AN EPISTEMIC THEORY
OF DELIBERATIVE DEMOCRACY

A thesis submitted to The University of Manchester for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in the Faculty of Humanities

2018

JonatharD. Benson

School of Social Sciences



Table of Contents

List Of FIQUIES & TabIES.....ccooo oo e e 4
Y 011 =T U UUUPPPPPRPRPPRPIN 5.
D =Tol =T = 11 o P RTPPPPPPP 6
(O] 0) Y/ gTs | g1 BT F=1 (=] 4 1T o | PP PPPPPPPPPPPPRPY 6
ACKNOWIEAGEMENLS. ...t e e e e e e emnsre s s s e e e e e eeeaaeeesnssnnneeeees il
1 Introduction: Democratic Scepticism & the Epistemic Dimension of
(D170 0 [0 1o] = (oY APPSR 9
1.1 What is an Epistemic Theory of Deliberative Democracy?............c......... 12
1.2 The Aim of an Epistemich€ory of Deliberative Democracy...................... 21
1.3 The Epistemic Properties of Deliberative Democracy............ccccevvvvveeen... 22
1.4 The Epistemic Justification of D®Cracy...........cccccovvvvviiiicceeeeeiiiiceenn 27
1.5 ThesSiS StruCture & OVEIVIEW. ......uuuuiiiiiieee e e e e eeeeieiee e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeinnneeeeeeees 29
2 The Epistemic Limits of Markets..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiime e e 32
2.1 The Market Critique Of DEMOCIACY. ......uvtiiiiiiiieeeeiii it ees 36
2.2 Low Feedback Goods & the Limits of Markets.............cccccvvvieenicnvnnnnnnn 44
2.3 A POSSIDIE ODJECHON... ...ttt 50
2.4 Deliberative Democracy & Knowledge Gathering............ccccovvvvvvieeneeeee.n. 52
2.5 Democratic Systems versus Market Systems............ooooveiiveeee e 59
2.6 Implications for Direct Democratic VOtNG.......cccooeeeeeeeeiiiiiieeeiiciee e 63
P2 A @] T 1113 [ S 68
3 Knowledge in the Systen& the Forum ..............coovvvviiiiiieeeeeeevivieeeeeee . 0
3.1 The Deliberative System & the Epistemic Fllter.............oooiiiiiicee s 72
3.2 Deliberating about Truth...........cccccoeiiiiiiiiieeecieeeeeeeeeeeee LB
3.3 Failing to FINd TrutRValUES...........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiii i 80
3.4 Deliberating about TrUSL.......cccoiiiiieiiiii e 85
3.5 HOW t0 EVAIUALE TIUST......eiiiiiiiiiiiiee e eneena s e e e e e e e e 89
3.6 Mini-System vs MIAIPUDIIC.............coooii e, 96
3.7 Citizens & Epistemic Independence.........ccccccvviiiiiiecciiieeeee 101
3.8 CONCIUSIONS.... .ot e e e e e e e e e e e anene s 107
4  DecisionMaking & the Limits of RUIES ...........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiic, 110
4.1 Decision Rule APProacChes...........oieiiiiiiiiiiiieeeie e a e 112



4.2 ProbabiliStiC RUIES........con et 116

4.3 The Limits of ProbabiliStiC RUIES.............uiiiiiiiiii e, 118
4.4 NonProbabiliSiC RUIES............ccoiiiiiiiiiii e 126
4.5 The Limits of No#Probabilistic RUIES............ooviiiiiiiiiiiie e 129
4.6 The MetaRules SOIULION............oooiiiiiiiieree e 135
4.7 The Usefulness Of RUIES............ouuiiiiiiiiieei e 138
4.8 Judgment & the Application of RUIES............coviiiiiii i, 139
v I @0 g Tod [§ ][0 o =R 144
5 The Epistemic Value of Inclusive Deliberation...............c..ovvvvviiiccneeeennnnns 146
5.1 Deliberation & JUAGMENL.........uuuiiuiiiiiiee e eenees e e e e 148
5.2 Deliberation among WhOM2............uuiiiiiiiiiii i erre s 152
5.3 Bohman & Robust Deliberation...........cccceeeeeiiiiieeeie e 154
5.4 Deliberation as Scientific INQUILY............cooiriiiiiiiiiiieee e e 157
5.5 Landemore & Cognitive DIVEISItY...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiieeen e 161
5.6 Deliberating With OracCIes...........coovviiiiiiiiiireeee e 165
5.7 A New Epistemic Account of Democratic Deliberation........................... 169
5.8 How do Citizens Actually Deliberate?............cccoovvviviiieee e, 175
5.9 Reintroducing MOtIVALIONS...........ccccuiiiiiiiiiireeiiie e 182
5.10 CONCIUSIONS.....cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitieieee bbb e e e e e e e s seeseeeeeeeaaaaaaeeeeaeessssanns 187

6 Conclusions: Replying to Democratic Sceptics & the Epistemic Theory of
Deliberative DEMOCIACY.......cccieiiieeeeeeeiiiieeieeee e e mmme e e e e eeanaaees 189
6.1 The Epistemic Properties of Deliberative Democracy.............cccccceevrce-.. 189
6.2 The Epistemic Justification of DemMOCracy............ccceeeeieesieccvvveneniiieeennn. 197
BIDIOGrapny ....eeeeeeeeieie e 201
Appendix 1: Environmental Law & the Limits of Markets ...........ccccoovvvviviiinineee. 218
Appendix 2: Knowledge & Communication in Democratic Politics.................... 234
Appendix 3: Deliberative Democracy & the Problem of Tacit Knowledge........ 252

Word Count: 79,95



List of Figures & T ables

Figure 1
Figure 2
Figure 3
Figure 4
Matrix 1
Matrix 1.1
Matrix 2
Matrix 3
Matrix 3.1
Table 1

Democratic Deliberative System

Market Deliberative System

Democratic Deliberative System with Epistemic Filter
Estimated Probability Density Functions for Climate Sensitivi
Decision Matix 1

Decision Matrix1.1

Decision Matrix2

Decision Matrix3

Decision Matrix3.1

Diversity & Diminishing Returns to Type

56

58

73
121
127
128
129
132
133
170



Abstract

Democracy haBeen encounterirgn increasingumber otritics. Whetherit comes from
a sympathyfor autocrats, freenarkets, or the more knowledgeabtkis increasing
democraticscepticismoften takes an epistemic forre mo c r ariticg &rguethat
democratic procedures and institutions anékely to makegooddecisions or produce
good outcomes interms of justice or the common good, and should, therebme,

restricedif not completelyrejectedn favour of its more able alternatives.

In the face of such scepticism, this thesis developemstemic theory of
deliberative democracy. This thedmgs two principal aimsThe first is to analyse and
define the epistemic properties of deliiesa democracyand the second is to clarifige
possible roleepistemicvaluescan play in a wider judication of democrc rule. In
accordance with the fitsthe thesisanalys the ability of deliberative democratic
institutions to make good or correct decisianscomparisonto a broad range of
prominent alternative§.hese include traditional rivassich as autocracy and aristocracy,
but also more moderand less considered alternatives such asrfrakets, limited
epistocracy and forms of technical calculatibhrough these comparisgnsis arguel
that we have no good or clear epistemic reasomefect democracy. Deliberative
democracy isfound to beepistemically superior to many of itslternativesand
epistemicallyequivalentto even its best competitor§he thesis therefore,mounts a
strong reply tadlemocra y 6 s e pcepsics Ehendnalgis, however, alstelps clarify
which form of deliberative democragyg epistemicallymost valuable pointing to the
valuesystens approaches which givee prominent roléo direct citizen deliberation.

The epistemic theory of deliberative democratsoaaims to clarify what role
epistemic values can play in a wider justification of democratic rule. The thesis argues
that deliberative democracy is epistemically superior to many of its rivals and no worse
epistemically than even its best alternativdgs Buggests that although episte values
cannot mount a staralone defence of democracy, democrats would only be required to
defend very weak neapistemic values to produce a mixed justification. Far from being
0rul e by the i ncofop bighly reliant onapnogeduraialues, the h e r e
thesis will demonstrate that epistemic values can carry significant weight in an argument

for democratic rule.
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1 Introduction : Democratic Scepticism & the
Epistemic Dimension of Democracy

Democracy distributes politicggower equally among a communityith little more
thought to the ability or competencetbbseit includesthan that theyare of adult agé

For many who have an eye on the outcomes of political decisions, this seemgelike a
strangedea Why should we&xpect a regime with such low requirentsfor participation

to produce good decisiomsd provide valuable goedo society This is an & line of
questioning which has beguarsuedy many critics oflemocracy, going back leasto

Plata Recently, however, it has startedéoeivean increaing amount of attention from

a number ofsceptical perspectives. With the rise of China anerottordemocratic
countries some have started to question whether democracy is really the most effective
political regime, while thelominanceof economic libealism has convinced manthat

the market knows best and cafficiently provide whatbloatedpdlitical institutions
cannot.Others havdegun toaskwhether democracy is really the best set of institutions

to deal withincreasingy complex political issug such as global climate changed
economiccrisis whi ch seem t oandteeqtachnical catculalioasioe x p e r
theopinionsof lay citizens Whether it is in favour of dacrats, freemarkets or the more
knowledgeablgethere is a growingcepticism that democracy is really the best system to

make good decisiorenddelivervaluable outcomes.

These general concerns about ghéities of democracy have also been gaining
attention within the theory and study ardocratic politicsSccial scientific researchas
shed light on the limited politickhowledge of the average voterdigniteda significant
debate on whether citizeage really able to cast their votes in an informedcamsideed
way (Achen & Barte$, 2016;Caplan, 2007Somin,2013. Sometheorists within this
debatetake the finding of voter ignorance to be stanming as to justify the restriction
of voting rights to the more knowledgeapbte amuchgreater role to experts determining
laws (Breman, 201%. Otherscriticise not just theability of citizens tovote but also to

deliberae and discuss political issues. They argue that such deliberation is likely to be

! Three journal articles were published while completing this thadean be found in appendix 1, 2, and

3.

2 Some democraciealso disenfranchise those convicted of a crime and/or those with certain cognitive
disabilities.



swayed byemotions and social dynamj@nd fail to track the facts and argurteeSome
evenclaim that egagement in politics is more likely to corrupt citizens and turn them
against each other, than it is to benefit the production of good public policy (Brennan,
2016; Pincione & Tem, 2006 Sunstein,2000, 2002, 2009 Yet anothe line of
democratic scepicism comes from promarket political theorists and economists.
Drawing on the tradition oFriedrich Hayek, theyarguethat onlya decentralised and
spontaneous markean deal with the complexities of providing goods in a lamgety,
something which isecessarily outside the competency of conscious democratic planning
(DeCano, 2014; Pennington, 2003. 2Q1Although they differ in their reasons, these
political theorists and scientists point in the directiorrastricting if not completely

abandomg, democratidorms of government

Democratic theoriston the other hand, hawaften placed lessemphasis on the
outcomes of political decisions. Perhaps fearing the force of these kinds of critics, they
have tended to focus on the fairness of democmticedures and how they express
intrinsic valies such asreedom orequality. These arecertainly valuable features of
democracy whiclshould not be ignored. Howeverotexclusive a focus on intrinsic
values leaves instrumental questi@msutoutcomesad be answered by demoaray 6 s
critics (Gunn, 2014)As a resultdemocratendup lacking the toolthey needo combat
the mountingapprehensiombout the ability of democracy to provide the goods that its
citizens value, whethéhis comedgrom sympathyor experts and elites étom sympathy
for the market.More recently, however, there has been what some have called an
Oepi stemic t ur n6Jorkey 2000eLawemora,t201¢;lirdbd, 804.2; y
Urbinati, 2014. Democratic theorists have startedtéke a greater interest in how
democracy might not only reggent a fair set of procedsréor addressingpolitical
disagreements, but also a set of institutianth the epistemic ability tsolve social
problemsand make good decisio(®nderson, 2006C0ohen,1989 Estlund, 2008; Knight
& Johnson, 2011; Landemqr2013, 2013h. Theoriss, such as David Estlund (2008),
have argued that the value of democracy cannot rest solely on the fairness of its
procedures, but to some extent must also rest onilisy ab make good decisions and
achieve good outcomes forcsety. If only fairness was at stake, Estlund argues, we
should be just as happettling political disagreementith a flip of a coin.Others, such
as Helen Landemore (20d)3 have taken this dcussion in a more practical direction,

arguing that democratinstitutions caractuallyachievenormativeepistemic standards

10



by pointing totheir capacityto utilise collective intelligencen orderto solvesocial
problems Although epistemic defenced democracy have a long history going bézk

the Greeks, they have seeresival in contemporary democratic theory.

