although it is not relevant in itself since we also need to know whether synthetic pesticides are more or less carciogenic than natural ones. [1803]” Footnote [1803] reads: “It is unfortunately an expression of the environmental debate’s frequently amazing superficiality that 99.99 percent happens to be the most popular Ames quote among advocates and opponents alike, when it is obvious that this is not his primary message.”

Our comment: Christian Ege claims that Lomborg makes a plain quantitative comparison between the 99.99 percent natural pesticides and the 0.01 percent synthetic pesticides. But Lomborg explicitly points out in his text that such a quantitative comparison should not be made. In TSE p. 233-236 and in Fig. 127 BL compares the estimated cancer risk (HERP) from an average daily intake of food and synthetic pesticides. He makes nowhere a plain quantitative comparison.

Lomborg pointed out Christian Ege’s misquotation of his book in 1999 in “Godhedens Pris” p. 132-133, available (in Danish only) from www.lomborg.com. Nevertheless, this part of SQSA is an exact translation of the Danish original.
Kåre Fog

In Fremtidens Pris (1999)

* p. 180-181: Economists can easily ‘prove’ that forever wiping out all fish of the sea would actually pay. However there exists a different perspective based on conceptions such as area or natural resource: We have a marine area of say one million km2. Now the question is: How to best husband that marine area in order to feed as many as possible in the long term? This approach basically stipulates yields to be the same each year, so the point is how to maximise each annual yield. Lomborg should know that two principally different approaches exist in such a case, but he apparently totally disregards the one – the most relevant – and claims that the other is the only “true” or “correct” approach. This is a fundamental flaw that penetrates all of his basic idea.

# I (BL) write in my book: “If all fishermen refrained from fishing they would make no money, but if all fishermen were to fish up the entire ocean, they would make no future money either….. It is possible to show that there is an optimal level between these two extremes. Here many fish are caught (which means much money now), but at the same time sufficient quantities of fish are left (to breed the fish for the coming years).” It seems that Kåre Fog, in his eagerness to criticize Lomborg, completely has disregarded the section of fisheries and only has written his text based on his prejudices. (Reply by Lomborg in Godhedens Pris from www.lomborg.com)

Our comment: The sentence ascribing to Lomborg the view that the best approach is to forever wipe out all fish of the sea has been omitted in the English translation SQSA from 2002 (TF).

* p. 204: A cornerstone of Lomborg´s argumentation is that when we give priority to economic growth, we will better be able to afford doing something for the environment. In support of this idea, he writes about the socalled Kuznets curves which tell that when economic welfare has reached a certain level, the environment starts to improve. He cites a study where BNP has been studied in relation to 10 indicators of the environment. He tells us that two of these indicators did show a Kuznets curve. But he omits to tell his readers that in the 8 other indicators such a relationship could not be demonstrated.

# This is manifestly incorrect, as KF could also have checked for himself. I (BL) do show the two important graphs for air pollution (SO2 and particulates) where the Kuznets Connection is clear (TSE:177) but I equally show how the connection is opposite for water (TSE:202) and waste (TSE:206).

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002) chapter 11.
* p. 203: It is claimed that two incongruent data sets on starvation are spliced:

“FAO has two data sets concerning this matter. One set tells that 38 % of Africa´s population (Sub-Saharan Africa) were starving in 1970, changing to 43 % in 1991. The other set has the figures that 37 % were starving in 1980, 35 % in 1991, 33 % in 1996, and 34 % in 1998.

In his book, Lomborg combines the two data sets referred to above to give us the impression that the proportion of starving in Sub-Saharan Africa has shown the following trend: 1970: 38 %, 1980: 37 %, 1991: 35 %, and 1996: 33 %, i.e. that the situation is improving slowly but steadily. Thus, the reader observes a clear statement about seemingly exact figures, and will be misled to think that there is a decline, when in fact the trend is not known.” 

# The claim is mistaken since FAO just have one data series for malnutrition (one definition) but have published their estimates at different times where increasing amounts of available information have changed the estimates. These two published data series come from 1996 and 1999 and (as is typical) the latest year of the earlier data series deviate the most (generally because of lack of new information). Actually, I (BL) show the graph for all the regions (TSE:61), and an analysis show that both the data for the last period deviates the most and that especially Sub-Saharan Africa deviates on the 1991 estimate from 1996.

(www.lomborg.com) 

Our comment: The more misleading aspect of the quote (by KF) is the selection of a particular region for which the decline in starvation is indeed marginal, discussed on page 65 TSE, sustained with a graph (figure 28) for intake cal/capt/day). Quote: “Unfortunately this improvement (in developing countries) has not been shared by sub-Saharan Africa. Although some progress has been detectable in recent years, basic development has not been forthcoming. What is going wrong in Africa? What can we do?”

