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1. About "ordinary" and "star" involvement in a policy debate
It is not certain whether the Lomborg's case captures the most accurate problems that scientists and academics have to face in matters relating to environmental policy debates. Today, with the wide development of new technologies, how can, should - or should not - "the average", or ordinary scientist be involved in the consequences of the applications of his work ? Think about GMOs, or about potentially toxic substances used in industry, for example. These are applications that are shaping some aspects of our present and of our future. But these are domains where thousands of scientists have their specific knowledge. How do they intervene with the policy decisions that are taken ? This is generally not achieved by speaking out on environmental threats, but by caring about their responsibilities originating mainly from their daily work, in a number of unremarkable and ordinary ways. I will come back to this question at the end of this contribution.

On the other side, with Bjorn Lomborg, we are not dealing with the figure of an average scientist, but with what can be described, in our media world as a star. For instance, Time Magazine named him in April 2004 one of the world's 100 most influential people. The name Lomborg is now the object of more than 140 000 entries on Google, and the subject of 400 media articles, and dozens of scientific papers and web sites. Lomborg, who presents himself as an academic, does not intervene on some specific topics of his speciality, but on the whole range of environmental problems. Obviously, he stands as a major case study for environmental policy polemics in the early years of 2000. As a professor in environmental studies, I have somewhat investigated this case with some colleagues
.

2. Lomborg's story line
Let us first have a brief look at Lomborg's story line. In the late 90s, Bjorn Lomborg, a Danish lecturer in Political Science, who taught statistics - not at all a specialist in ecology - took up the challenge of invalidating, with careful use of data, the very optimistic view on environmental threats supported by another author, Julian Simon, a senior US economist (J. Simon was already active against environmental pessimists, or "doomwatchers", in the early 80's)
.
To his great surprise, he argues, Lomborg, who claims to be an ex-member of Greenpeace
, realised, theme after theme, that the whole litany of the environmentalists just did not hold. All these problems, this litany of problems Forests depletion, Climate change, Biodiversity and so on, with the help and sympathy of the media, had been much exaggerated, claims this author. They are not that serious, some are artefacts, many have been overstated. And, what is worse, these problems attract an undue share of economic means, which could be much better used for the sake of development, economic development
. This conversion, based on facts, is the story line that will be cited on and on by the media.

Lomborg proclaimed then to publish the real state of the world. This expression is to be taken in contrast to the usual State of the world, which are reports annually published by Lester Brown and his Worldwatch Institute, a notorious figure that will be attacked by Lomborg, together with the litany of the environmentalists. Environmentalists being, according to him, an aggregation of academics, public offices and NGOs.

3. Lomborg as a star

And B. Lomborg became a star. After a first version published in Denmark
 in 1998, the book The Skeptical environmentalist. Measuring the real state of the world (further referred to as TSE) is published in 2001. It includes nearly 2900 notes, and 1700 references. The author presents his work as the committed attempt of a scientist to tell the truth on some burning issues, his responsibility, and of course his right, to speak. Its scientific armour is a massive piece of the whole enterprise. His publisher, Cambridge University Press, is conscious that this book will arouse polemics, but considers that he is not out of his role
. 

A great number of articles get published in the media, generally seduced by Lomborg's story line.

· "... probably the most important book on the environment ever written." The Daily Telegraph (27/8/01)

· "This is one of the most valuable books on public policy - not merely on environmental policy - to have been written for the intelligent general reader in the past ten years. ... The Skeptical Environmentalist is a triumph." The Economist (6/9/01) 

· "The Skeptical Environmentalist is the most significant work on the environment since the appearance of its polar opposite, Rachel Carson's Silent Spring, in 1962. It's a magnificent achievement." Washington Post Book World (21/10/01).

Despite the polemics, but also, of course, because of them, the editor records a constant rise in sales, generously exceeding the 100 000 copies. The book will be translated in 10 languages (and by mid-2004 in French).

In the course of this editorial success, Lomborg is propelled in 2002 as the director of a new public institute for environment put up by the Danish conservative government
. But he abandons this charge at mid-2004, for personal reasons he claims, and not because of polemics
.

4. Real or flawed science ?

Many scientific papers on Lomborg's case
 are devoted to understand how such a huge discrepancy can happen between the usual global environmental assessment, generally quite bleak, and the one made by The Skeptical Environmentalist, far less dramatic. This is even a matter presented as a case study in university courses. So, is TSE real or flawed science ?