The focus ofmanyo f t épesteneic démocraishowever, is ofteroverly
narrow. Followinga long traditian in political philosophy, ltey have tended to consider
only the traditional opponents of democracy such as autocracy and aristocracy. With the
rise of autocratic regimes around the world, these traditional opponents are still pressing
rivals of democracyeven in the present day. Hewer, in current political debate
challenges come just as much, if not more, from propisneffree markets who ainto
transfer the provision of many social goods away from demoa@ticol, or economists
and decisiortheorsts who believe that ther technical calculation produce better
decisions thartitizens. These more contemporalyernativeshaveincreasingy been
replacingmoredemocratic procedures even in generally democratic courfiirese the
1980smarkes have been rapidly expanded todrae the dominant mechanisms in social
life (Crouch, 2004, while instruments such as cdstnefit analysis have become
significant, andn some cases mandatory, componenisotity making(HM Treasury,
2003 Smith, 2003. So, although democratic theory $i@een an increased interest in
epistemic issues, it®cusis often bo narrow tocombatt oday 6s cri t.i cs ¢
Giventheriseodemocr ati c scept i c ghe theorywand étedgfi st e n
democracymust also beseen asit bestmixed andhighly contestedThere hasertairly
been an increased interest in the ability of democracy to make dgosionsand
increased recognitiathatthis has some role to play in theestion of whether democracy
is ajustified political regime The extentd which epistemiwalues support ormdermine

such a justificatioms, however greatly disputed.

This thesis aim#o contribute tahesedebats, and respond to democratic sceptics,
by developing an epistemtbeory of deliberative democraeyhich takesaccount of a
broad rangeof challengersboth traditional and contemporaeliberative democracy
is one of the most dominant approachesdtithe theory ad practce ofdemocracynd
has been pointed to as a promising conception to respmrdemocrag 6 itics
(Bachtigeret al 2018. This thesis will explore this possibility by developingegistemic
theory of deliberative democrawyth two principal objectives The first is tcanaly® and
define the epistemigropertiesof deliberativedemocraticinstitutionsas compared to

their alternatives and the second is tinvestigateand clarify the possible role these

11



epistemic properties can play in a etdustification ofdemocratic ruleThrough the
development of such theory this thesis will arga thatwe have noclear epistemic

reasons to favour alternativestitutionsto those of deliberative democra®eliberative
democracy will be shown to be epistemically superiangmy ofits rivals, and even in

the casef its bestcompeitors, it will be shown thathtere are no convincing epistemic
groundsfor rejecing it. This will be avery unexpectecconclusonf o r democr ac
scepticsbut also tananydemocratsvhob e | i ev e t h adluecheronlyestia c y 6 s
the intrinsicvirtuesof its procelures Contrary to these viewshis thesis will argue that

a purely epistemic analysis of politigattitutionsgivesusno reason to reject democracy

in favour of any of its prominerdlternativesPerhaps even moremexpectedo many,

the thesis also akesan epistemicase for a form of democracy which gives a prominent

role to deliberation betweeitizens and therefore forms of direct democraywell as
producing a strong r ep hegepidemictheomaf delibaratiyeé s r
democracy will also hae important implicatios for democratic theory It will
demonstrate thagpistenic values can play a vewignificant role in ajustification of
democratic ruleFar from being&ule by the incompetentanyd and therefore highly

reliant on procedural valueslemocracywill be shown to require only veryhin non

epistemicvalues given the strength of its epistemic properties.

The res of thisintroduction will set outn more detaithe aims of the thesiand
the approacbsit will use to peruse thert.will start by introduing the deliberative and
epistemic concefuns of democracy which will be the predominant focus of this research
It will not attempt dull defence of these conceptions, but rathercmoant of their central
tenetsandimportanceso that they can form the concepthatkgroundagainst whichhe
rest of the thesiwill be set The introductiorwill then go on to describe what an epistemic
theory of deliberative democracy aims to achieve,thaefore what is equired of the
thesiswhen developing such a theoRmally, it will end with an overview of the structure

and keyargument®of thethesis

1.1 What is an Epistemic Theory of Deliberative Democracy

This thesis aims to contribute to debates on the epistealue of democragyand
respond to rising democratic scepticistoy developing an epistemic theory of
deliberative democracy. Before we can say more about the aim of such a theory, we must

first consider the two conceptions of democracy which are cetatrd The first is

12



deliberativedemocracywhich has become one off hot the dominant conception of
democracyin democratic theofy It is a conception which is rooted in tpeactice of
reasoning and argumentation among free and equal citigdanpes, 1996;Cohen,

1989; Dryzek, 1990, 2000; Elster, B8-orst,2001; Habermas]976, 1996 1994a
Gutmam & Thompson2004 Mansbridgeet al 2012; Rawls, 1996 This focus on reason

and argument represent t lInedemowat theogy which t he
saw amove away from standard liberal or econoraccounts of democracy (Dryzek,
2000).These later conceptions are purely aggregative, in the sense that they focus on the
summing up of individual preferences through procedures such ag (Riker, 1982).

Casting a vote is merely a matter oftistgone® 1 ndi vi dual preferen
structure as the acts of choice mka®@e by
These preferences dteerefore taken agiven and unquestiodeand the purpose of the
democratic process is to provide & tand equal procedure to aggregate these preferences
into a social choicéeliberative democratsjternatively, argue thatpurely aggregative
conception of democracy mesthe importanceof democratic debate and discussion
which precedesoting. Preferenceand values should not be seerga®nor exogenous

to the democratic process but are rather formed and transformed through democratic
proceduresf discussion and arguantthemselvesThrough deliberation, the values and
preferences argot only aggregated bubrimed and possibly transformed relation to

the arguments and values of othd@sliberative democracy does not exclude or ignore

the importance of voting, buather highlighs the importance of the prialiscussion and

debate which informsoting. It is, thereforeé t @ lekt r i ¢ 6 a s -coepnptorsiecdd
(Chambers, 2003).

Democratic @liberation is ngthowever just anyk i n dtalkd f a fpaliticdl
matters Ratherit is Galkbwhich is free, equal and inclusiviéis free in the sense that it
should generally not involvstrategicforms of belavioursuch as ba@jning briberyor
threats (Chambers, 1996, 2003; Cohen, 1989; Dryzek, 1990, 2d@bermas, 1984,
199%). Instead deliberation is anoncoercive discussionwhere participants attempt to
give reasons which cazonvince others of their particular viewrhey should attempt to

justify their positions to their fellow citizené&s well asthis reasorgiving component

3Forgeneralsurveysofdeb er ati ve democratic theory and its di
Chambers (2003;urato et al (2017)Freeman (2000), Landemore (2017), Mansbridge et al (2012), and
Owen and Smith (2015).
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deliberationnvolveslisteningand the genuineonsicerationandreflecion of reasonsby
others Deliberation is nohagglingover political ends, but rather a proca@sswvhich
participants aim to convince each other andedonsome form afnutualunderstanding.

It involves communicative rather thastrategic action(Habermas1984. This is not to
say thatbargaining has no place in a deliberative democracy, but rather that the role of
bargaining must either beletermired by or justified in réation to deliberation The talk

in democratic deliberatioshould also bequal It shouldbe conducted on the basis of
political equality,and thereforeeveryoneincluded should have agualopportunity to
speak or influence the decisioA. discussionwhere a éw peopleor their views are
allowed todominate while others arsilencedis not democratic debate. Deliberatias
found in deliberative democraagthereforedistinct fromAthenanforms of deliberation
which endorsea drong distinction between dsewhose role it is to spealand those
whoserole it is tolisten(Remer, 2008; Yack, 2008nstead partidpantsshould engage
and their views should be consideraderns of political equality.Finally, deliberation
should also be inclusive.A group of oligarcts can engaye in deliberation as a
communicative exchange of reasan the basis of equgl. What makes deliberation
democrati¢c howeverjs that it is inclusive of the demagnlike oligarchic or aristocratic
deliberation, democratic deliberati aims to include, either directly or through
representation, all those who are eitiiéectedby or subjected to the political decisions
being t&en (Kuyper,2016*.

Although deliberative demodsawould agree that deliberation shoulel fioee,
equal and inclusive, they do of course diffeother respectne disagreement is over
what role forms of spech other thanrational argumentcan legitimately play in
democraticdeliberation(Bachtiger et al, 2010)0n the oneside there are @ssical or
type 1 deliberative democrat#o endorse eonception of deliberation which emphasises
appeals to logic andeasonand is septical of theinclusion of rhetoric and emotions
which maylead deliberators away fromationalargumen{Habermas19%). On the other
side thereare type 2 deliberative democrats who argued for a less restrictive conception
of deliberation This concetion leaves more spac®r forms of rhetoric, emotional
appeals, selinterest and storytellingalongside rational reasing (Dryzek, 2000;

Manshidgeet al 2010; Young1990. Mostdeliberative democrats will not fall neatly

4 This introduction will stick to a broad aasat of deliberationHowever, more specific definitions will be
adopedat different stages in the thesis.
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into one of these generglpes However, they do help clarifyvo sides ot debatgwith
mast theorists placing more or less emphasis on ratemgaiment and therefofalling

somewhere in between the two.dtherkeydisagreement amongliberativedemocrats

is over the sites of deliberation, and how deliberation should be institutionalised. For a

long time, particularly in the empirical turn irelidberative democracy, the majtmrcus
was onsmalktscaledeliberation withinsinge institutions. On these accounts, deliberation
takes place in structuréddrumssuch agepresentative parliaments or mpublics and

the quality of deliberation is exarmadintemally to thesenstitutions(Fishkin, 1997, 2009;
Smith, 2009. The aim of deliberative democracy on tim@tary account is to produce
genuine and authentic deliberation at the institutional lédey.issues in this approach
involve, for instancewhether deliberation should be conducted directly byens (e.g.
mini-publics) or by their representatives (e.g. parliamentary assemblies) recently
del i berative democracy has experienced
focus on sigle sites of deliberatiorDfyzek 2016 Mansbridgeet al 2012; Owen and
Smith,2015 Parkinson2008. On thisview the focus should not be amyonedndividual
forum, but rather on hownanyinstitutions contbute toa larger deliberative systerA.
deliberativesystemis made up of many differemomponents e&cof which does not
need to be fully democratic, batl shouldinteractand connect in ways that produce
democratic deliberation at the system lelilike unitary approaches then, the aim of
deliberative democracy is to produce genuine and authenileedation at the level of
the system rather than the level ofiage institutiorr. The debate between citizen and
represenative deliberation, therefore, becomes a debate about the particsiltdraste
groups shoulgblay within the larger systemilthough the systems approach is seen as
the most recent Ot ur indanyways idis dretuonga sanmeiofv e
its early roots which placed emphasis odeliberation within civil sociy and mass
participation (Chamber2009;Habermas1999.

This thesis will notake a position on these otherdebateswithin deliberative
theoryfrom the outsetThat is, it will not adopt any one position for its analyRather,
asthe epistemichteory of deliberative democradevelo through this thesist will
make contributions to these debalssclarifying what epistemic reasons we hdoee

favouring particular positionsFor instance,t will often stick to a type 1 form of

5 System theorists still value the quality of deliberation within single institutionghimkt that thesystem
deliberation takes priority over the individual level.
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deliberation, bt at severastages point tthe epistemic benefits of including a wider set
of speechacts such as appesistorytelling andrust(chapter2 and6). It will alsoargue
that from an epistemic perspective, deliberative democracy is best conceivagnmmisys
terms, but with very important rolésr the structured deliberations of mipublics wihin

the delilerative system (see chapt&r8 andb). It will advocate a systems approach with
a large role for direct citizen deliberatiorhe thesis will therefore begin from a broad
conception of deliberative democracy as free, equal and inclusivehemthrough an
engagement with its alternativetarify what kearing epistemic values have on these

prominentdebates withirdeliberativetheory.

What, havever, do wexactlymean by epistemic values? This question moges
on to the secondonception ofdlemocracy which will be central todlthesis, epistemic
democracyAn epistemic conception of democracy is a particular account of the way that
democratianstitutions are justifiedThere are of course a number of different approaches
to the justificatio of democracyTwo prominent @proachego deliberative democracy
comefrom liberalism which focuse®n a process of justification between free and equal
citizens, and from communitarianism whistesdeliberation as a process of expressing
common valuesand the common goo¢Forst, 2001). The key claim of epistemic
democratss thatthe justification of democratic institutions rgsat least in part, orhé
ability of democratic procedures to make good or correct desigfmderson,2006
Estlund, 2008Matrti, 2006; Landemore, 20L Importantly, the goodness of a decision
is defined by some standard which is itself independent of the procedure whiabguod
it, such as a conception of justice or the common §dear epistemic democrats then,
the justification of democracinvolves an important instrumental componend is,
therefore, most usefully ctiastedwith purely procedural accounts of demograeure
proceduralismholds that the value of democracy ressdely on the fairness or the
intrinsic values of democratic procedures (DH&89. What matter is that democracy
embodies or expresses important values, such as equality, freedom or autombnmot,
that it can make good decisions and lead to good o@sohihe only way to evaluate the
quality of a decision is therefote refer to the procedures which produced ih other
words, was the decision takefairly. In contrast, epistemic demotsathink it is also

6 One may want to define epistemic democracy more broadly, as any approach which involves an epistemic
component (i.e. a concern for knowledge and informed preferences) buecedsarily idependent
standards (see Chambers, 2017a). The thesis will, however, take the narrower definition so as to more
clearly distinguish the epistemic approach from purely procedural ones.
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important to evaluate the quality of decrssan relation to nosprocedural standards, such
their ability to promote justice, the common good, or basic human neatike pure
proceduralismthen epistemic democracy takes there to pecedurendependent
standards by which we can judge the gyaiita political decision procedure.

