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1. Introduction on the nature of this survey

First of all it should be mentioned that the purpose of the survey was not meant to be a quantitative opinion poll on the case. Some twenty scientists, from very different disciplines were initially asked to give an opinion on the note prepared by our Dutch ad hoc working party entitled “A critical consideration of the verdict of the Danish Committee on Scientific Dishonesty” (DCSD) (www.stichting-han.nl/lomborg.htm) and the answers can be read as ‘referee reports’. The result of the survey is  unbalanced because only two (5,6) in favor of the verdict of DSCD responded (although at great length). We had the intention to collect some 20 responses from those whom were expected to agree with the verdict and 20 whom were expected to disagree. Because of our own prepossession (to disagree) we were able to collect only sufficient e-mail addresses from the last group, and therefore every addressee was asked to forward the survey to anybody who was expected to have an interest in the case. Jeff Harvey (5), a major complainant in the case, remarked that he expected thousands of scientists on the opposing side, and only a few dozen Lomborg supporters on the other. One may wonder about that, but that is not relevant to the survey. Rather than counting people we were looking for arguments from both sides on the case itself, not from the different points of view whether one shares Lomborg’s ideas on environmental issues or not. 

It is, however, clear from what has been written since the decision of DCSD (January 8, 2003) in the open literature, and also from this survey, that it is not always easy to detach protest against the verdict and sympathy for Lomborg’s ideas. Moreover, those opposed to the verdict, quickly raise the suspicion against them as being Lomborg’s supporters, when they investigate in more detail the accusations and consider these not justified. 

As said, the comments received in the survey have been  read by the Dutch ad hoc working party as referee reports on ‘the critical consideration’ (see conclusions below). They are distributed among those who participated in the survey in order to inform them how others consider the Lomborg case. 

2. Analyses of the responses

No statement in ‘the critical consideration’ has been challenged by the respondents, even not by opponents (5,6) of Lomborg’s views. The latter persist in their opinion that Lomborg has been dishonest, but do not comment on ‘the critical consideration’ as such. (The longer, confidential discussion between one of us and Jeff Harvey is not circulated).

We still believe we have made the most thoroughly investigation of the accusations which the DCSD apparently failed to do. (2,12,15,16,20)  In this respect we found K.Fog, a major complainant in the case (6) on our side, who is of the opinion that insufficient attention has been given to his specific complaint. 

That complaint was studied in more detail when the English version was made available. In our opinion the compliant by Fog does not come through with respect to the accusation of ‘dishonesty’, although some of the criticism of Fog might be valuable in a scientific discussion. Several of our referees also pointed out that Lomborg might not be right in all aspects. (1,3,15,17,18,21).

This made several respondents (13,14,15,17,18,19,21) to elaborate on the quality of the debate on the book which took place before the complaints were lodged with the DCSD. Fog (7) insists that “Lomborg has shown little will to communicate in an meaningful way with his colleagues”, but especially Lindgren presents proof (17), as was done in ‘the critical consideration’,  that Lomborg did respond to his critics in an adequate way. And several others expressed the opinion that the critics showed themselves insufficient high discussion standards (12,13,18,19,21). 

A typical feature of Lomborg’s opponents is in general, that if one criticizes them one is almost immediately associated with “a right wing organization  which receives generous corporate support” (Harvey, personal communication and see 9). One is not taken seriously, is considered motivated by a preconception of what the conclusion should be and communication stops (10) subsequently. In our opinion this discussion technique is fallacious in the sense that it reverts to ad homini.  

To return to the decision of DCSD, Pagh (11) has brought to the attention some legal arguments why it should be considered as illegitimate. With reference to the statutes of DCSD. Fog (8) challenges these arguments largely, but Pagh refers to the Ministerial Ordinance, which is the legal base for the work of DCSD and to aspects of Danish administrative law. It will be very interesting to hear the outcome of the deliberations in the Danish authorities on this subject, not only for this particular case, but also for any other disciplinary body on scientific misconduct in other countries. 

3. Follow-up

As a result of the exchange of views among the participants in this survey a number of them addressed to the Danish Ministry of Science, the Danish Research Agency and a working party on the evaluation of the DCSD, the request to consider seriously the note “the critical consideration of the verdict of the DCSD” as being “very detailed and well argued”.

ANNEX

Quotes from the inquiry by e-mail on the Lomborg case.

