FURTHER INVESTIGATIONS OF ACCUSATIONS OF LOMBORG OF SCIENTIFIC MISCONDUCT 
II.  A misleading interpretation of J. Jespersen of the book in the publication of the Danish Ecological Council “Skeptical Questions, Sustainable Answers”.
A. Rörsch, Leiden, 2 May 2003

In the booklet “Skeptical Questions, Sustainable Answers” the first chapter is written by Jespersen, professor in social sciences in Roskide University, Denmark with the title “Science, method and ethics; Lomborg’s ‘journalistic’ method”.

The booklet by the Danish Ecological Council is an answer to the ‘Skeptical Environmentalist’ which as such can be considered as an appropriate way to express disagreement with another scientist’s publication. The tone of this introductory chapter is one of the strongest personal attacks on Lomborg ever written. It can be read as a critical book review, but unmistakable from the prepossession that Lomborg’ conclusions can’t possibly be right. 

The interpretation of Jespersen of the book is here identified as ‘misleading’ because he fails to challenge the major issues in the book, which concern the exaggerations of  many environmentalists (and environmental organizations) of environmental hazards foreseen in the past.
Jespersen refers frequently to the atheoretical approach of Lomborg, without making reference to ANY theory in sustainable development. 
He does not present a singly proof of bias or selective citation. 

It should also be noted that Lomborg responded to the Danish version of ‘Skeptical Questions’ at large. His comments were deliberately omitted from the English version.

I Can raise 49 critical questions on the essay of Jespersen (available on request) just to illustrate how weak his protest to Lomborg is. It may well be that quite a number of these questions could be answered in an adequate way in a second round of scientific discussion. But the point to make here is, that if one criticizes a colleague (put him on the stand for the public at large) the critique has to be made specific, not wrapped up in insinuations of incompetences. To do so is poor scholar practice.

I consider Jespersen’s introductory chapter in the ‘Skeptical Questions’ as a shame. This is very unfortunate because other authors have produced valuable criticism on Lomborg’s treatise,e.g. Christensen  (biodiversity is more than extinction rates; see note III in this series) and also K.Fog whom I have criticizes in a preceding note on his misleading approach. 