Lomborg's book was examined, and condemned, in 2002 by the Danish Council for scientific dishonesty. This committee is administered by the Danish Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation. The chairman is a High Court judge, and the ordinary members are scientists
. The Council’s main conclusion is that Lomborg’s approach has selective empirism as a pervading trait. For the Council, the author uses an edited dataset as a foundation of his discussion of the different assertions that he wishes to verify or disprove, and makes a selective use of them, not paying enough attention to comparing the pros and cons of his position. So the book was declared to be objectively dishonest and clearly contrary to the standards of good scientific practice
.
However, in December 2003 The Danish Ministry of Science, Technology and Innovation itself rejected the DCSD advice
. These events illustrate the difficulties, not the least procedural and juridical, of putting a clear frontier between real and flawed science, and the inevitable interactions between political influences (at large) and scientific regulating bodies.
Probably the most influential attempt to clear this amazing controversy is to be found in the articles published by the Scientific American. Four senior researchers were asked to examine the chapters of Lomborg's book, each one in his speciality
. 
By means of numerous examples, they illustrated the selective use of data already mentioned. But Lomborg energetically fought back with letters to the editors and detailed comments on his web site, never willing to recognize these criticisms. He is still arguing that his work complies with good scientific practice.

5. Summarizing the interactions of actors in this case

An academic uses a scientific approach to formulate sharp criticisms on a sectoral policy and to advocate other orientations. His open purpose is to influence political decisions, and he gets very actively involved in this attempt
. A professional use of the media is accomplished : elaboration of a story line, intense presence in the media, polemic and moral discourse by a scientist. Sales keep on rising (TSE is the book on environment to read, for a non specialist, nowadays).
The book is convinced of numerous errors, generally due to biased sources but the matter of determining whether this work is scientific or not remains controversial. It shows difficult, almost impossible, to take action against its diffusion on this ground.

It presents a political, not a policy perspective. I quote here an article of R. Pielke : "For science, a policy perspective implies increasing or elucidating the range of alternatives available to decision makers, by clearly associating the existing state of scientific knowledge with a range of choices. By contrast, a political perspective seeks to decrease the range of alternatives (often to a single preferred option) available to policy makers, i.e., to limit the scope of choice"
. The good relations linking Lomborg to the conservative political party that has financed the new Institute are an important part of the story.

A scientific editor considers his role to publish such a book (after peer review, even if this peer review has been contested), considering that the real peer review will occur after publication, within scientific debates. Indeed some scientific journals and numerous web sites offer many possibilities of debating the book. In the environmental scientific world it is not difficult to get the elements of a rich debate, but they seem to be mostly limited to specialised sources. The media remain generally seduced, focused on a media "star". Without any obstacle TSE remains generously cited and used by writings in phase with its views.

So, all together, the figure seems mixed. Freedom of speaking out was certainly respected. Debate did occur. But main questions remain about the use and consequences of scientific caution in a highly polemical policy subject.

6. Engage in the debate ?
It is nothing new that some scientific reports support particular interests. Skeptical environmentalism deeply comforts a recent trend to weaken down environmental agreements, or more largely to dismantle some parts of a public policy (something that Lomborg's book rarely sees as a source of progress
, but rather as a threat to his conception of sound economic development).

One of the interests of Lomborg's attacks on environmental doomwatch was that in some cases indeed, the figures of environmental disasters had been exaggerated. So, as in many major polemics, the time was ripe, the time was right. Doomwatch has been a dominant story line chosen by many environmentalists, and it could be revitalizing to consider it more acutely
. Unfortunately, and this is our position in the paper already quoted
, the new story line was just a simplistic opposition. 
Whatever their opinion, it seems to me that qualified academics are in a position to be required to react on this kind of occasions, in order to test and communicate their knowledge. It is difficult to escape the demands of the public realm to have respondents to Lomborg's critics. Difficult also not to see that a poor implication of academics in this kind of debate will, in the end, have consequences for the political decisions that will be taken concerning some problems they deal with. Moreover scientific editors, media, all kinds of debate arenas, are also needed to offer possibilities of debate. Which they did, to a certain point.
Concerning more widely the rights and responsibilities of academics when it comes to getting involved in the public realm,
 we should distinguish between involvement in a subject they work on or some other subjects.
In the first case, the responsibility seems to be quite obvious, at least when they are asked for, and moreover if they are supported by public financing. But their influence on the debate would increase if academics could better understand the functioning of the media (repetition, story line, lack of nuance), and, just as important, the demands of decision makers.