1. Dr. Lewis Wolpert, FRS, professor of Anatomy and development biology, UCL, London.

The book (Skeptical Environmentalist) was a major work devoted to the environment from a scientific view. Lomborg may have been wrong on certain points but at least he opened up an important debate very different from that of the environmental fundamentalists who only use science when it suits their beliefs. 

2. Dr. Anthony Trewavas, FRS, professor of Cell and Molecular Biology, University Edinburgh, 

The Lomborg thing is a travesty of sense.

Read through the document (The critical consideration) and that's fine. It’s very detailed and well argued.  

3. Dr. Anthony Trewavas

All science proceeds by disagreement, those who disagree weight evidence to 

differing degrees based on experience and knowledge. However any one paper or 

book cannot be exhaustive the literature is too vast and therefore every book 

and paper is a selection of data made by the author in good faith that no 

significant paper has been ommitted.

4. Dr. Anthony Trewavas

While I remember there was one additional feature that you brought up that I intended to comment on. That is complexity.  This is a very important concept in biology as well as human affairs and needs much more exploration. The few things I have learned about complex interconnected networks is that effects on them by some stimulus or other can often be unpredictable and indeed counterintuitive.  Thus the assumption that global warming may well be bad and is to be avoided is intuively right from a conservative position (change nothing in other words) but if the effect is counterintuitive it may take us into broad sun-lit uplands. After all if mankind did evolve in Africa then presumably our metabolism is largely geared to those kind of temperatures and environment. I have to explore this in greater detail.  I have written several short articles on network behaviour and lectured on it from my own perspective on plant regulation and joined the International Systems Science Society although I found this of little use. Basically the thinking has to be done further and in much greater detail and articles written.  

5. Dr. Jeffrey Harvey, Netherlands Institute for Terrestrial Ecology, Heteren.

When you say 'balance' this may mean thousands of scientists on one side and a few dozen Lomborg supporters on the other. Putting 20 supporters opposite 20 who are critical may distort the current situation. I think that Lomborg's support comes mostly from the political right and from some social scientists. This is the way I see it anyway, and I would be glad to be proven wrong

6. Dr. K. Fog, Free lance biologist, Denmark

Concerning my own complaint, there is not a single word in the decision telling me in what way my complaint has been evaluated. So, the decision is not only unsatisfactory to Lomborg. 

Lomborg and I, agree that the decision is unsatisfactory because there are no references to precise points of alleged dishonesty. However, we disagree in our suggestions. Lomborg suggests that the decision should be annulled. What I write is that if the committees had actually treated the points of my complaint, they could not have avoided concluding that Lomborg is subjectively dishonest (i.e. cheated deliberately). Therefore, the judgment should have been sharper than it was.

The point of view of the opposite party, i.e. me (and I know that Stiesdal and Hertz agree), is that the Danish DCSD has protected Lomborg by making a decision that was milder than it should have been. The reason why their decision is so awkward and deficient is that they have tried to omit mentioning that there is strong evidence for subjective dishonesty.

7. Dr. K. Fog

The paragraph: "The consequences for GSP ruling . . . ":

You write that the intensive communication among scientists quickly brings misconduct to the light. In the Lomborg case, this is not true. Lomborg has shown little will to communicate in a meaningful way with his colleagues. 

In your reference list, you should remember to note that "Skeptical questions” is available at www.ecocouncil.dk.

8.  Dr. K. Fog

   You write about a reaction from "a Danish Lawyer". I suspect that the person referred to is professor Peter Pagh. I have read his articles in several Danish newspapers, and his 28 page memorandum to the Danish minister of science. I know his argumentation why he thinks that the decision of DCSD is illegitimate, and although he is right in a few points, in the main I think he is not right. That is exactly why I wrote to you in my last email about the statutes of the DCSD

9. Dr. K. Fog

  I guess that your opinion is pro Lomborg in advance. I understand that you are a member of a right-wing organization that works against people who try actively to improve the environment, as I do (at low salary, for idealistic reasons, completely contrary to the insinuations of Lomborg, whereas Lomborg earns extreme amounts of money by saying what the big persons in society want). So I do not expect in advance that you will feel that I am right in my accusations. But at least, I feel it is fair that my text is provided to you, and I think it is fair if you conclude that my text is not just rhetorical, but concrete and precise in many points.

10.  Dr. K. Fog

   I have read your comments. They show to me that you are not serious.

This is not an intelligent treatise of my complaint, but a systematical

misrepresentation of my arguments, clearly motivated by a preconception of

what the conclusion should be. 