To betterunderstand this ide# is usefulto consider Rawig(1971)concepts of
Operfectd and o6i mperfect pr o caodougtoathe | u st
epstemic conception of democracdgoth perfect ad imperfect procedural justicake
there to bendependentriteriawhich definewhether aroutcomeis corect or better in
terms of justice and fairness. They are therefore distiooit6 pr e pr ocedur al
(analogous to pure proceduralismiere only the procedure itself can be used to judge
the outcomes. Perfect procedural justice, however, takes tihdre a procedure which
can guarantee or always produce the most just outcomex&ample, if we want to share
a cake, and all want to maximize their share, then the perfect procedure would be to have
the person who cuts the keabe the last person tdhaosetheir slice. Alternatively,
imperfect procedural justice takes there toaprocedurewhich can achieve better
outcomes to some level of reliability, but there is no procedure which can guarantee or
always get the best outcomes in terms of justidaimmess An example othis would be
criminal trial by jury In suchtrials, the guilt or innocence of the defendant determines
the standard of correctness independent of the procedure which the jgfgraimtheir
decision. There is not, however yaguarantee that their decision will be correct in terms
of that stadard. We hopehatjuries tendto convict theguilty and not the innocent, but

they will not always produce the right decision.

Epistemic democracy is analogous to imperfect rather preafect procedural
justice. There are independent standards which constitute teeto@ss of a decision,
but there is no procedure which can guarantee that thectdecision is always picked
Any argument for the epistemic meritsdg#mocratic proceduréger their alternatives) is,
like those for criminal tals, probabilistic. Thg ¢l ai m t hat democracy
better or correct decisions. That althougleanbe expected to make mistakes and get
things wrong, democracy cdome seen on average produce good decisions. Any
comparative claim about these merits is also grebabilistic. To say that democracy is
epistemically superior (or inferior) to autocracyaglaim that democracy tends (or tends
not) to produce moreagd decisions than autocra€taims about relative superiority do

nothave to suggest a very higvel of absolute epistemic ability as an epistemic analysis
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does not look for the perfect procedure but rather the best imperfect procedure. In
Churchillianfashion, democracy may be the worst form of governnesngp for all the

others.

Because it seeindependent standards as an important part of democracy,
epistemic democracy musten reject any form of pure procedutesm which takes
intrinsic values to be the only relevant onékis does not mean, however, that it rules
out or denies the existenoéprocedural values dher importance Although they hold
that epistemic values must pay some role in the justification of democracy, they are not
necessarily the only valueand many epistemic democrats s@eocedural fairness as
important (e.g. Estlmd, 2008; Landemore, 2043 Argumens about the ability of
democracy to achievendependent standardare freestanding and conceptually
independent of procedural argumer@smehave argue@gainst thiconsisencyon the
basis thatan epistemic reading fodemocracycorrupts normative standardsuch as
political equality, because they subordinateemto instrumental values (Urbinati and
Maria 2013). However, there is no reasahy epistemic democracy museenon
epistemic values as subordinate to emst ones nor does it appear that epistemic
democratsdo in fact do this It is possible to value somethingstrumentally and
intrinsically at the same time and for independent reasons. For example, | caravalu
person intrinsically as an autonomousragevhile also valuing them instrumentatg
someone who can teach me mathemaYesuingdemocratic procedurasstrumentally
becausdhey canreach good decisions does not rule out, and nor does it sulierdina
valuingthem intrinsically because theypresolitical equalityor freedom(Landemore,
2017) The epistemic values of democraanse concetually independent of procedural
values so that epistemic democracy can be consistent with either purmergalism or

mixed approaches which combinestpmic and procedural values

Deliberative democracy is often taken bave not onlyintrinsic but al®
instrumentalalues andit is argued t@roduce many positive effectgléndelberg, 2002
Kuyper, 20B). These instrumental values are, for instarufeen taken as reasonto
prefer deliberation over pure aggregation (Chamb@&l7h. These positive féects
include the ability to achieve rational agreement (Cohen, 1989; Elster, 1986), foster
tolerance of other views (Gutman & Thompson, 1996), immo peopl eds und:¢

of their own preferences and social problems (Chambers, 1&3&)mprove citizn
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knowledgeand beliefs(Fi s h ki n, 1997, )2 Uhe 9nain corcedredf | |
epistemic democracy is not so much for the benefits to delibgthnselvebut rather

the ability of democratic paeduresto makecorrector good decisionsand therefore
produce good outconfedt, thereforeassumes that there are independent standards by
which decisions can be judged and ttresty are a least n principle, identifiableby a
decision procedur&Vhat, however, are thedependent standards which define good and
bad, correct and incorrect, or better and worse decisions? The epistemic conception of
democracy as a broad category does not presuppggadicular answer to thegiestion

nor doesit commit one to any particait accountf these standards. It does na$ some

may think, require an endorsement of moral realism about the existence of objective
moral facts (Marti, 2006; Landemore, 2@)L3 Although the standards must be
independent of thactualdecision procedurehey arenot necessarily independent of
evaything else. They may, for instancgepend on some idesdid procedure, such as
Rawl sdé ofl§irdal posi ti on ideat speechbsduatiorg ord (:
alternatively on the norms and praes of a partular community, such as in forms of
communitarianism or moral relativisiMécintyre, 2007 Taylor,1989. Assuming that

there are standards independent of the actual decisioedom@cdoes not, therefore,
commit one to a strong form of moral realism and it is consistent with a number ef meta
ethical positions. Nor does it, as some might think, commit one to any crudeoform
consequentialism as the independent standards may tkems®olve deontological or

virtue constraints, such as respect for basic human rights. Nothing is assumed about the
nature of standards by which decisions are judged except that they arendetepmd the

actual decisiommaking procedure and that thegn to some extent be identified or
approximatedThereis, thereforea range ofpossiblepositiors an epistemic democrat

may takeon what constitutes independent standards (more will be said thimbelow)

It is difficult for deliberative democta to reject theassumption that there are
independent standards of some kimdich can be to some extent identified. This is
because of thanportant place reason and argumarg given within the deliberative
conception of democracy $Bund, 1993a, 1998 1997;Marti, 2006). If there is to be

7 See Kuyper (2018) for a discussion of many of thesethe empiricbevidence for them.
8 Benefits to deliberatrs may of course alseffect the ability of democracy to make good decisions, and
therefore these concerns may stillfeéated.
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deliberationabout a political issue, it must be assumed that there is some possibility of
knowing better and worse decisions or approaches to this igéileout such an
assumption there cannot be a meaningfulugison or argumeniAs Marti (2006: 29
original emphasis) puts it, to Aargue in
decision A ighe rightdecision, or at least, that Abetter interms of rightnesthan other

deci si ons b e irtgigantsinodelipeaatioa thust. assthee some independent
standard of correness and appeal to such standards in order to argue that one policy or
strategy is better than another. If the only mark of a decision was the deuneskomy
procedure itself, thethere could not be any argument or reason for making any particular
decision,as making arguments and giving reasons means to appeal to some standard
independent of the process and at least somewhat independent of the participants beliefs
and desires (Esind, 1993a). It is the appeal to such standards which distinguishes
deliberaton from a process of pure bargaining. If deliberators are not to engage in
strategicbehaviouy then they must be able to produce readonghe rightness and
wrongnes®f alternative positions. Theyust orient themselves to justice or the common
good ad aim to convince thefellow deliberators of the rightness or correctness of a
particular decisionFor deliberation and communicative action to be possible and
conceptuallycoherent, there must be some independent standards to panicdipants

can ajpeal when giving and considering reasons

Some @liberative democratmay, however worry about the consequences of
includingindependent standards asimportant pa of democratic politics, as it opens
democracy up to the epistemic critics avilargue that exclusive, expert or market
institutions will produce better outcomeéauch a fear does neeem to be a good reason
for denying or excluding epistemic concerf#stly, as we have already seen, taking
there to be independent standards doess exclude the force of nespistemic or
procedural valuesklitist alternative such as pistocracy or expertule may still be
rejected on nompistemic grounds, and mdkieefore,be no more of a threat to epistemic
democracy tharthey areto pure proceduralism (see for example Estlund, 2008).
Furthermorerespondingo democratic sceptiognly on procedural groundsiay not be
the best strategy given that many are not conachity or explicitly reject,procedural
values such as political equalityhestrategy wouldalsoresult inleavingan importaih
di mension of pol it criics. Indudihgya rdleofor mhdependent a c y
standards magomewhabpen the door to #ist objections, but fear of such objection is
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not a good reason for keeping thisor shut if this means abandoning an important part
of politics. Rather than givingp the fightoverepistemic values before it has even begun,
and thereforemplicitly assuming that democracy will lose, it is important to demonstrate
that democracy does not necessarily lack the ability to achieve valuable political
outcomesExcluding independent standards removes the opportunity to argue thit elitis

alternatives are iratct nothreat to democracat all

Developing an epistemic theory of deliberative democréugrefore,involves
combining the deliberative and epistemic conceptions of democracy. It is deliberative in
the sense that focuses on the importance of freequal and inclusive deliberation to
democracy, and it is epistemic in the sense that it takes thg tditiakegood decisions,
as defined byrocedure independestandards, to be at least one important factor in the

justification of democratic delibation.

1.2 The Aim of an Epistemic Theory of Deliberative Democracy

What exactlyare the aims of agpistenic theory of deliberative democraeynd what
does it attempt to achiev&Poadly there are two possible forsisch a theory could take
oneis purely rormativeand theother more practicalA purely normativeheorywould
be concerned withestablising the relevance or importance iotlependent standarts
the justification of democratic ruleandthear relationship to other values. It would
therefore,be particularly concerned witbngaging with andejectingpure procedural
conceptios of democracy. This has been, for example, the aiDasid Estlund2008

in putting forward his account aflemocratic authoriy. Anotherkind of epistemic
theoryis more practicallt assumes that the ability to achieve inglegent standards is an
importantpartof democratic politics, and then aims to determine the particular epistemic
properties and abilities of deliberative democracy. It would aedlysse propdies,
comparghemwith alternative institutionalorms, and estblish how far thegan take us
in grounding democratic procedures. Tihas beenfor example, theredominant aim of
Helen Landemoré2013) in putting forward her account afemocratic resordt®?*. The

epistemic theory developed in this thesis is of the setooik practial, kind. It therefore

% For this debate also see Christiano (20&3}lund (1993b; 198, Peters (200, 2008).

10 andemore at times also engages with the purely normative question when defending the relevance of
procedure independent standards (see Landemore, 2013a, chap8; Landemore, 2017).

11t is also the main aim of those concernechwiite purely agregative procedures and jury theorems (see
Dietrich & Spiekerman, 2014; List & Goodin, 2001)
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assumes that the ability to make good decisions by independent standariésass one
importantdimensiorof democracy, and it aigto investigateéhisdimension in particular.

This investigation has twaul-aims which will be explained furthéelow. The first is to
develop an account of the particular epistemic properties of deliberative democracy as
compared to its alternatives, and the sedsmalinvestigate and clarifwhat ole, if any,

these epistemiproperties can play inwaider justification of democratic rule

1.3 The Epistemic Properties of Deliberative Democracy

The first am of the epistemic theory of deliberative democradgvelomd here is to
investigate the particular epistemic properties tibdeative democratic institutions. This
will be done through a series ohfstitutional comparisons between deliberative
democracy and a number of its most prominent alternafivesate, epigmic democrats
have tended to be rather constrained in themiae of institutional comparisons. Some,
for instance, confine their comparative approadtiifferentforms of democracyasking
whetherdeliberative or purely aggregative approachesnaore epistemicallyvaluable
(Chambers2017b;Marti, 2009. Othess havegone beyonddenocratic institutionsput
have tended to follow eonvention irpolitical philosophy of comparing democracy only
to its traditional alternatives aristocracy oligarchy andautocracy(Anderson, 206;
Landemore 2013, 2013b. All of these democratic and nalemocratic institutions are
certaily important comparisons to deliberative democracy. Howevameathey
significantly limit insights which can be gained from an epmsteanalysisand they limit
the ability of such an angis to respond tthe contemporarysceptics of democracy
discussed aboveFirstly, it limits the analysis to only tw&inds of decisiormaking
mechanism, deliberationand vote aggregation.ristocrag, for examplechangesvho
gets included compared temocracyputit still makes decisions via one or both of these
two proceduresand therefore leaves the decisimaking mechanism untouched
Secondly, confining the set of institutional comparisorthése alternativeghvesnany
important institutionaforms out of the analysis despite ithprominence in modern
political debates. For these reasdhss thesis will expand the institutional comparisons
to include both markets and forms of decisibeoretic approaches. Both of the
alternatives represeatcompletelydifferent decision mechanism, either price signals or
decision rulesand therefore wien the scope of the epistemic analysis. Both have also
found aconsiderable role as alternatives torsmdemocratic procedures even in laygel

democratic countries. Markets, alongside democracy, are one of the most pervasive and
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dominantmechanismafor providing goods and have been greatipandedo many areas
which were previouslyreserve for politica or social institutions(Crouch, 2004)
Alongside these trends are agimeg number of theoretical critique$ democracy being
made by promarket theosts (DeCanip 2014; Pennington 2003, 2011 Similarly,
decisiontheoretic approachdsrm the basis bvery prominent policy tools, such as cost
benefit analysiand precautionary principleshich dictate many policy decisions. In the
UnitedKingdom, for instance, cosbenefit analysibecame a mandatory requirement for
@ll new policies, programmes apdoject® wi t h t he the@Gdverrmdnisct i or
Green Book whilst in the United States it became mandatory under thagdRe
administration for all major government regulatiord/A Treasury, 2003; Smith, 20D3
Including these alternativeslongside hie more traditional ones, witicreasehe insights
which can be gaed from an epistemic analysisile increasing its ability to respond to

a wide range of democratic sceptics and alternatives.