Media rationality, like it or not, is something else than scientific rationality. And policy rationality differs quite a lot from the simplistic idea of good decisions taken on the basis of sound science. As a matter of fact, "Scientific proof is rarely what is at stake in a contested environmental or health issue"
. When scientists are confronted with this rationality, they may be inclined to withdraw into their usual scientific activities. But do these not have policy influences as well ?

7. Ordinary policy involvement of scientists ... through their activities

In matters of public policy, in principle, science should tell about the consequences of a choice, but leave this choice to the elected decision maker and public servants. In reality, these are sometimes quite isolated, and for numerous reasons, do not necessarily get all the best information. 

It might well be that, in the end, the most influential actions of scientists in relation to decision makers occur through expertise activities, not necessarily publicized. At least this seems to be – looking at our practice - what many academics believe about their own activities. However, it remains to be seen whether the public debate could not require more attention from us. If the use of our works is entirely left to the users and to those who finance a research, have we entirely completed our job ?

But this implication will not go without some obstacles. In many cases, experts working for private interests encounter serious barriers to express themselves with objectivity in the public realm. 

In some situations, even basic expression of academic freedom is prevented. In Byelorussia, for instance, a nuclear scientist, member of the Academia, has been in jail since 2001 for having conducted studies on the effects of radioactivity on children
.

In democratic states, a very common obstacle comes from the difficulty to intervene in debates that are outside a narrow speciality - and nearly all of academics are specialists. An academic might sometimes feel uncomfortable if he uses a moral credit that he enjoys to conclude in an authoritarian way on issues he poorly knows. On the other hand his engagement may be justified as a citizen and in some case even more than for many citizens who do not have access as easily to information, analysis, and media echoing. There should be a variable equilibrium to find in these contexts. However, there are several possibilities for participating in informed debates, like for instance consultative councils (but there are other possibilities as well), where scientists are confronted, within a procedural frame, with the positions of different stakeholders in the society, and therefore, where they can sharpen or deepen their analysis. 

As a minimum, and as a kind of label, academics should remain clear about the limits of their knowledge, and on the matters of their relations and interests. Two aspects that proved particularly weak in Lomborg's case.

� For more details, see E. Zaccaï, F. Goor and B. Kestemont "Quelle importance à a l'environnement ? Enseignements du cas Lomborg", Natures Sciences Sociétés (12) 42-49 (2004). This paper cites nearly 20 scientific papers centered on Lomborg's book before September 2003. A more recent (2004) special issue in Environmental Science and Policy is used and cited hereafter. Main relevant web-sites are : � HYPERLINK "http://www.lomborg.com/" ��www.lomborg.com/�, � HYPERLINK "http://www.anti-lomborg.com" ��www.anti-lomborg.com�, www.lomborg-errors.dk/


� This challenge is sometimes referred to as The Bet. B. Contre Ehrlich, Holdren et d'autres, il parie 10 000 USD qu'après 10 ans, le prix de certaines mat I (qu'ils choisissent) aura baissé. Et ils perdent. L'histoire est racontée par Lomborg dans le long site qui reprend sa réponse au Scientific American.Lomborg offered P. Ehrlich, J. Holdren, and others, to bet $10,000 that any given raw material – to be picked by his opponents – would have dropped in price over a time frame of ten years. And they lost. The story is told by Lomborg on a web site that presents his reply to the Scientific American (see below). http://www.greenspirit.com/lomborg/


� Following Greenpeace Belgium, this is not proven.


� Lomborg will reiterate and expand this line of thinking. Including texts of numerous authors, based on a conference held in 2003, he edited in October 2004 Global Crises, Global Solutions, still at Cambridge University Press. "In a world fraught with problems and challenges, we need to gauge how to achieve the greatest good with our money. Global Crises, Global Solutions provides a rich set of arguments and data for prioritising our response most effectively" (presentation of the editor).


� Titre Entitled Le vrai état du mondeThe real state of the world,Idée est de prendre ce qui est vraiment significatif, the declared aim was to select what is really significant and based upon true data.


� Editor : Ch. Harrison, paper:  "Peer review, politics and pluralism", Environmental Science and Policy 7(2004) 357-368.