* p 205: One of the papers cited by Lomborg lists 11 investigations, of which about half find a significant relationship between organochlorine pesticides, mainly DDT, and breast cancer. But Lomborg does not mention that the paper contains this list.

To be unbiased, Lomborg would have had to cite studies of both kinds to the same

extent, but he did not. Concerning lindane, there is a clear conflict between reality and

Lomborg´s text:“Of the three studies that have examined . . lindane, none has found

evidence for an association with increased risk of breast cancer”. Actually, a Finnish

investigation from 1990 showed a tenfold higher risk for breast cancer in persons who

had elevated levels of a lindane residue. And, most remarkably, Lomborg cites a

Danish investigation as a reference that DDT is of no influence, but refuses to mention that the same investigation found a significant relationship between the pesticide dieldrin and breast cancer. This conflicts with Lomborg´s optimistic view that there is probably no relationship between breast cancer and the pesticide dieldrin.

# KF claims that there are other papers that indicate a connection between breast cancer and synthetic estrogens. This is true and I (BL) do point this out, but I also use the meta-research of the British advisory committee on carcinogenicity of chemicals and the National Research Council. Thus it seems entirely unreasonable to claim that I should also mention the individual paper’s own attempts on meta-studies, when these are smaller, older and contain much fewer of the large scale, new studies. Moreover, from my text, it is clear that I am simply quoting the meta-studies of the British advisory committee and the National Research Council.

The incidence of breast cancer has been increasing while concentrations of DDT, DDE and PCB in the environment have fallen. In the words of the National Research Council: “It seems unlikely that a declining exposure would be responsible for an increasing incidence of cancer.” 

Already in 1994, a meta-study of the five small, available studies on breast cancer and synthetic estrogens concluded that “the data do not support the hypothesis that exposure to DDE and PCBs increases risk of breast cancer.” The National Research Council in its latest review reached the same conclusion. 

In 1999 the National Research Council of the American Academy of Sciences, sponsored by the US EPA among others, examined the evidence for synthetic estrogens’ effect on cancer risks. Its summary conclusion is: “An evaluation of the available studies conducted to date does not support an association between adult exposure to DDT, DDE, TCDD, and PCBs and cancer of the breast.” (TSE:243-4)

(www.Lomborg.com)

Our comment: It is not surprising that KF could find a few references which indicated a positive correlation between breast cancer and the chemicals concerned, otherwise the whole issue would never have turned up. We note, however, that Lomborg treats the subject well documented with meta-studies and theoretical considerations. KF presents his claim as the ‘use of a biased text.’ Such a claim should be sustained with arguments why the publications he trusts would be superior to the references in the TSE. 

* In 1997, FAO estimated that the rate of loss of tropical forest was 0.8 % per year in the 1980´es, and 0.7 % per year in the 1990´es. In 2001, another set of data, based on satellite imagery, gave smaller estimates, viz. 0.47 % in the 1980´es and 0.46 % in the 1990´es. It is not known if one set of data is more correct than the other. FAO concludes that the rate of deforestation has not changed significantly over the span of years covered here. These were FAO´s data. Now comes Lomborg´s text: “The usual FAO estimates put net deforestation in the tropics in the 1980s at 0.8 percent a year, falling to 0.7 percent in the 1990s.With FAO´s new 2001-study, based on accurate satellite imagery, the estimate of the net tropical deforestation has declined even further to 0.46 percent.”

Every person reading this would understand that the deforestation rate has declined,

being first 0.8 %, then 0.7 %, and now 0.46 %. That is, we get an impression of a steadily declining clearance rate. This impression is given by adding the figure of 0.46 % at the end of the paragraph, without explaining that it is not comparable to the two previous figures. This is a serious manipulation, because the source from which Lomborg has taken the last mentioned figure, very clearly states that there is no proof of any reduction in the clearance rate.

# Thus the suggestion of Fog is that the data sequence 0.8-0.7-0.46 is presented by Lomborg as proof that over the years 1980-2000 things are going better. 