In reality, politics mostly involves mixed systems rathiean pure forms of any
one institutional design. This fact can mak&itutional comparisondgifficult as it is hard
to determine whether problems and achievements are due to one particular institutional
form and not another, or whether they are thelted an institutional design not being
implemented in the fullest drest way. For example, atke benefits or problems of
markets the result of market mechanisms themselves or are they dhgrilttionby
democratic institutionsPhe thesis wiltakea more theoreticapproactwhichcompars
al ternati ve i n3hsiinvalvesicamsidaiig pubemar dnert gléalised
versions of alternativmstitutionsand examining their respective mechanism in isolation
from each other. Although this appich mayreducethe realism of thanalysisit allows
it to investigate institutional design separatemaking it easier to identify the particular
epistemic properties which come through their decision mechanism and forms of
inclusion.Consistent with @hesis in democratic theory, the epistemnalysisof these
models willbe mostlytheoretical and philosophical. Howevetere empirical evidence
is relevant andavailable the thesis will appeal to it in order to substantiate its claims.
Evidence fromdeliberative minipublics for instance, Wi be relevant a number of
stages i n t heanotdéréogiosdé evaenge winhee mkility of citizens to
deliberate(see chapter8 and 5). Where theepistemic theory of the thesis makes
empirically testableclaims, but empirical evidence isurrently unclear or abserthe

theory will aim to be Wwpothesis generating. It will make claims about the relative
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epistemic abilities of different institutional models and the mechanism behind these
differencesand these can then go on to informbasis of future empirical work on the

topic.

One of the main tasks of theestis will, therefore be toconduct aseriesof
theoreticalcomparisons betweemodels ofdeliberative democracy andodels ofits
promirent alternativesAs we have seen, epistemic democracy is not committed to any
particular account of proceduiredependent standartly which theseeomparisonsare
made There are therefore@uple of generapproaches thimesis could take. Enfirst
IS to specify a particular account of the independémtdardsind the@ analysehe ability
of different institutions to achieve it. This could involve selecting a particular conception
of justice or the common goddior examplewhich institutioncan bestchieve equality
of welfarei or selecting less contested standavtisch maybe accepd by many with
different views i for example which institution can best avoid famines or ¥aihe
second approackhe thesis could take is nob select a prticular account of the
independent standartisit instead remain agnostic. Thligproachwould analy® which
institutions have epistemic abilities which can be seen as valuable irrespective of the
particular independent standards of correcttiesEhe thesis will adpt the second
approachwhen making its institutional comparisoriBhe main reason for this is that
remainng agnostic on the independent standaallews the epistemic account of
deliberative democrady and its possible epistemic justétioni to avoida reliance on
any controversial and contested conception of justice or the common good.isThere
widespreadnd reasonable disagreement alsaah conceptso to selecany particular
one would make thepistemic analysidependent oneontroversial fondation.lt would,
thereforefail to give reasons for supporting any particular institution to those who do not
accept these standardisalso, unlike g&ocusonuncontroversl negative outcomes such
as famine and war, allows for thegsibility that democratic procedures may be able to
produce positive outcomes rather than only avoiding very negativefohasherreason
against specifying particular standards is that the thesis aims to investigate if epistemic
properties can play &le in the justiication of democracy. Selecting a particular
conception of good outcomesowever, seems tandermineonés commitment to

democracy from the very start, iasiecessarilyemoves the question of what constitutes

12 This approach can be seen, for example, in the arguments of Sen (1999) and@83nt (1
13 For exampleAnderson (2006), Brennan (2016) and Lamdee (2013a)
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a valuable end frondemocatic discussion (Bters 2008. Alternatively, remaining
agnosticabout the independent standards alltivesthesis t@ive reasons fosupporing
particular institutions even to those who reasonably disagree about justice and the
common goodwhile also not excluding isssi@®f what constitutes good outcomes from

democratiacdebate

The thesis will, therefore, analyse which institutions hepistemicpropertiesor
abilitieswhich can be taken to be valuable irrespective of any particular standards being
aimed for. These pperties can be split intifferentcategories. The first i&nowledge
gatherin@ which refers to the extent to which an institution can access diedtdbe
relevant knowledge it needs to address a gpaitical problem.No matter what the
preferredstandards, a decision procedure will need to be able to get hold of relevant
knowledge to achieve themhe second igdecisionmakingd which refersa the ability
of an institution to make effective decisions on the basis of previously acquired
knowledge. If a decision procedure cannot make effective decisions on the basis of
knowledge, then again it will not be able to achiamgindependent standar@ihese two
categories of oOknowl edalki ngga& hwirlilnglde atntlde
areas b which alternative institutions will be comparédthird categorys émotivationg
This refers to the extent to which decisimakers are motivated towards achieving
independent standards such as justice or themmnygood. Motivational arguments are
commonto many instrumental arguments for democracy as it is taken that elites are more
likely to act in theirown selfinterestthan in he interests of alMotivational issues will,
however, take a back seat for much of this thesisFéerstein(2008 has arged,
motivational argumentarelimited in the sense that they do not provide any reason why
we should expect democracy to achidve good outcomes it may aim for. All the good
intentions in the world will not produce good decisions if the decisiaking is also
ignorant and incompetent. The majority of the thesis will, therefore, focus on establishing
whetherdemocracy has the otheecessary epistemic properties of knowledge gathering
and deision-making and will leave motivation constant acrossinstitutions
Motivational issues will only be returned to in the later part of the thesis (chapter 5) in
order to evaluatthe@ll things considerdikepistemic abilities of deliberative democracy.

The approach of the thesisasform ofwhat ElizabethAnderson(2006 8) has
calledbi nstituti onal egniesddsvithddwadingtioe instiiwhionat h 1 s

d e s i gathes and mke effective use of the information they dée solve a particular
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p r o bf. Bhengroblems in questidrereare politcal and sociaproblemsabout how to
provide valuable goods, as defined by our independent standards, to a political
community.lt is possible for a political community to be very snaid involvevery
small numbes of people such asa village or aneigtbourhood In suchcasespolitical
problems may not be very difficutiroblemsto solve for any othe alternativesunder
considerationWhat we willgenerally have in mind then is a political community of some
size and complexity. It is with this assungptithat the epistemic issues discussed by the
thesis, such as the problems of gathering diverse and distributedekigendnd making
decisions under uncertainty, become prominent and intere$tiegkinds of problems
we areconcernedvith then are politial problems. Does making an epistemic argument
for democracy (or one of its alternatives), therefore involve makieglaim that it is
always the best institutioior all kinds of problem? Such a claim would seem to be too
strong. Instead, an epistemigament for democracy (or one of its alternatives) claims
that it is the basprimary political institutiorand thaiit should have priority over others.

A case for the epistemic superiority of democracy, therghiomes to show that democracy
should be th most fundamental political institution, whistaydecide whermr when not

to use other ingitutional forms guch as markets, expert decisimaking etc)*.

The thesisthereforeaims to give a generapistemictheory of delibertive
democracy in th political sphereAn exampleoften referred tdhroughout the thesis,
however, will beenvironmental problesmand environmental policythere are a few
reasons for giving particular attention to this examplee first is that environmental
policy is anarea where epistemic issuesich as specialised knowledge and high levels
of uncertainty, are particularly @valent. Epistemic issues havthereforereceived
attention in environmental debates which theywe nokelsewhergand this will givethe
thesisa useful literatureto engage withSecondly andelatedly the prominence of
significantepistenic problems in this policy areaakest a particularlyrigorous testing
bed for our different institutional models. It will allowsto see the epistemic vals of
theseinstitutionsin relationto particularlydifficult cases, whichnvolve a numberof

interesting epistemic challengeshirdly, the questionof institutional designhas also

4 nstitutional epistemology has a long history, although not always recognised by this name. Prominent
proponentof the approach include Friedri¢tayek (1948a, 1948b, 2013), Michael Polanyi (1962a) and
John Dewy (1981a, 1981b).

15Knight & Johnson (2011put their case for democracy in similar terms. Landemore (2014) has also
suggested that her argument is best seen in this way.
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receivel much attention in environmental debates, and, ithsrefore possibleto find
advocates of all the main institutional alternatives considered in the {Degigk, 2013)

For example, deliberative democracy has been given considerable attention in
environmental debates and many approaches to environmental demtakaca
deliberative form(Dryzek, 1983, Dryzek & Stevenson, 2011; Jacobs, 199/ Nei | | |,
2007; Snith, 2003; Stevenson & Dryzek, 2014)dwocateshowevercan also be found

for ecoauthoritarianism (Heilbroner, 1974), environmental markets (Cordata}; 200
Pennington, 2001, 2005; Sagoff, 2008), deetefit analysis (GCEC, 2014; Stern, 2006)

or precaubnary principles (Gardiner, 2006; Lempettal 2006).Environmentajpolicy

will therefore be a common example in the tegdthough its central aiwill be to give

a general epistemic theoryf deliberative democracyt will thereforegive many other
examples angbay attention to how its arguments generalise across political and social

problems.

1.4 The Epistemic Justification of Democracy

The first aim ofan epistemic theory of deliberative democracy is to provide an account

of the particlar epistemic properties of deliberative democratic institutions. Its second

aim is to investigate and clarify the extent to which democracy can or cannot be justified
onthe basis of these epistemic properties, and the possible role that epistemicaralues

play in a wider justification of democratic rule.

There are a number of different possibilities for the oflepistemic values in a
justification of democracyit may be for instance, that deliberative democracy can be
fully defended on purely egliemic grounds, as some form of inclusive deliberatitimeis
bestprocedurdor makinggood decisions. If this is true, then epistemic values can carry
all the weight ina justification of democracy without any need for procedural values.
Alternatively, celiberative democracynay beepistemically inferior to its main rivals.
Epistemic valuesould then play no role in a justification of democracy which would
become complety reliant on procedural valuesfet another possibility is that
deliberative demoarcy is found to be epistemically better than other democratic
institutions (principally pure vote aggregation) but worse than its-demmocratic
alternatives. In such a sa as this, procedural values would be required to defend
democracy, but epistemic luas could be relied on to justify deliberative democracy as

the best of the democratic alternatives. These examples are not exhaustive, but they
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illustrate that there ar@number of possible rules epistemic values may be able to play in

a justification & democratic rule.

The purpose of an epistemic theory of deliberative democracy is, therefore, to first
determine its epistemic properties and then clarify the pdegsile these epistemic values
can reasonably play, or what weight they can reasymalpty, in a wider justification of
democratic rule. Importantly, this is not done with the aim of establishing or defending
an ultimate or all things considered justifiion of democracy. Rather it is done with the
aim of determining possibilities foh¢ epistemic dimension of democratic politics in a
wider justification of democracy. If, for example, the epistemic properties the thesis
identifies can support the positi that democracy can be completely justified on
epistemic grounds, then a purely stpimic argument for deliberative democracy would
be possible. This does not, however, mean that the best all things considered justification
of democracy would not includany procedural values. Even if democracy can be
defended in purely epistemic termge may still think that a complete account of
democracy would be deficient without reference to values such as freedom or equality.
The thesis is, therefore, agnostic e ultimate account of democratic legitimacy and
instead aims to map the possibiktiehat exist for the role of epistemic values in the

justification of democratic rule.

The epistemic theory advanced in this thesis will argue for the position that there
are nogood epistemic reasons to reject deliberative democracy in favour of any of its
prominent alternatives. It will argue that deliberative democracy is epistemicadyi@u
to many of its alternatives and no worse epistemically than its best ctorgefihis
suggests that although epistemic values cannot mount a full oradtaredjustification
of democracy, epistemic values can play a very significant role. Ddlimedemocracy
will not be shown to be the superior epistemic procedure, butlibevikrgued that there
are no clear epistemic reasons to reject it in favour of any alternative. It is, therefore,
possible for epistemic values to play a visgerole in justifying democratic rule. In
fact, a wider justification would only require vettyin additional norepistemic values.
Whet her the best o6all things consideredd
non-epistemic values rather than thicker oreegaat a question for this thesis. What this
thesis will claim is that thin procedalrvalues are sufficient to justify democragwen
the considerable weight that can be carried by epistemic values. The other implication of

this conclusion is that the ispemic theory of deliberative democracy can act as a
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powerful response to the deamatic sceptics discussed at the start of this introduction.
By showing that a purely epistemic analysis can find no clear reason for rejecting
deliberative democracy, it ¢ihefore produces a powerful reply to those who criticise
democracy on the basis traternatives will produce better decisions.