� Director of Denmark's national � HYPERLINK "http://www.imv.dk" �Environmental Assessment Institute�, February 2002-July 2004.


� In interviews, Lomborg explains that he is essentially a researcher, and was tired of being involved in managing duties. However, he will continue to work as a consultant for the institute.


� Some are listed in our paper. See also the web site � HYPERLINK "http://www.lomborg-errors.dk/" ��http://www.lomborg-errors.dk/�


� "This lends a journalistic-polemical air to Lomborg’s conclusions, which lack actual scientific substance (in terms of their foundation in theoretical and critical statistics). This could in part account for the fact that Lomborg chose to use the mass media for the initial presentation of his findings". Extracit de lafrom the contribution de by J. Jespersen, professor, Dpt of Social Sciences, Roskilde University, Denmark dans  in Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers, Edited by Ch. Ege and J. Lind Christiansen, Published by The Danish Ecological Council, 2002. This book contains severe attacks against every chapter of TSE, and against the book as a whole.


� Lomborg site : http://www.lomborg.com/


� idem.


� N°286 (2002). The titles of the papers are quite evocative. J. Bongaarts,. "Population: ignoring its impact"; J. Holdren, "Energy: asking the wrong questions"; T. Lovejoy, "Biodiversity : dismissing scientific process"; S. Schneider, "Global warming: neglecting the complexities".


� "For years, Lomborg has had contact with Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the leader of the largest right-wing party. He had suggested to Mr. Fogh Rasmussen that a new institute for evaluation of the environment should be established, in order that the type of analysis performed by Lomborg could be promoted. In November 2001, the majority in the Danish parliament switched, and Mr. Fogh Rasmussen became the new prime minister. Already in January 2002, money for such a new institute was granted, and money for competing institutions was cut down. On February 26th, Lomborg was appointed as director. He got what he had asked the prime minister to give him. The new institute will have an independent advisory function vis-á-vis the government". Sceptical Questions and Sustainable Answers, (already cited), p. 220.


� R.A. Pielke Jr. "When Scientists politicize science : making sense of controversy over the Skeptical Environmentalist", Environmental Science and Policy 7 (2004) 405-417.


� For a criticism on this point of view : Grubb, M. (2001), 'Relying on Manna from Heaven?' Science, 294, 1285-1286.


� In his book La baleine qui cache la forêt (1994, La Découverte, Paris), H. Kempf tests many of such media assertions about ecology in an attempt to focus on more relevant issues which are at stake in each case. More recently (2003), a very serious and documented book about how environmental conceptions are interlinked with scientific discourse and policy was written by T. Forstyth, Critical Political Ecology. The politics of environmental science, Routledge, London.


In our paper on Lomborg we raise the question of whether a more measured discourse on environment is possible.


� See first note of the present contribution.


�N. Oreskes, "Science and public policy : What's proof got to do with it ?", Environmental Science and Policy 7(2004) 369-383.


� "Vassili Nesterenko works withtravaille notamment avec un autre scientifique,  Iouri Bandajevski Bandajevski, a physician whose:  basic studies have shown that, contrary to the prevailing scientific dogma, weak radioactive doses have considerable pathological effects. Both are convinced that the administration of pectin (a natural chemical compound found in apples) to children can prevent those effects. But in dictator celui-ci, qui est de formation médicale, mène des études fondamentales, montrant que, contrairement au dogme scientifique dominant, les faibles doses radioactives ont des effets pathologiques notables. Les deux hommes sont convaincus qu'en administrant aux enfants de la pectine (un composé chimique naturel se trouvant dans les pommes), on peut contrecarrer ces effets. Mais dans la Biélorussie du dictateur Loukachenko’s Byelorussia, it is hazardous to lay stress on the Chernobyl threat, still alive. , insister sur la menace toujours présente de Tchernobyl est dangereux. Bandajevski est incarcéré enhas been – and still is - jailed since 2001 sous divers prétextesfor various pretexts, - il est toujours en prison -, et while Nesterenko jongle juggles the regime, avoiding public statements. However, he does not receive much help from the Western scientific institutes involved in Byelorussia". (Havec le régime, évitant les déclarations publiques. Mais il ne bénéficie guère, par ailleurs, de l'aide des instituts scientifiques occidentaux qui interviennent en Biélorussie. H. Kempf, "Vassili Nesterenko, un scientifique transformé par Tchernobyl", Le Monde, 24/4/04).
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