If we put the challenged sentence, however, in the broader context of the section ‘Deforestation: a general overview’ one gets a quite differently picture:

President Carter’s environmental report, Global 2000, estimated an annual tropical forest loss of between 2.3 and 4.8 percent. The well know biologist Norman Myers estimated as recently as the early nineties that 2 percent of all forest was being destroyed every year and believed that by the year 2000 – in just nine years at the time of the prediction – we would have lost about a third of the tropical forest area (797) Actually he claimed that ‘in just another decade, we could witness the virtual elimination of tropical forests.’ (798). Estimates in the range of 1.5-2 percent were common among biologists (799). Today we know that these estimates went way over the mark. (bold introduced by us)

Then follows the challenged sentence:

The usual FAO estimates put net deforestation in the tropics in the 1980s at 0.8 percent, falling to 0.7 percent in the 1990s. With FAO’s new 2001 study, based on accurate satellite imagery, the estimate of the net tropical deforestation has declined even further to.46 percent.
Thus, the range 0.8-0.7-0.46 is NOT presented as a range in itself, but the set is compared to the previous figures by Carter 2.3-4.8, Myers (1/3) and the common figure 1.5-2. In the second part of the sentence the even further is interpreted by Fog as a decrease in deforestation, but it just says that the more accurate satellite imagery
lowered the figures further. The number is not attached to the year 2001, but to the year of FAO’s new 2001 study. That is absolute clear from footnote 801: in which only the years 1980s 1990s are mentioned: gives 0.4689 percent for the 1980s and 0.4592 percent for the 1990s.   

Our comment: This misleading interpretation by Fog is a typical example of taking sentences out of context and the complaint was also already made in his accusation lodge with DCSD and refuted by Lomborg himself. (March 22, 2003) Nevertheless it is republised in the SQSA without his refutation.

Peter H. Gleick

In Where’s Waldo by Dr. Peter H. Gleick, Union of Concerned Scientists

http://www.ucsusa.org/global_environment/global_warming/page.cfm?pageID=533
* “He [Lomborg] regularly comments on the quantity of resources without addressing the issue of quality—for example, he argues that global forest extent is relatively unchanged over the past 50 years (a contentious issue—see Waldo 3 below), but fails to adequately address the more complex implications of replacing mature old-growth forests with young, plantation forests.”

# Lomborg mentions forest plantations twice: bottom p. 115 and in the last sentence of the chapter. He discusses the quality of plantations on p. 115, and writes explicitly that they are of less quality than natural forests. He also mentions how large a percentage of the world’s forest area that is made up by plantations (3-5 percent).

* Accusation: Selective use of data. “Yet global averages can, and in this case do, mask significant regional changes. Ironically, Lomborg himself is inconsistent and ignores global data when they show adverse impacts, choosing more positive regional changes to argue his points. In the section of food production, for example, he dismisses the drop in per capita global grain production and points instead to grain production in developing countries as a more important indicator (Ibid., p. 94). And even this measure shows a drop in the last few years.”

# Lomborg certainly does not just “ignore” or “dismiss” the drop in per capita global grain production. He gives a careful explanation on p. 94-95, that the drop is not due to a deteriorating situation, but only due to the maths of calculating averages. He points out that the global average masks the fact that the per capita grain production in the developing countries has shown a steady increase from 1961 (but with a drop for the last couple of years).

* Accusation: Misuse of data. “In Part I, Lomborg combines data sets on access to drinking water and sanitation that he acknowledges were collected using different definitions, different time periods, and different combinations of countries, then tries to draw a “logistic best fit” to the data (Ibid., Figure 4, p. 20 and Figure 5, p. 22). No trend can be drawn using these incompatible data.”

# There is no need for Gelick to reveal this, because I note it clearly in the caption. (www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

Our comment: The best fit line is no more than an attempt to summarize and comprehend the general trend of all data sets, which show the same upward slope.

* Accusation: Hidden value judgments. “He also states, “The US has only lost approximately 30 percent of its original forest area” (Ibid., p. 112) as though that is an insignificant amount—again, a value judgment.”

# Reading p. 112, it is evident that the word only applies to a comparison between the forest loss in the US and Europe (who lost 50-70 percent). It is not a value judgment.

* Accusation: Biased optimism. “Throughout the book, we are told that because we know how to do things right, we “will.” (I’ve italicised Lomborg’s optimistic language in several examples here.) “Additional dams alone will produce another 1,200 km3 in accessible runoff” (Ibid., p. 157), so water scarcity will not be a problem.

# The whole sentence on p. 157 reads “In a projection from International Water Management Institute it is assumed that we will need an additional 600 km3 to increase agricultural production in the future.1135 Acquiring the extra 760 km3 should be within reach as it is projected that additional dams alone will produce another 1,200 km3 in accessible runoff.1136” 

Our comment: This is not Lomborg’s optimistic view, but a reference to a projection from a scientific paper in Bioscience, Ref. 1136. For the following of Gleick’s examples Of Lomborg’s use of the word “will”, he nowhere mentions that they have in each case been preceded by a thorough (and referenced) discussion by Lomborg. We think he is splitting hairs.