   Our communication stops here

11. Peter Pagh, professor of Environmental Law, University of Copenhagen

Just for your information reflecting your intention of collecting respondents from people who "are not taking an outspoken side".  I am neither pro or contra the book of Lomborg or Lomborg as a person - but in response to the decision of the DCSD I have made a legal analysis which later has been used by Lomborg in his legal complain.

It has been very interesting to read your evaluation of not only the allegation but also on the approach taken by the Danish Committee on Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD). However, to your criticism I would like to add some legal aspects:

 

1. The DCSD has no legal basis to judge good scientific practice. Actually such a discretion was suggested by the former DCSD in preparing the Ministerial Ordinance which is the legal basis for the work of DCSD - but because of strong objections the proposal was changed deleting this discretion.

2. Its doubtful whether the Ministerial Ordinance has the necessary legal basis in an Act adopted by Parliament.

3. The decision was taken by a non existing body. According to the Ministerial Ordinance, the judgment must be made by one of three committees - but not by all of them - so in this perspective the decision seems legally non-existing.

4. Taking the wording of the Ministerial Ordinance, decisions are not allowed to be published (because of the interests of the defendants) - so also the afterwards treatment seems illegal.

5. The decision was taken in a way ignoring Danish administrative law requiring a contradictory procedure.

6. The decision does not meet the requirement under Danish administrative law to reason opinions.

 7. The decision was based on the assumption that there was no previous per-review of Lomborgs book - although such a peer-review took place.

 

 As you might know the decision of the DCSD has been appealed regarding the legal aspect - and hopefully this will bring an end to the embarrassing case for Danish scientists.

12.  David Schoenbrod,  New York Law School

I very much appreciate being kept informed. The situation is much on my mind because I have recently been drafting the part of my book dealing with Bjorn. I agree with Chris Harrison that you and your scientific colleagues spread keep pressing. As to how to do that in context I have no local knowledge so can't offer any advice.

Thank you very much for this valuable document. I continue to work on my book.

[AR: For previous expressed opinion on the quality of the debate on the case, see: “The Mau-Mauwing of Bjorn Lomborg”, Commentary’, NY September 2002, vol 114(2), page 51]

13. Dr. Antony R. Berger,Co-Director IUGS Geoindicator Initiative,Victoria , Canada

Henk Schalke has forwarded your "Critical Consideration" for comment. 

Lomborg is not the only writer who has questioned the ruling apocalyptic 

view of dying environments and species: A. Chase ("In a Dark Wood"), 

S.Budiansky ("Nature's Keepers) and Dixie Lee Ray (can't recall the title), 

but he obviously touched a raw nerve among these scientists working in 

climate and "sustainability science". I can't comment on Lomborg's book - I 

have not read it, but I am rather persuaded by your analysis that the 

Danish Committee that censored L. and the many scientists who jumped on him 

did a disservice to sensible dialogue on the state of the planet.

14. Todd Seavey,Director of Publications, American Council on Science and Health, USA.

It is best that Lomborg's arguments be dealt with in the traditional,

argumentative, piecemeal fashion that makes science work so well, rather than condemned by committee.  

15. Dr. Martin Paldam, professor of Economics, Aarhus University

Thank for your thoughtful report. I very much agree

I think it is important that the points made are not if Bjørn Lomborg is right or wrong, but that he has made a serious effort to discuss a set of important and controversial matters in an easily accessible and well documented way. I think this should be applauded not censored.

I have already signed a protest with nearly all other Danish social science professors, against the UVVU-committee.

16 Dr. Jack Hirshfelder, economist UCLA, USA

My apologies for failing to reply earlier to this praiseworthy effort on the part of the Netherlands group, in analyzing the outrageous action of the Danish Committee on Scientific Dishonesty. I fully support your summary statement: "Our conclusion is, DCSD has made itself instrumental to the opponents to censor a critic."
        I might add that, as someone who publicly endorsed Lomborg's analysis before the controversy ever began, everything I had seen since has confirmed my belief that his book is a careful, fair-minded, and painstaking study of a difficult and complex topic. Certainly, the same cannot be said of his critics.

17, James Lindgren,Professor of Law, Director Demography of Diversity Project
Northwestern University, Chicago.

It may well be that a sound, fair, effective critique of Lomborg’s work can be mounted. One is tempted to think that there must be considerable merit in the criticisms of his work, given that they are so widespread.  But when one compares the claims of Lomborg’s critics in the Scientific American with Lomborg’s point-by-point response, Lomborg appears to have the better argument on many specific claims--and the general criticisms are not stated with enough specificity for a lay person to evaluate.  

