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awareness as a site for communicative interaction among them. Individuals 
should participate as citizens, not as representatives of the state or any other 
corporate and hierarchical body. No concerned individuals should be 
excluded and an educative mechanism should promote the competent 
participation of persons with a material interest in the issues at hand who 
might otherwise be left out. The focus of deliberations should include, but 
not be limited to, the individual or collective needs and interests of the 
individuals involved. Thus the institution is oriented to the generation and 
coordination of actions situated within a particular problem context. Within 
the discursive design, there should be no hierarchy or fonnal rules, though 
debate may be governed by informal canons of free discourse. A decision 
rule of consensus should obtain... A neutral third party should initiate, 
lubricate and oversee discussions among interested parties."n 

Under the discursive design I propose here, the educative mechanism is an integration 
of, (i) the rational frame and evidence-based apparatus of Cost-Benefit Analysis, and 
(ii) the Bayesian protocols of subjective probability. The educative mechanism 
replaces the "Tenns of Reference" that frame traditional modes of public participation 
("Presidential Commissions," "Public Enquiries," "Environmental Reviews," and so 
on). The neutral third-party is the economist. The economist departs from the 
traditional application of Cost-Benefit Analysis in three ways. First, he or she acts, as 
stated, as third party facilitator of a discursive process. Second, the decision rule, the 
rule for welfare maximization, is not Hicks-Kaldor but rather consensus (as given by 
Dryzek above and by Buchanan and Sen earlier in the paper). In place of the Hicks­
Kaldor test for hypothetical compensation, participants examine options and sub­
options, including alternative compensation and mitigation schemes, until consensus 
emerges. Third, forecasts are replaced by probability, namely probabilistic 
expressions of the bearing of evidence, judgments and beliefs on the costs, value, 
benefits, justice and net benefits of alternatives. Participants inform such probability 
statements through the third party application of Bayesian elicitation protocols. 

Would people participate in a discursive institution like that outlined above? Two 
lines of evidence indicate they would. First, case studies of incipient discursive 
procedures reported by Dryzek and others indicate that people do participate, though 
for various reasons and motivations. One reason might be a stalemate in other areas 
of decision, such as the courts. Another might be a genuine desire for improved 
communications with protagonists. A third reason is naked self-interest wherein 
people see more to gain from participation than from abstention. This third calculus 
[self.interest] reportedly tends to dominate, "As one might expect in a world of 
ubiquitous strategic pursuit of self-interest.,,24 Such pursuit is of course anathema to 

23 John S. Dryzek, Discursive Democracy: Politics. Policy. and Pofilical Science. Cambridge University 
Press, 1990, Page 43 

l~ Ibid. p. 44 
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communicative rationality. Hence, as Dryzek observes, rationalized interaction 
immediately confronts the need to transcend the motivations that attract the 
participants. This requirement explains why the rational procedures of Cost-Benefit 
Analysis and a neutral third party are necessary - to ease participants over hurdles 
leading to an unfamiliar kind of interaction. 

The second line of evidence regarding participation stems from my own experience 
with a discursive Cost-Benefit Analysis procedure I practice in the field (see below). 
I find that the procedures of Benefit Analysis procedures to facilitate in a discursive 
process, combined with probabilistic elicitation, can lead people both to participate 
and to transcend self-interest as an original motivation. Transcendence arises in a 
number of ways. One dynamic is the appeal to what Habennas calls the 
communitarian instinct - an instinct liberated by the propensity of free but rationally 
framed discourse to allow better arguments to come into play. This seems to be 
reinforced by the pedagogical and yet non-authoritarian (non-hierarchical) nature of 
the process. Another dynamic is the appeal to self-interest itself. It appears that the 
transparency of multi-stakeholder discussion in a free but rationally framed, evidence­
based and probabilistically reasoned discourse helps defuse the efficacy of single­
issue strategic behavior and deontological debate. Compromise itself becomes a 
mode of strategic self-interest: Participants are moved to fmd consensus on what to 
do even though they might well disagree on why to do it 

Elements of an Operational Framework 

While every matter of public policy has a unique profile of issues, Cost-Benefit 
Analysis as a discursive institution (as a, "Site for communicative interaction") needs 
sufficient subject matter and procedural structure to establish a sense of place in the 
social consciousness. 

Subject Matter 

Five subjects delineate the discursive design represented in Figure 2. While the 
study process of traditional Cost-Benefit Analysis needs to be stripped away, the 
underling work breakdown structure helps define the appropriate subjects for a 
discursive process, namely (i) the problem; (ii) alternative courses of action; (iii) 
pertinent scientific theory and evidence; (iv) the bearing of theory and evidence on 
the quantification and valuation of costs, benefits and net benefits of alternatives; and 
(v) consequences, justice and reasons. "Consequences" pertains to the net benefits of 
alternative policy actions. Whereas the subject matter of traditional Cost-Benefit 
Analysis ends here, discourse theory recognizes that people do not invoke the fonnal 
calculus of consequences - costs and benefits - as the language of actual decision­
making. For most people, it is the infonnal, non-quantitative language of reasons for 
and against this or that course of action that guides decisions. Among such reasons 
might be "in-consequentialist" considerations of fairness, justice, right and wrong, 
alongside which consequence-oriented evidence (costs and benefits) adds critical 
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perspective in the search for consensus. But to succeed in that search, the discourse 
must relax the formal language of Cost-Benefit Analysis. 

Procedures 

Figure 2 depicts the procedures that animate deliberation in relation to each subject. 
These are (i) distribution of the Reference Agenda; (ii) the elicitation of scientific and 
evidentiary consensus; and (iii) the deliberation of consequences, reasons and choices. 

Figure 2: Cost-Benefit Analysis as a Discursive Institution 
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The Reference Agenda. Prepared and disseminated in advance of deliberation, the 
Reference Agenda provides detailed but accessible information in relation to each of 
the four subjccts. The Reference Book lays down a foundation for deliberation. The 
material in it is characterized as entirely preliminary. It is not a report. It is an 
agenda. 
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VI. A FINAL WORD: EDUCATING NEW ECONOMISTS FOR THE NEW 
COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

To produce economists capable of serving as masterful facilitators of public 
discourse, the economics syllabus must be significantly broadened. Cost-Benefit 
Analysis today is taught as an analytic technique, usually as part of a course in public 
finance. Cost-Benefit Analysis as a discursive institution cannot be taught as part of a 
course, nor can it be taught as a course in its own right. As it once did, the graduate 
economics syllabus must demand the mastery of moral philosophy, political thought 
and ethics. The economics student's fluency of Kant, Burke, Bentham, Habennas and 
Rawls must equal her expertise in the apparatus of Marshall, Pigou, Samuelson, 
Musgrave and Mishan. Amartya Sen the philosopher and ethicist must be mastered, 
not just Amartya Sen the economist. The syllabus must embrace social and 
experimental psychology as weB as econometrics, and Bayesian statistics as well as 
the frcquentist method. And, coursework must be supplemented with law school's 
counterpart of moot court if our universities are to produce economists ready for the 
role of facilitator. 