M. Grubb

In Science 294, 1285-7 (2001).

* It is stated that a “don’t worry” message is promoted. 

# On page 5 TSE is stated: 

“However, pointing out that our most publicized fears are incorrect does not mean that we should make no effort towards improving the environment. Far from it. … What this information should tell us is not to abandon action entirely, but to focus our attention on the most important problems and only to the extent warranted by the facts”. 

(www.lomborg.com)

*In general the failure to cite most major environment reports, is noted, with giving as a single example the EU official assessment, which is not in the reference list.

Our comment: This is incorrect. See TSE page 453. 

(www.lomborg.com)

All major reports from UN committees, Worldbank, and local environmental agencies are cited. 

Jesper Gundermann

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002) chapter 6

* It is striking that a considerable ’recycling ’of arguments from American lobby organizations is in evidence. Practically all arguments presented by Bjørn Lomborg and his undergraduate students have already been advanced on the websites of American greenhouse skeptics: 1) CO2 concentrations are not at all on the rise 2) Increased concentrations were not necessarily caused by manmade emissions 3) Natural carbon flows are so much bigger than manmade flows – so presumably a small change must be immaterial 4) Plant growth increases with increasing CO2 concentration,and thus increased missions will be absorbed 5) The additional warming caused by CO2 and other greenhouse gases would rather compare to topping an eiderdown with a thin sheet 6) A large part of the temperature rise happened before emissions arising from the combustion of fossil fuels gathered momentum around 1940 7) Researchers agree that there will eventually be another glacial period, and by then, we will sure be glad of a global warming!

Our comment: Lomborg has discussed two of the seven arguments, namely 5) and 6). Lomborg and his co-workers have never put forth any of the other five arguments. This was pointed out in his reply to the Danish version of SQSA in 1999. Nevertheless, this part of SQSA is an exact translation of the Danish original.

(www.lomborg.com)

Anders Christian Hansen

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002) chapter 3

* Matters get muddled when Lomborg says that a societal interest of 4-6 per cent

’...actually means that we are making sure we administer our investments sensibly so that future generations can choose for themselves what they do – and do not – want’. (p. 314) A viewpoint which, once more, Lomborg underpins with a reference to the IPCC report – and another case of ‘borrowed plumes’, since no such argument is found in the report!” (p14-15)

# Lomborg wrote: (TSE 314)

“These [previous] arguments indicate that it is probably reasonable to have a discount rate of at least 4-6 percent. But it does not mean … that we are saying to hell with future generations. It actually means that we are making sure we administer our investments sensibly so that future generations can choose for themselves what they do – and do not – want. (Note 2647: Wildavsky cited in IPCC 1996c:132-3.)”: 

“Over 100 years, an investment at 5% returns 18 times more than one at 2%. Thus, where some redistribution of future returns is possible, society would be foolish to forgo a 5% return for a 2% return. …”

Wildavsky (1988) explains the point in the context of health and safety regulations:

“Insofar as we today should consider the welfare of future generations, our duty lies not in leaving them exactly the social and environmental life we think they ought to have, but rather in making it possible for them to inherit a climate of open choices – that is, in leaving behind a larger level of general fluid resources to be redirected as they, not we, see fit.”

It should be obvious, that Wildavsky exactly point out that we should leave the choice of actual consumption to future generations and that we should choose high returns over low returns. ACH’s claim that I (BL) misquote the IPCC is clearly wrong.

(www.lomborg.com)

* According to Lomborg, the share of GDP that the Kyoto agreement is going to cost us is 1.5 per cent. (TSE:303) This calculation assumes an agreement that completely disallows quota trade. Moreover, it is related to GDP in the year 2000. To be sure, such agreement has not been on the table since the mid-1990s, but of course 1.5 per cent does sound somewhat more forbidding than 0.13 per cent.” (p46)

# Here is what I (BL) actually wrote:

“The cost of the Kyoto Protocol is depicted in Figure 158. If no trade is allowed the cost is estimated at $346 billion a year around 2010. That is equivalent to about 1.5 percent of the region’s present GDP. If trade is allowed within the Annex I countries, the cost drops to $161 billion annually. If trade is only allowed within two blocks of Annex I (EU and the others), then the cost increases to $234 billion. However, a large share of the cost is borne by the EU, since it is cutting itself off from the benefits of trade, whereas the US, Japan and the others will actually fulfill their Kyoto targets more cheaply, because they will not have to compete with the EU in buying emission permits. Finally, if global trade were an option (a problematic assumption, as we will see shortly), the cost could be cut even further to $75 billion.” (TSE:303)

Here I clearly indicate that there is a range of costs depending on the trading, not just one option. ACH is less than faithful to my text in his quote.