Into this mess entered the Danish Committee for Scientific Dishonesty.  One might hope for a careful examination of each specific charge and a fair evaluation of the evidence offered by Lomborg and his critics. Unfortunately, the Danish ethical report is a disgrace. The committee report carefully summarizes the charges made in the Scientific American (including many that are clearly exposed as wrong by Lomborg in his online response).  Then they announce their conclusion without any description of Lomborg's response or any evaluation of the instances determining whether Lomborg or his critics are correct. They go from charges to conclusion with almost no discussion of any evidence--as if a book debunking the claims of environmentalist scientist/activists could be determined to be false by just reprinting (without evaluation) the mostly false and misleading claims of those who Lomborg debunked in his book.  It would seem that in the report the Danish committee violates the standards that it applies to Lomborg, by excluding all discussion of the other side of the case, even the clearly meritorious parts of it.

Unless someone reads Lomborg’s response, it is hard to understand the depth of the injustice here.  Accordingly, I offer some fairly typical excerpts from the Scientific American and Lomborg’s response.  No fair-minded committee could have accepted these criticisms of Lomborg as sound without explaining why Lomborg is wrong and his critics are right.  One is struck by the unscientific mode of argumentation that Lomborg's critics adopt. (Here the well known quotes from the SA and Lomborg’s responses is omitted, AR)  

One winces to read these passages from the attack on Lomborg.  That Scientific American would print such poorly reasoned criticisms of Lomborg is disappointing.  That SA would refuse to give Lomborg full space to respond in the same forum is even worse.  That the Danish committee would simply adopt these criticisms of Lomborg as if they were sound is an embarrassment.  Part of the Danish report reads as if the committee members believed that if those whom Lomborg exposes as having done shoddy work are unpersuaded by Lomborg's response, then Lomborg is guilty of dishonesty.

As to who is right on the ultimate issue of what to do about the environment, I don't know. The Danish report settles nothing and seems to support the growing impression that the response to Lomborg is not scientific, but rather political.  Fortunately, ethical standards at the Cambridge Press seem to be much higher than prevails among the Danish Committee for Scientific Dishonesty.  

18. Ray Soper, mining engineer,  Australia

My interest in Bjorn Lomborg's work has arisen a) because I am an interested "citizen of the world" b) because I am intrigued by the philosophy of science and c) because I am involved on a government committee where dealing with the greenhouse issue is a major part of the business.

 

I have read Bjorn Lomborg's book and carefully followed the debate since it was published. I have also followed other workers who are focusing in investigating and telling the truth in relation to environmental matters such as John L Daly at his website "Still Waiting for Greenhouse". It can probably be said that I have a vested interest in this debate, but I am genuinely trying to discern where the truth lies - searching for evidence and examining what the data is saying, mostly though by reading what various workers have to say on the subject.  John Daly makes the point that despite the IPCC report, there is actually little or no data suggesting that there is global warming happening if the data is examined critically and stations that are affected by heat island effects are excluded.

Careful review of the allegations made by the Scientific American reviewers and Lomborg's response leads inexorably to the conclusion that while Lomborg might not have got it exactly right, and while I may not agree with all of his conclusions (for example, I think he too uncritically accepts that there is global warming going on without examining the evidence closely enough) there can be no doubt that he comes out of the "discussion" with a great deal more credibility and professionalism than his attackers. At the very least, Lomborg is clearly prepared to engage in a debate about the issues and the evidence, whereas it seems that his opponents are resorting to name calling and sweeping statements.

 

I think that this debate is a very important one, and I would encourage everybody to take an interest and form their own views on the issues. There is far too much "political correctness" attaching to what purport to be scientific debates, and even organizations as august as Australia's CSIRO seem to be taking political rather than scientific positions.  See their report on supposed sea level rises around Australia. 

So keep up the good work.  Foster calm and rational discussion based on the facts, and attack political correctness wherever it appears.  