1.5 Thesis Structure& Overview

The structure of thehesis can be divided along a couple of dimensions. One dimension
is along the kind of epistemic property being considered, with the first half ofdbis th
(chapter and3) dealing with knowledge gathering and the second half (chagtaens|

5) with decisionmaking on the basis of given knowledge. The other dimension is the kind
of institution to which deliberative democracy is compateith each chater focugg

on different alternatives. t@pter 2 will focus on markets, chapter3 on
stakeholdédinterest goup deliberation, chaptéron decisiontheoretic approaches, and

chapterb on exclusive forms of ddheration, such as aristocracyepistocracy

The next chapter will start our discussion of knowledge gathering by considering
the epistemicasefor markets over democracyhéreis a significant tradition, associated
with figures such aBriedrichHayek 013, whichhas critiqued democracy addfends
marketson the basis oftterd superior ability toutilise dispersed information. Despite
the prominence of this school of thought, epistemic democrats have tended to remove
marketsfrom their analysigAnderson, 2006; Landemore, 2@).3The chaper engages
directly with the epistemic argument for markets ovenderacy and argues that we have
good epistemic reasons to gta much greater role for democracy. Firstly, the chapter
critiques the epistemic ability of markets by developing a cat®goy of goods called
low feedback goods hese goods are common tdifical and social problems but cannot
be dealt with by markets due to the particular epistemic burdens they create. Secondly,
the chapter then argues that deliberative democracy can ideshese goods while also
overcoming the challenggsoduced by m-market critics. This is done by drawing on
the systemic approach to deliberative democracy. The chapter develops an epistemic
model of a deliberative democratic system to demonstrat&kribeledge gathering
abilities of democracy and its superiority owvearkets when it comes to political and
soci al probl ems. It then ends by drawing

for direct democratic voting through referendums.
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Chapter3 continues the discussion of knowledge gathering by more closely
aralysing how knowledge is gathered and communicated within a deliberative system.
The secondchapter considered a deliberatsgstem in quite idealised terms, while the
third exploredts imperfections and challengdsargues that these imperfectionsmido
a need for arepistemic filter which can determine which knowledge clashsuld
influence binding political decisiorend which should noThefocus of the chapter then
becomes a cwsideration of which kind of deliberation can provide such as filter within
the wider system. It firstly considedsliberation about truthalues within amini-system
Although not considered before, a mgyistemaims to represent the different institurtis
within the wider deliberative system antbstcloselyresemblestakeholderor interest
group forms bdeliberation. The ltapter develops a critique of this form of deliberation,
claiming that it cannot deal witthe knowledge relevant to political fmMems which is
specialised, tacit osituated knowledgelt cannot therefore provide an effective
epistemic filter. Asecondorm of deliberations then advocateghich is concerned with
trustevaluationsof knowledye sourcesather tharthe truth-value of knowledge claims
themselvesimportantly, this move from truth to trust is arguedadically change the
form of inclusionwhich should be prefered in epistemic teri suggests that citizens
can play an importa role in determing trustworthy knoadge sources and therefore a
form of inclusion closer to anini-public, which aims to represemay citizens in the
general populatiorthanto amini-systemThe first half of the thesis therefore claims that
deliberative democracy, conceived in systemaiers, has good knowledge gathering

abilities, and that citizens can play an important role in this process

The second half of the thedisen moves théiscussion away from knowledge
gathering, and towards decistamaking on the basis of a givemount of knowledge.
Although a deliberative system is wellaced to gather knowledgeshy should final
decisions be taken in a democratic way rather than amrdtQapter4 starts this
discussion by engagingith decision rule approaches ttecisionmaking Decision
theory and nealassical economics have developed a number of analytic decisions rules
which can be followed in order to arrive at rational or ecrdecisions. These rules have
gained a prominent place in public policy making ag tteem the basis of common
policy tools suchas costenefit analysis and praationary principles. It is argued,
however,that political decisioamaking cannotbe redued to a matter of following

predetermined rules, becaube complexity of political problems carcausedecision
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rules to make nreasonablend bad decisions. Instead, there iseadfor someprior
decisionmakingprocess which carxercisejudgment in the application and creation of
rules to fit the problem which is being facdthe chapter then endy puting forward
an epistemicaccountof judgment which distinguishe# from rule following and

demonstrates what is required of this pdecisionmaking procedure

Chapter 5 continuesthe discuson of decisioamaking and is principally
concernedvith deliberaton. It begins by drawing a link between the need for judgment
described in the previous chapter, and delibenafihe majority 6 the chapter is then
dedicated to analysing the epistemic value of inclusive forms of deliberation, as opposed
to more exclusive deliberation involving only a subset of the demuslatter kind of
deliberation includes forms afristocracyandepistemobgy which excluded many from
decisionmaking. The chaptaritiques twoprominent epistemic arguments for incles
deliberation, made by BohmaR006 and Landemore (20&B arguing that they cannot
explain the epistemic properties the superiority of democratic deliberation. It then
develops a newargumentn their place This new account makes a orignial casethe
importanceof cognitive diversity to political decisiormaking,and then combinedis
with motivational argumestto make the case for the epistemic value of democratic
deliberation. Interestingly, the kind of democratic deliberation advocated Is® a
deliberation among randomly selected citizens, such as in gohific, and thereforfor
a form of direct democracy. The chaptencludeghat these epistemic abilities show that
deliberative democracg epistemically superior to its veslite traditional alternatives
(suchas autocracy and aristocra@gnd d similar epistemic valueot other less elite
alternativeqthat is,limited forms of epistocragyThis is concluded even if we grant the

generousssumption that these alternatigan actudy select for high ability members.

Taken together, the epistemic theory of thesisclaims that Bhough purely
epistemicargumens for democracy fall short, we have no good or strong reason to reject
it in favour of even its best alternativd$ie corclusion of the thesis then discusses what
this means for the increasing number of democratic sceptics, the role of epistemic values

in a justification of democratic rule, and for future directions of research.
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2 The Epistemic Limits of Markets

As we sawin the last chapter,naepistemic theory of deliberative democraayolves
makinga comparative epistemic analysis of social ingahg Such an analysis, however,

Is predominantlyassociatedvith a different school of thought in social sciences than
epistemic democracyrhis is the pramarketschoolof figures such asrtedrich Hayek
(1948, 2011, 201378, Hayek and those followingri his tradition place issues of
knowledge and communication at the centre of their economic and political theory.
Unlike epistemic democrats, however, these market theorists produce an analysis which
is highly critical of the epistemic value of democrathey argue that there are good
epistemic reasons to favour market mechanisms over any kind of demuostttittion

and that wherever possible markets should have priantgr democratic procedures.
Hayek and hisontemporariehave argued for this colusion in relation to the first
epi stemic property of i nt er e sWhiletpalitical hi s
ingtitutions face the significant challenge of gathering and communicating large amounts
of dispersed knowledge to decisiorakers, alecantralised markeallows individuals to

act on their own knowledge and beaalinated by price signal$ can thereforeitilise
dispersed information without requiring that it first be communicated to some political
institution. The markets also argued tsignificantly redue the amount of knowledge
required by decisiomakers and therefore deceasese tlepistemicburden facing
knowledge gatheringn the kind of society these arguments justify, markets become the

primary social institution for achieving outcomes and good decisions, while the political

16 A version of this chapter was published as an article in Political Studies, see appendix 2

i Knowl ed gmungatiahimCeomocr ati ¢ Politics: Mar ket s, Foru
Forthcominghttps://doi.org/10.1177/0032321718772711

17 Other key figures in this tradition include other Austr&rhool econonsits such as Carl Menger (1976),

Ludwig von Mises (2003, 2012) and Bohm Ritter von Bawerk (1890). Thesedignme prominent in the
calculations debates over the respective merits of markets and socialist planning. On the other side of this
debate were @jures such as Otto Neurath (2004) who defended the epistemic abilities of market alternatives.
In many ways, as also noted by DeCanio (2014), this debate was an antecedent to the debate of this chapter
between markets and democracy. Manythef critiques 6 democratic procedures draw directly on the
epistemic critiques of economic planning advanced in the calculations debates (i.e. Pennington, 2003).
Given the importance of this debate in economic history, and its relevance to the epibibtais af

political institutions, it is strange that it has generally not been engaged with by epistemic democrats in any
significant way. To the extent that this chapter defends democracy abaidstyekan tradition it will be

helping to fill this gp.

18 The catulations debates have also greatly informed debates in environmental economics and green
political economy such as those touched on here
O 6 N e&i Ubél (2015)). Environmental debatesesf revolve arond the limits of markets and the need

for political forms of intervention and planning to correct for environmental damage. They therefore have

a strong connection to the argumeptissuedn the calculations debates.

32


https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321718772711

institutions of democracy are restricted to onlystn@reas where pregy rights and

markets cannot be establish&d

The ideas of this prmarket tradition and their scepticism of political institutions
have been highlinfluentialin the last four decades which have seen the rise of economic
liberalism.Particularly sncethe 1980smarkets have been rapidly expanded to become
the dominant mechanisms in social likarket mechanisnmsavespread into many areas
which had previously been a matter of political control and where they were already
present they have been sidigantly deregulated in order to allow greater space for
markets forces (Crouch, 20(4arvey,2007). More eentralised political institutions, such
as democracy, were increasingly seen as ineffective and incapginteviofing valuable
goods to their soctees, while freemarkets came to be viewed as the best mechanism for
providing positive outcomes. The work of Hayek and otherselétpinfluence this belief
in the superiority of markets. Prominent think tanks, such as the Institi@éeoabmic
Affairs in the UK and the Cato Institute in thkSA, supported the spread of Hayekian
ideas andkey political figures, such as Magt Thatcherwould talk of the influence of
these ideas on their worldviews. Generally, the epistemic argumieRisyek and his
followers have helped to bring about the mmmmonplack e | i ef t hat &6t he
be€t 6

Despitethe considerable influence of this tradition, the epistemic case for markets
has generally not been considet®depistemic democrats whoften removemarkets
from their analysis. Hélene Landemore (2813 86 ) , f or i nstance,
'S not a political deci sion proceduredo :
democracy. She then restricts her arguments to othmsfof decisiormaking such as
autocracy and aristocraty Similarly, Elizabeth Anderson (2006: 9) constrains her

anal ysis to problems of Opublic interest

19Some in the traditin go further ad argue for a Hayekiaform of anarchism or private governance
systems, where political and democratic institutions are completely removed (see Stringham & Zywicki,
2011; Stringham, 2015). This approach does not, however, represeastimjority of tHs tradition so it

will not be the focus of this chapter. Many of the arguments this chapter makes do, however, also affect
free-market forms of anarchism.

20| do not want to understate the role of power in this move towards greater iszaitet My ony claim

is that these intellectual ideas played a role in producing and justifying this move, and that this is a reason
for giving them consideration.

21 Similar claims have also baendorsed by advocates of economic liberalism (see Te2filé; 20).

33



markets which are confined to private mattérShe then removes any consitasn of

Hayek from the rest of her analysfss we will seein more detail belowthe arguments

of market theorists directly challenge those of epistemic democrats and directly underline
democracy on epistemic grountisfad, if they are correct, then iepistemic terms there
should be little space for democratic or other political institutiaagriority should e

given to decentralised marketders. Epistemic democrats are, therefore, yet to develop

a reply to a signitiant epistemic challenge toetlvalue of democracy:ailing to engage

with pro-market theorists also excludes an interesting comparison to democratic
deliberation. The markeds epistemic value is said to derive from the fact that it
decentralises decisiemaking to individuals and re&ls on the price mechanismto
communicate information. The way that knowledgetised and communicated, and
theway that decisions atekenaretherefore radically different from that in democratic
institutions. While an rstocracy may differ from deatracy by changing who gets
included, it still involves the mechanism of deliberation. Markets, alternatively, offer a
completely different mechanism for gathering knowledge ma#ing decisions. This
chapter will, thereforestart our discussion of knovdge gathering, by directly engaging

with the Hayekian tradition. It will develop an original defence of democratic institutions
against a prominent form of democratic scepticism which has so far gone unanswered by
epistemic dmocrats. In doing so, it withiso open up a new and interesting comparison

in an epistemic analysis, by looking at the respective values of deliberation and market

mechanisms.

The chaptemill focus on two keyargumenrs for the epistemic superioyitof
markets over democracy wh have beemevelopedy two prominent theorists in the
Hayekan tradition Mark Pennington (2003, 2011) and Samuel DeCanio (2014).
Al t hough Hayekos original ,viesekmorevreteht b e
contributions will be the focus as they habeen directly aimed at democratic procedures.
The next section will lay outhese premarketarguments and use the example of
environmental problems tdemonstrate their significance and application to political
problems morgenerally.The chaptewill then respond to thesegumentsn two stages.
The firstis to analyséheepistemic limits of market3.o do thisthe chaptewill develop

22 Knight and Johnson (2011) do consider markets in their discussion of demddtiagygh highlighting
Hayek early on in this discussion, they do not engage deeply with his arguments but rather focus on neo
classical models which report to show that marlexdgo equilibrium under specific conditions.
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for the first time a new category of goddsermedlow feedback goodswhich will be
arguel to represent a broadmge of goods which cannot be accounted fomaykets or

the epistemic arguments for thefrhese goods are disconnected from the individuals
who pursue them and do natovide market actors with the feedbaokormation they
require. As a result, individilg will face significant burdens for explicforms of
knowledge which marketsill be shown to bainable to deal with_.ow feedback goods
will, however, be shown to be central to many social and politicalgmes, and therefore
represent a significant egpemic limit to marketss the primary institution for dealing

with such problems

Thesecondstagef t he ¢ h ap ttoeamgue that defibgratireed@ntocracys
canovercomethe critiques of market adeates and deal witthe low feedback goods.
Deliberative democracy will behown to be able to gather and utilise the knowledge
which markets cannot by drawing on tegstems apach to deliberationEpistemic
democrats have not often engaged with théesys framework However,here it will be
argual thata systemicviewis vitaltor e s pondi ng t oprotmarket cditesno c r a
and understanding the knowledge gathering abilities of demdérabg chapter will put
forward a new epistemic account ofleliberative system and argue that it provithes
tools required to overcome the pmarket critiques. Thisepistemic reading of a
democratiaeliberative systemwill thenbe compared and contradiwith an alternative
marketbased deliberative system. To my knowledge, the ideamérket deliberatr
system has yet to be explored in the deliberative democratiayekianliterature
However, such a system represents an important challenge to democratic,systems
is in line with some ofthe arguments of marké#teorists(e.g.Pennington, 2003,@.1).
The chaptemill arguethatthere area number ofgood epistemic reasons to prefer a
democratic system where decisions are taken by demofoatios to a market system

which levels decisions to individuals.