(www.Lomborg.com)
Jeff Harvey

E-mail exchange between Harvey and Mark Wickens on Wicken’s homepage Jan-Feb. 2003.

*Lomborg’s selective bias is demonstrated in his chapter on acid rain, where he states that the claim that acid rain kills forests is not borne out by evidence. Lomborg selectively omits piles of studies that contradict his conclusions, e.g. Dr. Robert Bruck of North Carolina State University has examined acid rain’s effects on forest health and concludes that: “Acid rain and cloud deposition are the primary culprits in the loss of spruce and fir forests.” 

Our comment: Mark Wickens replies: The quoted statement does not originate from Dr. Bruck himself, but from an environmental group that claims this about Bruck’s research: http://ecoconnections.catawba.edu/deforest.htm. The reference to this study is a chapter by Bruck in the book “Air Pollution’s Toll on Forests and Crops”. Here Bruck concludes in his summary: “At the present time there is no definitive proof that acid deposition is limiting the growth of forests in either Europe or the United States…. [A]ssessing the possible impacts (cause and effect) of atmospheric deposition on forest productivity is difficult and will require techniques other than those involving comparisons between affected and unaffected sites. [p. 186]”
http://www.wickens.ca/harvey_email.html
http://www.wickens.ca/harvey_reply.html
This part of Jeff Harvey’s e-mail is word-to-word identical to the text in the complaint submitted to DCSD. We have obtained the original reference “Air Pollution’s Toll on Forests and Crops” and can confirm that Mark Wickens quotes Bruck correctly. (TF)

J.P. Holdren

In Scientific American, January 2002

* He is correct in his basic proposition that resources of coal, oil shale, nuclear fuels and renewable energy are immense. But his handling of the technical, economic and environmental data is superficial, muddled and often plain wrong. His mistakes include apparent misreading or misunderstanding of statistical data as well as elementary blunders of quantitative manipulation.

# These are harsh words. Holdren should be able to back up.

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)
Jesper Jespersen

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002) chapter 1

* p. 7: “The present book [Skeptical Questions] was just one (among several) of the responses to the original Danish edition, which, apparently, Lomborg chose to ignore when reworking his book for the English -language edition.”

# “I (BL) actually replied to each and every claim in their original Danish book with a 185-page reply, available on the internet. How can one possibly claim that I chose to ignore their book?” (www.lomborg.com)

* p. 9: “It is completely unacceptable for someone in an academic environment to ‘monopolise Truth’. Presumably, this is among the very first things any university teacher will instil in his or her undergraduates (or should I say ‘ought to instil’?): that we shall never get anywhere near ‘The Truth’.”

# “First of all, it seems really strange to claim that I (BL) should try to ‘monopolize’ truth, since I’ve openly and clearly laid out all my sources and claims for others to refute. Actually, the book project of Skeptical Questions itself shows that anyone can participate (if with varying degrees of success) in the discussion of the real state of the world.” (www.lomborg.com)

* p. 9: "Figures on global food production (e.g. Figure 2, p. 9) used to evaluate sustainable development are therefore misleading.”

# Lomborg's Figure 2, p. 9 in TSE, does not show global food production, but the global grain yield per hectare. Furthermore, in the accompanying text at p. 8, it is evident that Lomborg is using the figure to criticize Lester Brown for using the global average to postulate a threatening breakdown of the sustainability of grain production. In the example that Jespersen points out, Lomborg actually says that the global average is a misleading indicator of sustainable development.

Our general comment: In his short reply to SQSA (june 27, 2002) Lomborg refutes many statements by Jespersen. Jespersen has especially challenged Lomborg’s lack of methodology. We note that in TSE the author starts each subject with listing some suspected exaggerations and tries to prove with existing datasets from his references that these are not justified. As mentioned before, the datasets mostly are from official institutions such as UN agencies. If it is clear that there has been an argument for an exaggeration, he criticizes this reasoning and he presents an alternative. With this alternative he presents his conclusions from the datasets. Frequently the criticism concerns the use of short time changes at the present for long-term forecasts, and the proposed alternative is to use instead long term changes in the past. In some cases he criticizes also the kind of indicator used to illustrate an unfavorable trend, e.g., the inability to meet current and future demands for food. In this case he considers world grain production and price in the recent past not a good indicator, and replaces it by trends in calories intake per capita per day (the method used by FAO)

T. Lovejoy

In Scientific American, January 2002

* He completely misses the point that the world’s bird fauna was reduced by seven species.