19. Dr. W.F.J. Kleinsmiede, exploration geologist (em), The Netherlands

No doubt Mr. Lomborg intended to evoke debate on a very controversial subject in the hope of coming to a constructive exchange of views. Unfortunately, most of the IPCC environmental scientists have never favored debate.  Those unhappy with Prof. Lomborg's views could have re-acted in a civilized manner but chose not to do so, thus undermining their own case: which makes me wonder what the background is of the DCSD members. Concerning formulating a Code of Good Scientific Practice, I would like to make two points arising out of my experience.  1) the worst crime any scientist can commit is to come up with a theory first and then try to fit any subsequent data into that preconceived theory, rather than formulate one after data-gathering and interpretation.  2) environmental pressure groups always play the "worst case scenario" in order to maximize attention and possibly funding. A "maybe" is not very compelling.  Scientists should never attempt to do so under any circumstances.  Results should be reported as such

20. Graeme Olsen, B.Sc. (agriculture) Hons. (agric. economics), University of Western Australia

Thank you for attempting to establish clear guidelines for promoting good scientific practice, prompted by the adverse finding against Bjorn Lomborg  by the Danish Committee of Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD). This committee appears to have followed an unsatisfactory process in reaching its decision in the Lomborg case. The reasons for its verdict, published on its website (English version), are not adequate grounds on which to base such an adverse finding. Three weaknesses are:
 

1.  It appears that the committee relied on the judgment of the complainants, without independent investigation of their complaints. If so, this is a very unsatisfactory mode of operation for a committee responsible for investigating scientific dishonesty.

 

2. The DCSD should not have allowed itself to become involved in this issue unless it received evidence indicating that Lomborg had committed clearly identifiable malpractices, such as the fabrication of data, the omission of specific data points, or the selective use of short data segments from within larger data sets, to suit his arguments. This complaint was made against Lomborg in general terms, and formed part of the committee's adverse finding, but no specific examples were published by the committee to support its decision.
 

3. The DCSD appears to have based part of its adverse finding against Lomborg on his interpretation of the scientific literature. Lomborg attempted to present a complex series of arguments on a number of environmental issues, based on his interpretation of primary and secondary scientific references. It is unreasonable to investigate his behaviour in terms of "scientific dishonesty" (unless he engaged in persistent data corruption, as discussed above) - because Lomborg attempted a work of interpretation. It is normal for different people to interpret information differently, come to different conclusions, and continue to argue with and try to persuade others with whom they disagree. This is part of the process by which human societies make decisions involving collective action. Disagreement between people over the interpretation of complex information does not mean that one or other has engaged in dishonesty!

 

There are three clear messages that come from the Lomborg case.

 

a.) A committee whose purpose is to identify fraudulent behaviour in science should restrict its investigations to cases involving matters of fact, not matters of interpretation or opinion. A clear distinction also needs to be made between bad or sloppy science (which is not a crime!), and deliberately fraudulent science.
 

b.) The committee must have sufficient resources to carry out an independent investigation of suspected fraudulent behaviour.

 

c.) Disagreements over the interpretation of scientific issues are best resolved through open presentation and discussion of opposing points of view, not through committees investigating scientific dishonesty. 
 21. Graeme Olsen

I have followed the "Lomborg debate" with interest, and was not impressed by the four critics responses in Scientific American. Much of their criticism was in the form of "Lomborg's errors are too numerous to mention", and where specific comment was made, it was often on relatively minor issues, or was of a very dubious nature. Some articles contained strong personal attacks that have no place in formal scientific debate. The critics allowed their annoyance to cloud their scientific judgment, and failed to counter the broad thrust of Lomborg's conclusions with clear and logical rebuttal of his main points. The articles were a great disappointment, and mark a missed opportunity for a sensible discussion of the issues raised by Lomborg.
These articles, and the way in which responses from Lomborg were  handled also reflected very badly on Scientific American.

 

Of greater concern is that the Danish Committee of Scientific Dishonesty (DCSD) appears to have based a large part of its adverse findings against Lomborg on these partisan Scientific American articles, even though they were written by scientists with a known antagonism to Lomborg's conclusions in their respective fields, and despite their lack of scientific rigour. Surely the DCSD didn't accept these four journalistic pieces as "the voice of science" without seeking some supporting evidence, or a wider range of views?

 

No doubt Lomborg's book is not perfect. It is sure to contain some errors in detail, and interpretations that could be questioned, but it leads the reader to some important conclusions:

~ There is a tendency for environmental groups, the media, and some scientists to promote the negative and the hypothetical, and ignore the positive and the real, even to the extent of making blatantly untrue statements.
~ Some professional scientists and scientific organisations have confused the processes of science with the politics of environmentalism.