Altogether then, this chapter will deegl a defence of democracy against the
epistemic critigues of market theorists. It defines the epistemic limits of market

mechanisms and thmeeedfor a democratic deliberative sysieAlthough markets will be

2 For an exception see Kuyper (2015). Others, influenced by John Dewy, also appear to view democracy
not in unitary terms, but rather as a democratic society which involves such things as a free presgand publ
debate, as well as formal institutions ofatien and parliaments (Anderson, 2006; Knight and Johnson,
2011). However, they have not explicitly engdgéth wider work in the systems approach to deliberative
democracy as this chapter does.
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the focus of the chapter, it wiind with a disussion of themplication of its arguments
for another approach to political decisioraking direct democratic voting such as

referenda

2.1 The Market Critique of Democracy

This section will lay out twdkey epistemic critiques of democracy made rgrket
advocatesvhich relate to the epistemic property of knowledge gathering. It willisen
the example of environmental goods to demonstrate their signifieggicapplicatia to
political and social problems more generayven that the aim of thiaesis is to develop
an epistemic theory of deliberative democracy, this section will focus on how these pro
market critiques affect decisionmaking within deliberative forums such as
representative parliaments and citizens asseml#lidsough the pramarket arguments
also have implicatios for the decisions of voters ielectionsand for other non
democratic political institutions, these will not be our focus given the airtiss thesis
(although voting will be discussed again at the end of the af)aptecisiormaking
forumswill also be critical to the reply to market critiques developed |ait is most
helpful to start considering them from the beginning.

The first pro-market critique has beenmade directly against deliberative
democrag by Mar k Pennington (2003, 2005) , a
di vi si on of k rf*oThi$ aegdngest & based onsadlistincéon klayek (1948a,
1948b, 2011jnade between two forms of knowledge. Tirgt form is general knowledge.

This kind of knowledge isbstract or formal knowledghe most prominent example of

which is the knowledgeroducedn the sciences. There is, however, another important

kind of knavledge which is not general or abstract but is rather abdute &6 par t i c
crcumst ances of. tThres ainsd ®@ll;acaeld knowl edged
at specific times and in specific aredbe importani@aspect of this distinction between
general and local knowledge is about who is likely to possess these differ@stoki
information, and how they are distributed in societys far as general scientific
knowl edge is concerned 6a body of stoitabl
command al l t he b e qHayek 4945b: 80)d dra knewledge | a b |
howeverdoes not exist in any such coherent whole but is rather spread throughout society

It includes such things as knowledge of the conditions of resources, as wefeasmres

24 Penningbn (2001, 2005, 2017) makes similar argumergswehere.
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for and uses of different goodBhis kind of informationis not knownto any group of
expertsin the academybut is rather dispersed in the minds of thosethaspot
individuals who have direct experiences of local conditions. It is knowletigeeo
particular circumstances and i saretfamdéiaref or

with these circumstances6é6 (Hayek, 1945b:

Pennington (2003, 2011) a k e s t his Hay e kdivision ohnal vy
knowledgé and ar greates imprthAna épisteamic problems fahe kinds of
decisionmaking favoured by deliberate democratsDemocratic institutions, such as
representative parliaments or citizeassemblies, take decisions withdeliberative
forums The result of this is that they Mrequre that all relevant knowledgeecessary
for making effective decisionbe centralised in thostorums From the Hayekian
perspective, however, this requirement does not account for the way knowledge is
socialy distributed in societyThe information relevant to addressing social problems
includes a largdody of local knowldge, which does not exist inyakmoherent whole
ready to be utilisedy democratic decisiemakers. Instead, such knowledge is only
known to particulaindividuals spread throughout society and is, therefore, fragmented
and dispersedrhis fact will frustate the ability of democratioistitutions to gather the
relevant knowledge they need to make good decisions, as it would require that they
somehow communicate the knowledge of vast numbers of dispersed individuals to some
centralised forum. Hayek and Pa&mgton argue that there is anmediate problem with
the way that democratic institutions are structured and the way that knowledge is
distributed in society. Decisions are taken centrally, but the knowledge required for them
does not exist in any singlemtralised wholeEven if demogatic institutions take place
at the local level, as opposkdthe state or national level, knowledge which is only known
to onthe-spot individualanust still be transmitted to itaore centralised (relative to the
knowledg itself) decision proceduredecentralising democratic institutiongould
appear tdelp reduce the problem of the division of knowledgeit reducethe amount
of local knowledgehat wouldbe requird for a decisiorandbecause ibrings democratic
decisions closer to individugldherefore reducing issues of communicati®@uch
decentralisation does not, howeveojvethe problem as there is still a requirement to

centralise dispersed information.

For Hayekians, the division of knowledge isndtsoed by oO6f i r st cc

alt hi s knowl edge otforumab ucte nrtartahle rb otahrrdobu g h a
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decent r éHayek 1948i 84, Pannington, 2003. 20L1IThe advantage of market
mechanismss that theydecentralise decisiemaking b the level of the individual hey,
therefore, allowndividual market actors to make decisiongtombasis oftheir own local
knowledgewithout the need to centralisach information. Instead, thedividual actions

of market actorsare ceordinatedthrough thecommunicative functio of the price
mechanismwhich spreads thedispersed and local knowledtigoughout the economy.
Through acts of buying and selling, individuals influence the formation of market prices
which then allows others to adjustetr actions. If, for instancehe actions of many
individuals change the demand or supply of tin, then this will be reflected in its price
(Hayek,1948). This price decreases or incredsea communicates to market actors that
they should consummore @ less of thegood Importantly, pices do not communicate

the reasons behind any changes do not allow individuals to come to know this
information explicitly. Rathertheya ¢t a sd @ & nowrl reo gllavtingigidualsv h i ¢ h
to adjust their use of goed N r es ponse ta®ibtheay possessed sugm g e s
information (Horwitz, 2004) The market, therefore, removes the needydther and
centralise large amounts of information aseiguired by democratic institutions. Instead,
theyallow individualsto act on their own local knowledge and dmeordinated by the
communicative capacity of the price mechanibrdividual decisioamakers require only
their local knowledge and the relatipeices of different goodso there is no need to
communicate larggamounts of information to particular decisimakers. When it comes

to utilising necessarydispersedinformation, markets are argued to be superior to

democrac$’.

A second epistemic gument for markets has been developed by Samuel
DeCanio (2014yvhich strengthens antbmplementshose just considerét In order to
make good democratic decisions, DeCanio argues, it is necessary tpnegdikéonsof
the outcomesfalternative policieand plas in order that they can be compared. Because
of thesinguar and exclusive nature of democratic decisiaméy one plartan be chosen
and implemented at any one tinigemocratic institutions have the sole right to provide

certain goods or solveertain problems within their jurisdictiosp will only implement

®Hayekds arguments against the possibility of cen
dispersed nature of sat knowledge, but also on its oftdacit nature Hayek, 1948b, 188; also see
Pennington, 2003). This problem lythowever, be taken up in the next chapter (also see Benson, 2018c).

26 DeCanio mostly discusses the decision of voters in elections. However, his argument focuses on the
singular and exclusive nature afdocratic decisions so also applies to deliggbrums.
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one plann that area. Predictiomaustthereforebe bad about the outcomes of alternative
plans in order to make effective decisions about which should be chosenr&lictigns,
however require a large amount of knowledgigout the causal relationskipvolvedin

the given social or political problem. They require knowledge of the relationship between
the different elements of théval policies andhow these elements affect the different
kinds ofoutcomedseing aimed farA simple example can illusdte this point. Consider
making decisions about how to produce 3 edreretheindependent standards are that
the cardrives as comfortably as possibl@o make such a decisipdemocratidorums
would need to make accurate predictions about how alteerzdr designe/ould impact

on this criterion.For instancethey will need to predict whethenaking a car out of
different materials contributes moreless to comfort than changing teeginedesign.

This, however, requires havimgmoughinformation dout the causal mechanisms which
determine how these different car designs impact on the comfort of the car. Effective
decisions in democratforumsrequre relevant knowledge about the causal relationships

between alternative policies and plans and tdependent standards aimed for.

Alternatively, DeCanio argues that marketslucethis need for predictions and
therefore knowledge of the causal relationsHipmarkets, multipléirms can implement
manyalternativepoliciesandplans simultaneousloghat individual consumers aable
to make comparisons of outcomes without thedrfer predictionsConsidetthe example
of car design agairin amarket multiple firms produce a number of differesardesigns
and put them into the marksimultaneouly. Consumers can then make slieside
comparisons of their relative comfoand make their decisions on the basis of this
information. To make their decision consumers daneed to know the reasons winye
car is morecomfortable than another or theaasal relationships which productese
outcomes, as they can make decisions based on the outcomes thenhatikes,
therefore,reduce theepistemic burden faced by decisiorakers, and therefore the
amount of knowledge that needs to be gathered amdhcmicated to thenT.hey do not
neal to beawareof how causal relationshigzroduce differenbutcomesbecause they
can make siddy-side comparisons of the outcomes themselkssin the case of the
division of knowledge argumentiecentralisation can he democraticinstitutions to
address this problembut it cannot solve itompletely. Having multiple locdbrums
increases the number of policies which can be implemented at one time. However, the

singular and exclusive nature of these Idoalimsstill limits the number oplanswhich
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canbeimplemented in the same area or jurisdiction, while the number of decision points,
andtherefore the number of plans, idlsgtduced compared to mark&t3he advantage

of markets is that they reduce the epistedigden and therefore the amount of
knowledge which needs to be communicated to decisiakers in order that they can

make good decisions.

We have now considered two epistemic argumentsifoketmechanisms. Both
of these argumentaakea strong castor giving priority to markets fodemocracy when
it comes to social and political problems. The epistemic case for markets has for example,
received a lot of attention in environmental debates about how best to address problems
surrounding environmentabgds(Cordato, 1992, 1997, 2004; &mnwood, 2007, 2008,
2012, 2015; O6Driscoll & Ri zzo, 1985; 06
Sagoff, 2008; Shahar, 201T.is worth considering the applicatioof these arguments
to environmental problems inrderto illustrate their wider sigificance for political
decisionmaking Environmental problems are a subset of social and political problems
which are concerned with environmental goods. These goods can be defined as any
natural or ecosystem goods aserviceswhich arevalued through experience, use or
consumption (Diaz et al., 2019)he definition isbroadin the fact that it includes any
goods or services whidre produced by natural systeimer instance, forests, wetlands,
mountains, air, biodersity and the primary seurces which can be exploited from
ecosystemd-owever, it is also broad in the sense that it is not restricted to any particular
account of good outcomes and independent standards. These goods could, for instance,
be valued beasse of theircontributionsto human welfaretheir intrinsic value, or
relational value to particular ways of EfeMuch political theory and econonis/highly
sceptical of marketehen it comes tenvironmentagjoods (Barry, 199Dryzek, 1987a;
Greenwod, 2007;0 06 N e 2007]2017; Pascualet al 2017;Zografos and Howarth,
2010).This is for a variety of reasonsmany of which are neepistemic However, itis
a common view in these debates that mar&aet property rights cannot beiedon to
providesuch goods and producegitive environmental outcomes. Instead, democratic
ingtitutions are often favoured when it comes to environmental probl&ims. can be

seen for instance,n the emergence of deliberatiand participatory approaches to

27\f there are high levels of market concentration, such as monopoly or oligopoly, then the number of
decisionpoints might not be higher in markets.