# It was written in both the text and the accompanying endnote (2048)

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* Lomborg’s discussion of the great fires in Indonesia in 1997 is misleading readers with selective information. WWF first estimated the amount of forest burned at 2 million hectares. Indonesia 165.000 – 219.000 hectares. But Lomborg fails to mention that the latter were not credible and that Indonesia and the World Bank signed off that the real number was 4.6 million hectares.

# The WWF proclaimed 1997 as “the year the world caught fire”. That is what was challenged. I (BL) clearly do not accept the Indonesian estimate and also say that satellite pictures indicated upwards 1.3 million hectares (SE 116).

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* In contrast to Lomborg’s claim, the loss of species from habitat remnants is a widely documented phenomenon. Current estimates are given in terms of the increased over normal extinction rates. He ought to acknowledge that rates are currently 100-1000 times the normal.

# On page 255 of the SE is mentioned: 0.7 percent is 1.500 times higher than the natural background extinction. 

* The chapter on forest suffers from selective use of numbers and not knowing that FAO’s data marred by the weight of so many different definitions and methods that any statistician should know they are not valid in terms of time series.

# Lovejoy neglects to say that this is the only long run data series, and that I (BL) actually point out that these data series are uncertain (SE 111)

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

Our comment: Lomborg is in his text very modest.

* From the very outset – his introductory chapter – Lomborg confuses forests and tree plantations.

# TSE page 115-116: Similarly, many allege that although forest cover has remained constant, this is because we have less natural forest and more plantations. The old natural forest has a wealth of species, while plantations consist of genetically identical trees which support very few other plant and animal species.

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

David Pimentel

From David Pimentels review of Lomborg’s book ”The Sceptical Environmentalist” in BioScience, March 2002, vol. 52 No. 3, p295-298.

* “In this effort, he criticizes countless world economists, agriculturists, water specialists, and environmentalists, accusing them of misquoting or organizing published data to mislead the public concerning the status of world population, food supplies, malnutrition, disease, and pollution”

# TSE p. 12: “… the Litany has pervaded the debate so deeply and for so long that blatantly false claims can be made again and again, without any references, and yet still be believed. Take notice, this is not due to primary research in the environmental field; this generally appears to be professionally competent and well balanced [70].” 
Ref. [70] reads: “Although we will see counter-examples, as in Pimentel et al. (1998), below.”

* “Lomborg reports that “we now have more food per person than we used to” (p. 61). Yet the Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) of the United Nations reports that food per capita has been declining since 1984, based on available cereal grains (FAO 1961-1999).”

# TSE p. 94: “But this selective figure [on food per capita] gives the wrong impression and is guided by faulty logic, as is demonstrated when we also plot the grain production of the developing world.”

Our comment: See Fig. 50 and the accompanying discussion on p. 94. See also our note where we have more detailed looked at the food per capita production.

* “Indeed, as Lomborg states, instead of losing an annual average of 17 tons per hectare, US cropland is now losing an average of 13 t ha-1 yr-1 (USDA 1994).”

# TSE p. 7: “In many ways this is reminiscent of one of the most cited European soil erosion estimates of 17 tons per hectare [28]. This estimate turned out –through a string of articles, each slightly inaccurately referring to its predecessor – to stem from a single study of a 0.11 hectare sloping plot of Belgian farmland, from which the author himself warns against generalization [29].“ – p. 7. Ref. [28] refers to a paper from Pimentel.

Our comment: Pimentel writes of the 17 tons per hectare as if this was an older valid estimate of soil erosion. It is not. The 17 tons per hectare is a entirely fictitious number based on misreadings and inaccurate referring to previous articles. See J. Boardman 1998: “An average soil erosion rate for Europe: myth or reality?” Journal of Soil and Water Conservation 53(1): 46-50 (Ref. [29] in TSE)

* “Lomborg reports – without documentation – that pesticides cause very little cancer.”

# TSE devotes the pages 228-236 to discussions on pesticides and cancer. The discussions are heavily documented with references to e.g. Doll and Peto 1981, US Environmental Protection Agency, US National Research Council, World Cancer Research Fund and International Agency for Research on Cancer.

* “Instead, he argues that only people who suffer from calorie shortages are malnourished, ignoring the fact that humans die in great numbers because of deficiencies of protein, iron, iodine, and vitamins A, B, C, and D.”

# TSE p. 25: “The press release from WHO talks about micronutrient malnutrition. This is primarily lack of iodine, iron and vitamin A. While the two are about equally important measured in human death, they are two entirely different measures….. Thus, it is simply wrong when Pimentel compares the 500 million undernourished with 3 billion lacking micronutrients.”