~ There are grounds for optimism that humans will be able to solve many large environmental problems, and that the future can be a better place for all of humanity, and the planet we inhabit,

~ We must set priorities on problems to solve, avoid spending scarce resources on lower priority issues, and use rational decision-making processes to spend our resources wisely.
These are important issues, and Lomborg has done us a favour by bringing them to our attention. It's a pity that many of Lomborg's critics have overlooked the larger issues raised by him, and that the DCSD has engaged in an unsound process to make an adverse finding against Lomborg based on a small collection of critical articles.

22. Prof. Dr Peter Setlow, The Department of Biochemistry at the University of Connecticut School of Medicine.

This was fascinating reading, as my reaction is that this was to some extent a witch hunt against someone who had rebelled against the true faith". Years ago I'm sure Lomborg would have been burned at the stake-or at the least excommunicated. It would appear that ndividuals with much to gain from the currently "orthodox" position on the state of the world have done science (and also the world!) a disservice. The situation is similar in some respects to the arguements in this country over the "heathiness" of a low fat diet, something that is now suspected as contributing to the epidemic of obesity and type II diabetes here. Evidently there was also a good bit of unjustified villification of individuals that tried to challenge this bit of  orthodoxy as well.

23. Dr Thomas Frello, Copenhagen K

I hold a PhD degree in physics and I am thus familiar with scientific

methods and discussions, but I must stress that I have not made any research in the environmental area. For the past year I have followed the debate between Lomborg and his critics in great detail. I dare say that I have read just about everything Bjørn Lomborg and his critics have written in Danish as well as English, amounting to several thousand pages. Although I am no great fan of Lomborg, and although I think much of the criticism raised against his writings is well founded, I have been quite chocked by the lack of honesty and extremely one-sided views that a great number of Lomborg's critics have presented. You describe much of the critisism against Lomborg as dogmatic, and I couldn't agree more. When I read the ruling of the Danish Committees on Scientific Dishonesty, I was frankly appalled by the almost complete absence of scientific content and by the one-sidedness of their ruling. And let me I emphasize again: this is not because I am a great fan of Lomborg.

Your approach - to evaluate the accusations one by one in some detail – is to me the only useful way to proceed in the Lomborg-debate. Much too often an verbally convincing critique is followed up by faulty examples, or more often, by no examples at all. And since a statement like the one I have just made should be backed up with examples to be taken seriously, I'll mention a few examples at the end of my letter.

24. Paul R. C. Goard, B.Sc. Secretary  (1994-1998) of the Sydney 

Centre of the Australian Meteorology & Oceanographic Society.

Re: Bjorn Lomborg's book, have only read the first chapter, The Litany, as published on his web site.  I had no real argument with this section as I, too doubted many of the theories, projections and predictions coming out of the IPCC documents and other literature. 
The oft quoted predictions (in particular by the media) are derived from the data of the 1980's and using crude models which did not predict correctly what has happened in the intervening years.  There are now several recent papers which support this view.

I did read the criticisms in Scientific American, but found them unconvincing.  The crtics disagreed on several points. That Lomborg made a few error is not surprising and even forgivable, but the thrust of the criticism obviously was in line with the views of the editors. 

 One got the impression that the book contained a large volume of material which the critics did not like, but were unable to refute. 

25. Paul R. C. Goard
Problems in refereeing and publishing scientific papers:  

1.  For a technical paper about a new technique, device or even theory, from an establishment which has been reviewed internally, publication should and often is straight forward, but it is not unusual for the publisher's external referee not to have a clue about the subject and may make only superficial comments, not having the time to explore the subject.  

2.  For a paper which is presenting the results of experimental or environmental data, a referee who does not see the raw data, has no idea whether the data has been "selected" or massaged, or whatever, to obtain a result in keeping with the establishment's policies, or not.  If it 

does not comply with the editors' views it may be rejected, or blocked from publication or delayed by the journal.  

25. Paul R. C. Goard

As to accusations of plagarism:  Some people call quoting even part of an original statement without quotation marks as plagarism, while to do so, using a lot of quotation marks, can make a discussion messy, while to use another term or expression is misrepresenting the original.   

When the appropriate reference is made to the original author and publication, which Lomborg has done, can hardly be called plagarism. 

In the preparation of Lomborg's book, there may be some problems arising from Lomborg's translations from original English or other languages to Danish and back to English for that version.  However, with Lomborg's huge number of references and his assessment of them, any as to their statistical veracity, it is difficult to believe that any one can unequivocally say that Lomborg got it so wrong, or was dishonest!