28 |n fact, this definition would be consistenith a set of independent standards which shev best
outcomes as one where as many environmental goods are destroyed as possible.
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environmetal decisioamaking (Meadwcroft, 2004) Although not the onlglemocratic
approaches to the environmgaeliberativdorumssuch as citizenassemblies and juries,
mini-publics, roundtables and deliberative forms of valuaktiave received significant
suwpport in both the theorynd practice of environmental polisic

In light of the epistemic argument just consideredwever,market theorists
claima much greateand even primaryole formarkets in the provision of environmental
goods (Pennington, 2@0Q 2005, 2011). From Blayekian perspective, the knowledge
required to make decisions about environmegetalds is dispersed throughout society.
Knowledge of the conditions of particular environmergabds, local management
regimes and individual preferess forenvironmentaboodsareonly known to certain
ontthe-spot individuals who have direexperience of local conditionsocal knowledge,
such as that of indigenous people or-sgstem managers, is often recognised to be very
important to environmeat problems and not juby advocates of marketsgzey et al.,
2005; Fazewt al 2006, Raymoncet al 2010Q. For example, failure to account for local
conditions and praates has been argued to have causgghificant protems for the
regulation of UKsheep farming after th€hernobyl nuclear accident (Wys, 1989).
Calculations of radiation levels did not account for local soil tyleesling to unreliable
predictions about how lormgdiation would contaminate ligeock, while guidance given
to farmersabout when to sell tliresheep failed to account for the significant experience
farmers haveof determining the optimal moment to take a lamb to marfketm the
Hayekian perspective, however, such knowledge does not exist in any coherent whole but
is digpersed throughout sotye The democraticforums favoured bymany would,
therefore, have to gather all this dispersed knowléalgfs decision proceduna& order
to make effective decision&ood environmental decisiemaking wouldrequirethat all
of this knowledge be somehowansferred from dispersed individuals a centralised
democratic forum. This burden to communicate large amounts of knowledge is then
exacerbated by the need to mabalicy predictions. Making predictions about the
outcomes oflterndive environmental paties or management practices requires being
aware of thecausal relationships between a chosen policy and the environment. The
relationshippetween human actions and the natural world, however, are highly complex
and require gargeamount of both scierfic and local knowledge in order to be properly
understoodDeciding between particular environmental policies or regulations, therefore,

requires gathering\erylarge amount of knowledge about complex causal relationships.
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Markets, howeverhave been argued to overcome these challenges through the
communicative capacity of price signals and the possibility of comparisons of outcomes.
If this is the case, then t 6foll ows that t he most apr
environmental information would be to allow the development of markets in
environmentalgoodsd (Pennington, 2001: 183) . B
markets in environmentgbods,decisions ee reduced to the level of the individual who
can then make their owdecision about their use of environmental goods. The co
ordination of their individual actions is then achieved through the price mechanism
without any need to centralise information {fdl, 2013). Market actors peruse valuable
environmental goodsand ther individual actionsare then coeordinated with others
through the changing prices of thegeods. By not reserving the management of
environmental goods to the exclusive control ofeandcratic institution, markets also
allow alternative approaches to baplemented simultaneously. The need for large
amounts of predictive knowledge is therefore decreased as individual market actors are
able to observe the outcomes produced by altematioviders of environmental goods.
There are of course some enviromta problems for which property rights and markets
cannot be established. These are usually externalfylidic goodproblems where it is
not possible to internalise them with properights, such as global climate chaffge
Market advocates recognideste limitations. However, their claim is that when they can
be established there are good epistemic reasons to think that markets will make better
decisions when it comes to environnmamnroblems than democratic institutiodshis
example of environmentgoods, therefore, helps demonstrate the implicatidrtbeo
epistemic case for marketger democracy, even in an area where markets are often met
with considerable scepticisithese eguments can be applied to many other kinds of
political problems,and Hayekians argue that the conclusions are the same. Markets
should be given priorityandit is only in those few cases where they cannot be established

that alternative political or demeratic institutions should be allowed.

These arguments of marktteorists have yet to be replied to by epistemic
democrats who, as we have seen, have tended to exclude markets from their analysis.

Despite this, the prmarket critiques of democracyiréctly challenge many of the

2 Elsewhere | discuss cases where even when property rights are established nagrketggle to solve
environmental pblems because of the problemsdeferminingcausation between property owners (see
Benson, 2018a)
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epistemic arguments for democracy. Heleandemore(2013a, 2013b), for instance,
argues that democratic deliberation can draw on the benefits of coghitamsity in

order to more effectivelgolve social problems than mareclusiveforms of deliberation
which take place in aristocracies art@cracies. This argumerg consideed in more
detail in chapte5; for now, it is just necessary to see that it is affected by the epistemic
arguments for market&ven if we accept that democratic deliberation has the abilities
Landemore claims they dthe arguments of markeidvocates suggest that it will be
unable to gather the dispersed knowledge relevasbliong social problems and will
require decisiommakers to makmformationrintensivepredictions Although democratic
deliberation may be abke utilise cognitive diversity, this will not be to produce good
decisionmaking if such deliberation cannot access the knowledge it requires to make
such decisions. Landemoassumes that alternative institutions have access to the same
amount of knowlede, so this problem does not arise in her analysis. However, when we
consider the arguments of markle¢orists then the ability of democracy to acquire the
knowledge they neeadomes into question. Their argumerdgsggestthat even if
democratic deliberagn may outperform other collectiierms of decisiormaking, it

will be less effective than a decentralised market whichutifise dispersed knowledge
and allow for comparists of outcomeslizabeth Anderson (2006), alternatively, draws
on John Deweyl(981a 1981b) to argue for an experimental account of democracy. On
this account devaeistha iccgnérysoutanptessdifferent policies,

and then the idasion of all allows for the greatest level of feedback so that policies can
berevised in light of the evidence. However, according to the arguments expldnél in
section, this experimentation is likely to be inferior to that found in the market. In
Anderso® experimerdl democracy citizens would need to be aware not only & th
effectsof different policiesbut also the reason why thbegvethese effectslf they do

not, then they will not be able to identify a better alternative to advocate potttieal
process. Markets, however, at@eto implementmany more policiedhtan democracy at

any one time. They, therefore, allow individuals to compare the outcomes of different
alternatives siddéy-side, andchaose between them on that basis. The nearlill,
therefore, make adjustments and revision to different places bagbé decisions of
consumers, rather than citizens who requimach larger amounts of knowledge.
Epistemic democrats, therefore, neesvnargumentsf they are going taaddress th

challenge that Hayek and othmarkettheorists present for democracy.
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2.2 Low Feedback Goods & he Limits of Markets

In the previous section, we saw two epistemic critiques of democracy which argued that,
wherever they are possible, markets shouldpteferred to democratic institutions.
Democratic control shou)dherefore,be resered only for areas where markets and
property rightscannot be establishedhis chapter responds to these arguments in two
steps The first is to argue for the epistenimits of markets in order to show why markets
cannot be seen as the primary instdoél mechanism, and why there may be more space
for democratic control even when markets can be established. One immediate epistemic
objection to the arguments of the lasttion is that iequalities present in the markets

will disrupt its communicative nocess. The ability to communicate in markets is
equivalent to the ability to buy and sell, which means that netdillidualswill have

the capacity to communicate th&nowledgein markets. Thé&nowledge of those with

few resources will be silenceddlost,while the knowledge of those witrge resource

wi | | be amplified (Benson, 2018¢c; O6 Nei |
pursued hereThe reason forhis is not to dismiss the importance of inequalitias,

rather to identify a deepgroblem with market mechanisms and éfpéstemic arguments

for them. This problem is deeper in the sense that it exists etleeréf was complete
equality between marketctorsP. If a certain level of inequality is a problem foarkets

then this can,tdeast in principle, be addressed through redistribution rather than moving
away from market mechanisms. The argument of this chapter, however, will focus on the
episteme limits which are essential to the reduction of decisi@aking to individuals

and narket prices.

What is central to the pmmarket arguments is that markets reduce the need for
explicit knowledge Explicit knowledge is knowledge which needs to bescmusly
known todecisionmakers. It is scientifior local knowledge which decisiemakers must
be explicitlyaware of in order to makgooddecisions. Markets are argued to reduce the
need for expliciknowledge by allowing individuals to pursue goadd make decisions
withoutcentralising large amounts dispersedknowledge, and byllawing comparisons
of outcomesThis section will argue that theiis a large class of goods, where this pro

market argumenrfails even when property rights anthrkets can be establishadwill

30 DeCanio (2014) allows for the redistributive function of democracy and may, therefore, be consistent
with certain levels of equality. Pennington (2008}ernatively, defends market inequality on égmisic
grounds.
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develop the concept tdw feedback goodsnd arguehat ndividual market actors will

face large burdens for explicit knowledge when it cotoethesegoods, and that such
burdens cannot be met by mark@tms ofcommuncation. Decisionmakers in markets

will not, therefore, be able to access the knowledge ringyire to makgooddecisions

about such goods. The result of this is that markets cannot be seen as the primary
institution in epistemic terms. Makindecisionsabout political problems involves
making decisions about low feedback goods, and therefor®the reduced to a matter

of markets and property rights.

To understand the problem of low feedback goods, we must sisthe
importance ofeedbacksignds to the epistemiccase for marketsConsider the outcome
comparisons highlighted by DeCan#n individual can only make suctomparisons if
they receive feedback information about the outcomes of different altern8yvesting
different cars, a comsner will receive clear feedback allowing thend&iermine which
is the most comfortable. i§ this feedback about their relative comfwrtich reduces the
consumer sd need fandralloeskthein to make de&isionswnl lire dvighe
this standad. Similarly, market actors cammly pursuegoods in the market they know
the extent to wlah theirdecisionsresult in themachiewng these goods and, therefore,
meet their independent standards individual making decisions about food gooslgh
theindependent standard that the food be spmieyn buy different food products the
marketand receive clear feedback about the extent to whichnietythis standard. The
epistemic case for markets then requires feedbgdalsabout the effect ahdividual

actionsonthe goods they aim for.

As should be clear frorthe examples just givemeedback information will be
available fomanykinds ofgoods.What will be argued here, however, is that thisot
the case for a broad range of goodsalt we can callow feedback goodsrhedefining
featureof these goodss that they are in someay separated or disconnected from
individualsmaking decisionsThey may, for instance, be separated in terms of time or
space. The resutif this disconneabn is that individuals will not be provided with direct
feedback informatiorabout the effect ofhieir decisions and the extent to which they
achieve the goodhey pursue.Consider an individual who wants to make market
decisions which improve or maintaimeir personal healtl©ften,although by no means
always, individuals will not receive feedbackfarmation abouthow their market

decisions affect their health. Take the decision of which suppheatefr to choose. Many
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of the health effects which magsult from pollutants or chemicals different supplies
of water will not be easily recognisalidg consumers. They may, forstance, take long
periods of time to take effect or may only increase an individuiak of contracting a
health problemThese factors create a disconnection between the indiaddéhegood
theyaim to achieve, and thidisconnect removes the feedback sighatill, therefore,
be very difficult for individuals to telvhat, if any,effect a certain supply of water has on
their health.The result of this lack of feedback information is that market actors will
require Arge amounts afxplicit knowledge in order to malkkeir decisions. They will,
for instance, need to be aware of all the pollutants and cheountnts ofdifferent
supplies of water, and of the different health effects these substarcémve, and in
what quantities. This is a large epistemic burden which further incredsas we
consider thatan individual will require knowledge relating to all theirther market
decisions which could impact their health in similar wagentrary to the epistemic
arguments for markets then, in thegample individual market actors will face a very

large burden for explicit knowledge due to a lack of feedback.

Low feedback goodarein some way disconnected from individuals, the result of
which is that they will noteceive feedback about the effect of tragcisions and will,
therefore, require large amounts of explicit knowledge. Such goods are not, however,
confined to the issues of health but are actually a very large and important category of
goods. Their great significance can be seen when we mawefconsidering personal
goods (such as healttg ethical goods. Personal goods are goods which directly related
to the personal interest of the individpalrsuingthem and making decisions about them.

The comfot o f a car, t he tsawnthealthcafe alf emamples ofr a
personal goods. Although there are examples of personal goods which are low feedback
goods, such as health, the problem of low feedlzedds will be less prevalembr
personal gods. Because such goods relate to the patsmterests of the individual
pursuingthem, there will often be a connection to those individuals which allows for
feedback. Low feedback goods are, however, much more prevalent when we move to
consider ethicagoods. Ethical goods are not directly tethto the interestsf the
individual market actor making tltecisiors. Rather theinvolve wider ethical, moral or
justicebased concerns abaitich things as the welfare of others or the relations between
them.When it comes to political and social ptems, our independent standards will

often include such concerrisdependent stalardsnclude conceptions of justice and the
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common good and will therefore involve ethical goddseywill include such things as
concerns foresourceor wealth distribubns, human rights, awltural practices. A large
part of dealing with political and social problems will, therefaneplve dealing with
ethical goods. Ethical goods are, however, prime candidates for beifegidiack goods.
Theydo not have a strondirect relationshifo the individual decisiommaker and will
therefore very often lack any kind of feedback signal. In laogeetiesindividual market
actors are unlikely to receive feedback about the effabed market decisions on many

kinds ofethical good¥.

We can return to the case of environmental problems to help illustrate this wider
problem of low feedback good€onsideran individual market actanaking decisions
with the independent staadl hat we preserve thmazonrainforest.This independent
standard may result, for instance, in ethical or judtieeed concerns for the intrinsic or
relational value of the Amazédh Whatever the exact reason, the individual market actor
will want to make decisions which help to pegge it and not ones that damageNiow
those who live or work within thAmazon may receive feedback information about their
impact on it. They may receiveignals about the way this ecosystem is changing.
However, the maket individuals making decisionelevant to the Amazon are not
confined to these individuals but include many people wheignéficantly disconnected
from it. You do not need to be in close proximity to the Amandrave arimpact on its
conditionfrom your market transaction¥ou could, for example, be in another country
entirely. There is, therefore, no set or giviest of low feedback goodas they are in a
particular respect agenglative. Something can lzelow feedback goodo some people
but rot to others depending on th@iosition. The Amazon may not laelow feedback
good to those who live and work within it while bemtpwfeedback gootb others who
are more distan¥Vhat is important to our example, however, is that there widl \ery
large number of people takinglevantdecisions but who have no direct connection to
the Amazonitself, and will therefore not receive any feedback signalsough the
products these distant individuals buy a®dl, they can have significant effecin the

Amazon but receive no feeatk informationabout their effects due to this separation.