* “For example, cases of tuberculosis are escalating worldwide and in the United States” 
# TSE p. 23: “The only reason Pimentel can find an increase in tuberculosis cases [in the US] is because he picks the exact years to show a counter-trend.”

* “Lomborg neglects to explain that the major problem with the world population growth is the prevailing young age structure. Even if the world adopted a policy tomorrow that barred any couple from producing more than two children, the world population would continue to increase for more than 70 years before stabilizing at more than 12 billion people.”

# TSE p. 46-47: “All the same, the world’s population will continue to increase for some time beyond 2035 because population figures have a built-in “momentum”. Even when the birth rate has fallen to the replacement level of 2.1 children per woman there will be more young people in the population than old…. This momentum is already today the primary cause of population growth.” Fig. 11 on p. 46 shows a UN forecast from 2000, that the world population will grow until year 2100 where it will stabilize at 11 billion people.

Our general comment: As an example of alarmist work, Lomborg has devoted 5 full pages in the first chapter of TSE to a critical view of publications from Pimentel (The first chapter of TSE can be downloaded from www.lomborg.com). Pimentel does not mention this with one word in his Bioscience review.

Stuart Pimm and Jeff Harvey

Accusation to DCSD, March 15

*Lomborg switches back and forth between percentages and absolute numbers, depending on the trend which he wishes to highlight. This is clearly evident in the chapters on water and food production, For example on page 61 he says that the proportion of undernourished children in the developing world has fallen from 40 to 30 percent over the past 15 years. However, data on the absolute numbers are given only in the notes.

Our comment: Three sentences after this quote absolute numbers are presented for the decline of starving people in the third world.

The notes are clearly not meant to hide information but to elaborate on detailed aspects, such as uncertainties in various estimates and prospects.

On page 64 is explained at length why the use of percentages over absolute numbers is preferred by the author. On page 65 is highlighted the particular situation in the sub-Saharan region. 

S. Schneider

In Scientific American, January 2002

* Lomborg’s quote allude to secondary literature and media articles.

#Use of secondary sources (reviews) is justified. Opponents use the same sources (FAO, UNDP, UNEP, IMF, World Bank, OECD, WRI, WWI, US agencies, IPCC). Media articles were used to analyse media discussions. 

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* Lomborg quotes an article in Nature (Hadly Center 1989) uncritically and without the authors’ caveats.

# Quote is from Science (Kerr, 1997a: 1040). More literature is presented. The example of secondary source quotation seems curious at best and deliberaty misleading at worst.

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* IPCC gives a large range for the majority of projections, but Lomborg selects the least serious outcomes.

# Quotes from SE 315, 316, 317 show that selections have been discussed.

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* Lomborg quotes Lindzen’s controversial iris effect as evidence that IPPC’s climate range needs to be reduced by a factor of almost three.

# Lomborg mentions letter by Lindzen himself to SA (December 2001) complaining about Schneider’s unreasonable attack. www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

Lomborg wrote himself in the book: it might pose a challenge to the IPCC. 

Our comment: The iris effect may be controversial but Lomborg has been careful to present it.

* He quotes a controversial Danish paper claiming that solar magnetic events modulate cosmic radiation […] incoming cosmic rays as an alternative to CO2 to explain climate change. IPCC discounts this theory.

# The Danish researchers nor I (BL) say they are an alternative but a supplementary explanation for global warming.

(www.greenspirit.com/lomborg)

* Lomborg’s most egregious distortions and feeblest analyses are his citations of cost-benefit calculations. He chides the governments that they modified the penultimate draft of the IPCC’s working group II report. Lomborg cites only a single value for climate change.

# Yes I (BL) chide the governments for editing the WGII technical summary, which stated the controversial point: moderate global warming will have negative impact on the developing world, but zero for the developed world.

www.greenspirit.com/lomborg
Our comment: The paragraph in SE 300-302 is indeed scanty of numbers. But no more citations or numbers were presented by Schneider The paragraph ‘cost of warming’ is hardly more than a report of IPCC’s own struggling with cost-benefit analyses. 

World Resources Institute and World Wildlife Fund

“Nine things journalists should know about The Skeptical Environmentalist” (December 17, 2001) (http://www.wri.org/press/mk_lomborg_09_things.html)

* Global warming is not worth addressing and indeed will be a benefit for many.

# TSE page 301: “First global warming will be costly, on the scale of half a trillion dollars annually. Second, developing countries will be hit much harder by global warming, partly because they are much poorer and consequently have less adaptive capacity.”

(www.lomborg.com)

* Throughout the book, he attributes environmental improvements to increases in standard of living rather than to improved scientific understanding research or to firm environmental policy.

# Time and again I (BL) acknowledge the role of scientific understanding and policy in formulating effective environmental policy. In no way do I ever say that economic growth is the sole and sufficient condition for environmental improvements.

(www.lomborg.com)

* Lomborg asserts that in heavily polluted developing countries, rising incomes will automatically lead to similar environmental improvements, and he implies that additional research or environmental policy efforts are therefore not needed.

# I (BL) point out that rising incomes are closely connected to lower levels of local pollutions. However, I do not claim any automatic connection, which would be ludicrous.

(www.lomborg.com)

* The world’s primary tropical forests, - the great harbours of natural life – continue to disappear at an alarming rate. Re-growth of secondary temperature and boreal forests, and an increase in tree plantations, cannot hope to offset the ecological impacts, including species loss.

# With tropical/boreal forest I (BL) agree with WWF and make precisely this point in the book at page 113.

(www.lomborg.com)

* The potential changes in the climate system are not large.

# I (BL) only argue that the likely changes in the climate system will be in the low/medium end of the PPCC scenarios.

(www.lomborg.com)

* Lomborg dismisses the entire body of research and the consensus view of thousands of reputable scientists around the world that human activities have clearly changed the composition of the atmosphere.

# I (BL) hoped that I had made clear in the book that I regarded the IPCC as representing the state of the art in climate research and that the science clearly pointed to the reality of man made global warming.

(www.lomborg.com)

Hans Aage

In Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers (SQSA) (2002)

* ‘We shall never run out of energy or natural resources,’ neither shall we run out of

unspoilt environment or species diversity, for Mother Earth can easily sustain increasing economic activity, because ‘technology makes it possible to achieve growth as well as a better environment’. This is the message of Bjørn Lomborg ’s book (TSE pp 4, 176, 211).
# TSE page 4 reads: ‘We are not running out off energy or natural resources,’

p. 176 reads: ‘According to the World Bank, with increasing affluence the Western world has gradually become better able to afford to pay for a cleaner environment and at the same time polluted environment less and less acceptable. Political decisions have then follow and a cleaner environment has been achieved’

p. 211 reads: ‘In part IV we have seen that problems with pollution do not give us reason to believe that economic growth is in the process of destroying the Earth – rather the contrary.’

* How can Lomborg let himself believe that ‘new oil fields will be continuously

added as demand rises’ (p 125)?

# The section reads: ‘We explore new areas and find new oil. But since searching costs money, new searches will not be initiated to far in advance of production. Consequently, new oil fields will be continuously added as demand rises. This is part of the reason why we see years of consumption increasing and not decreasing’

In the conclusion is mentioned (TSE 135): Today we have oil for at least 40 years, shale oil can supply oil for the next 250 years at current consumption’

� “Decision regarding complaints against Bjorn Lomborg”. � HYPERLINK "http://www.forsk.dk.uvvu/udtaldebat/bl_decision.htm" ��http://www.forsk.dk.uvvu/udtaldebat/bl_decision.htm� 


�  The results of a world survey on the decision of the Danish Committee on Scientific Dishonesty in the Lomborg case. May 12, 2003. � HYPERLINK "http://www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm" ��www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm�. Protest against the DCSD decision raised by 300 Danish scientists. � HYPERLINK "http://www.math.ku.dk/~dlando/indsamling.htm" ��http://www.math.ku.dk/~dlando/indsamling.htm�.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.stichting-han.nl/Commentaren/algemeen/2.critical%20concideration.doc" �A critical consideration of the verdict of the Danish Committee on Scientific Dishonesty on the book by Bjorn Lomborg�.�Addressed to the Danish Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation. With an annex "Review of the approaches in the debate on the book".The Netherlands, April 4, 2003 (29 pages). � HYPERLINK "http://www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm" ��www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm�





� Danish Ecological  Council (2002). http://www.ecocouncil.dk/download/sceptical.pdf. This is a translated and updated version of the Danish critique “Fremtidens Pris” (The Price of Future), ISBN 87-7028-954-9 (1999) of Lomborg’s book.


� Bjørn Lomborg and Ulrik Larsen, “Godhedens Pris” (The Price of Goodness) (1999). � HYPERLINK "http://www.lomborg.com" ��www.lomborg.com�. 


� Biodiversity distortions in Lomborg’s The Skeptical Environmentalist. 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.ucsusa.org/environment/lomborg.html" ��www.ucsusa.org/environment/lomborg.html� (The union of concerned scientists)
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