311t may be argued that individuals are less motivated to act on ethical values in markets relative to
democracyHere such motivations are assumed to be equal in order to focus on the episiestion.

32 This example remains neutral oretindependent standards of correctness. In fact, the example works
just as well if we consider individual who aim to destroy rather than preserve the Amazon, and who have
independent standards which claimtthature is evil.
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Market actors may be provided witiformation about goaksuch as theomfortof cars

or the taste of food, as thegeods are closely connected to the individoelking
decisions For an ethicabjood, suchas the Amazon, however, there can be significant
separation between the good and madyividuals resulting in a lack of feedback signals.

In order toachieve sucla good market actors will, therefore, requil@ge amounts of
explicit knowledgeThey will need to be consciously aware of the relationship between
their marketlecision andheAmazon This relationship, however, can be highly complex
and involve a large amount s€ientificand local knowledge. Ihcludes knowlede of

the production and consumption of all the different products they buy and sé&ihdise

of waste they produce and the different effects this can hatlésmnvironmentafood.

It is important to see that this problem is distifrom the externaties problem.

Even if the whole of the Amazon rainforest, for instance, was privately owned and all of
its owners were consenting to its exploitation and pollution, others who value it as an
ethical good will want to make market transat which do notontribute to this. They

will want to decrease their consumption of goods which damage its valuable biodiversity
even if its current owners are allowing it to be damaged. However, the lack of clear
feedback signals means these individuaidl require large amounts of explicit
knowledge to do this. This problem is also distinct from issues surrounding the
international/global nature of certain goods and problems. Although many who value the
Amazon as an ethical good will live in other caied, this is nohecessary for there to

be a lack of feedback information. There may be many environmental goods in the same
country as you, which you never the less receive very little feedback from. The problem

of low feedback goods is, therefore, atidist problem formarkets

Contrary to the epistemic case for markets, in the absence of feedback, signals
market actors will face very significant burdens for explicit knowledge. This fact
producesan importantepistemic problem for markets. Social anditmal problems
involve concerns about justice and the common good. This means that they involve low
feedbackethical goods whether they are environmental goods, resource or wealth
distributions, human rights, animal rights, cultural values and peagbr any number of
ethical goods from which individuals are disconnec@hsider, for instance, fair labour
practices, such as working conditions or wage levels. These actors will aim to buy
products which are produced by certain labour standards ahy others. Howewve in

large societies, market actors are often greatly separated from the production of the good
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they consume and will, therefore, not be given feedback information about the effect of
their decision®n laboumpractces As a result, thewill require a arge amount of explicit
knowledge about the production of all the different products they buy and the resources
which go into themThe same things can be said of other hunmgirisor things such as

the distributional effects of differekinds of consumijpon. There may, of course, be some
market actorsvho will receive feedback information aboaogrtainethical goods, and
some goods can be low feedback for certain individuals and not others. However, given
the size of modern societies,gpée will often ke disconnected from many ethical goods

andthey will, therefore, require large amounts of explicit knowledge.

The size of this burden for explicit knowledge tariurther appreciatedncewe
recognise that there will be many low feedbgoods in sociaand political problems.
Individual markets actors will, therefore, require explicit knowledge relevant to all of
these goods. The Amazon, for instance, is not the only environmental good which may
be valued for ethical or justice basedgens. In that c, individual market actors will
need to make decisions which relate to a whole host of environnemtaledback goods
rather than just ondn large complex societies, the market decisions of individuals will
affect many environmentgoods which there greatly separated from but which they
still value. Individuals will, therefore, require large amouwftexplicit knowledge about
the relationship between the production and consumptidmeodifferent products they
buy and a host @nvironmental goas from which they wilhot receive feedback signals.
This burden for explicit knowledge is then increased further when we add other low
feedback goods, such@source or wealth distributisphuman rights, animal rights, and
cultural vduesor practices Each one of these goods will require explicit knowledge about

each market decision an individual will make.

Importantly, this burden for explicit knowledgehich low feedback goods create
necessarily cannot be dealt with lnjcp signas. For Hayekians, price signals are the key
communicative mechanism in markets. However, they provide only an implicit form of
communication and do not communicate knowledge so that others become explicitly
aware of that information. Insteadgethallow p@ple to adjust their actions without the
need for such knowledge. If there are changes in the price of tin, market actors do not
learn the reason behind those changes but instead adjust their consumption of tin without
such information (Hayek,248). For his reason, Horwitz (2004: 314) refers to the price

mechani sm as a O0knowledge surrogated6 ratl
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Prices do not allow people to 6know what
act as if we knew wdtt others k e w6 . This means that ©price
forms of communication, such as speech, which allow people to become explicitly aware
of knowledge. The price mechanism is an implicit, rather than explicit, form of
communication and thefore cannbdeal with burdensfaexplicit knowledge. There is

then a wide range of goods, for which market individuals will not be able to make good
decisions because they will not be able to overcome the particular knowledge burdens

they produce.

Low feedback gods, therefore, presewmerysignificant limits for markets and the
epistemic arguments for them. There is a vademange of goods which will be common
to social and political problems and which cannot be dealt with by markets due to the
particular episemic burdens they create. This epistemic case for markets as the primary
social institution is therefore critically undermined by the recognition ointipertance
of low feedback goods to social and political problems. For the moment, howeser,
critique of markets is still incomplete. The critiguneedso show not only that markets
face epistemic limits, but also that these limits can be overcome by an alternative
institutional form, and in particular, deliberative democracy. In a comparati
institutional aralysis it is not enough to show that a particular institutional form faces

challengesThere is also aeed to show that an alternative can overcome them.

2.3 A Possible Objection

Before moving on to consider the case for deliberativeodeacy, thee is a possible
objection to the argument made so far which needs to be consiedebt advocates
may argue that an alternative form of market communicatitiver than price signals,
candeal withburdendor explicit knowledge which are pduced bydw feedback goods
Marketscould be said tpresent firms with clear incentives to provalicit knowledge
to consumers. If, for instance, a firm produces a product whigmvgonmentally
friendly, they will have the incentive to signal ghithroughsuch thingsas labelling,
advertising or branding, in order to gain the custom of those with environmrahtes.

The same incentive will be present for firms producing products with positiath
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effects or with high labour standards. Altlgbuprice sjnals cannotommunicate explicit

knowledge, firms have the incentive to provide this informationdividual consumers.

There are significant limitations to communication through such things as product
labelling which will be considered k&t For now however, this reply can be seen to face
a more immediate problem. Although firms may have incentives to provide positive
information about their products, they also face significant incentives to withhold
negativeinformationor even spread misleadingfaitse information about their products
If their products have negative environmental or health effectsndtance, they will
have every incentive to conceal information about such effectscoosumers who may
take this a a reason not to buy themhd'incentives facing firmsan,therefore lead to
the concealmermather than theommunicatiorof important informationrelevant tdow
feedback goodsOreskes and Conway (2010), for instance, have documdmed
tobacco comanies and those linked to theoduction of acid rain anchrbonemissions
have attempted to conceal damaging scientific information from tbeirsumers and
even actively aimed to spread doubt and misinformatimrder to mislead thenkirms
have incetives to communicate positivaformation about their productbut this will
often run counter to thprovision of reliable information which consumers can use to
make good decisions about low feedback goodsnd=will, for instance, alsdace
incentivesto present this informatiom certain waysand notothers They will have an
incentive to adopt a permissive definitorf t er ms such as od6envirc
or O6good | abour pr aanoiepositvyedimaigenof their dreductst o p
Such definitions can produsggnificant communicatioproblemsas there can often be
large difference#n the way they are interpreted by consumévbat a consumer takes
the term oOfair t r ade 6 greatly diffef from ¢hat ofafirng e 6t
particularly when firms fae strong incentives to adopt certain definitions over others. It
should also be noted that the problemcohcealment ofmisinformationby firms in
marketscannot be effectively checked lmpnsumers when it comes to low feedbac
goods. If a company concsahe fact that therar is uncomfortable, then the consumer
can quickly find this out through feedback signdlee firm may then be penalised in
terms of repeat business or reputational ldsthe good in question ia low feedback

good,however, consmers willnot be provided with the informatiohdgy need to check

33 Dealing with this objectiom e qui res that we consider the quest.:i
on hold in the thesis. However, it is necessary to consider them in the section to address this objection.
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firmsd claims. |1 f a fenvironmentdhharenfullorpromdeat t h
it as environmental friendly nen it is not, then the lack of feediasignal toconsumers

will stop them from finding this out.

2.4 Deliberative Democracy & Knowledge Gathering

We have seen that market actors will face significant burdens for explicit knowledge
whenit comes to low feedback goods, and that market commuuorcesinnot deal with
theseburdens as prices only provide an implicit form of communicatidrhere is,
therefore, a broad class of goods which will be common to social and political problems
which the epistemic case for markets cannot deal anth whereindividuals will not
makegood decisions Market advocates may still respotitit markets do not face any
greater problems in relation to these goods than demourstitcitions. The second stage

of this chapter will, therefore, argue that deliberatdenocratic institutionshave
epistemic properties which allow thetm deal with burdens for explidinowledge and
therefordow feedback goods. Importantly, it does not nedaktshown thatdeliberative
democracycan deal with all low feedback goods or getd of all explicit knowledg.
Rather in a comparative epistemic framework, what it needs to do is establish that
democracy is better able to do this relative to markets.

Deliberative democracy at first seems well placed to dealowittiens foexplicit
knowledge Such a concefn of democracy bases decisioraking on a free and open
discussiom mong participants. It is a oO6talk ce
on the givingof rational arguments in a forum, such as a parliamemin@sserbly
(Chamber, 2003).Deliberdive democracyis, therefore, based on the explicit
communication of speechUnlike the market which is based on the implicit
communication ofrrice signalsdeliberative democracy is based on an explicit form of
communication which canonveyexplicit knowledge.This is certaiy a positivefor
deliberation when it comes to low feedback goods. Alone, however, it is not e@sugh
deliberativedemocracy will stl face the challenges posed to it by market theorists.
Hayekians have arguethat knowledge redvantto addressing sociahnd political
problems includethelocal knowledgef individuals which is spread throughout society.
This will be as true for loieedback goodasmuch as any otherMuch of the knowledge
required to deal with these goods Iwiherefore, be dispersed and fragmented, and

deliberative institutions will need to centralise such information in the fd8e@mlthough
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deliberativeforumsare based on explicit communicatidiis does notn itself establish
how suchforumscan obtam explicit knowledge which islispersedhroughout society.
As we have seen, decentralising democratiamscan reduce this problebut cannot
solve it. Delberative democracy must, therefore, be able to overconprdbkem of the

division of knowledge.

The first thing to recognise is that the knowledge relevant to low feedback goods
will not only be local knowledgebut also sientific knowledge Decisions hout
environmental goodsfor instancerequire lots of scientific informationYou cannot
make ccisions about th&mazon unless you know hogifferent pollutants produced
through production processaffect it, and this has a necessary scientific compbiide
same thing can, for instance, also be said of heditire fields such as medical science
are highly relevant So althoughHayek and his followersre right to point to the
importance ofocal knowledgegeneral scientific knowledge will oftessobe crucial.
Hayek (2011494) himself recognised that scientific knowledge would often be irapgrt
but argued that thereillvalways b ean é@ven greater store of knowledge of special
circumstanceshat ought ¢ be taken into account in decisions whi ch onl y i n
will possess. It is, for Hayek then, more critical to access local bodies widdge as
they represent the greater proportion of relevant information. Even if it is true that local
knowledge foms the greater part of threlevantknowledge, it does not seem that the
amount of knowledge is the epistemically relevant factor whennitesoto decision
making. Surely the extent of its relevance or its significance to the problems is more
important tanitssi ze ( O6 Nei I | , 2012). The relatiwv
scientific knowledge does not need to conaggmuchhere, ad we can assume that it
will almost certainly vary from issue to issue. However, when it comes to considering the
problem of knowledge gathering more generally, it should be seen that institutions will
need to be able to access both kinds of informatietibBrative democracy must be able
to gather explicit knowledge which is both local and dispersed, and explieildage

which is scientific and centralised to relevant experts.

Although deliberative heoristshave not addressed thelayekiandivision of
knowledge problem directly, the tools requiredoteercone it can be found in recent
deliberative theory andapticularlyin its systemic turnGhristiano, 2012Dryzek, 2016;
Mansbridge et al.,, 2012; Parkinson, 2006). The systapjgroach has expaad

deliberative democracy away from deliberation withinfdvem to deliberation within a
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wider system and has bemfluential in areas such asvironmental democracy (Dryzek
and Stevenson, 2011; Stevenson and Dryzek, 2&pidtemic democrats have ngt
fully engaged with the systems approach. However, it is through this approaerethat
can start to see how thgroblem of thedivision of knowledge maye addressed by

deliberative democracy.

A deliberative sy shasedapgraaciodpolitcpl @efice s a
andproblems ol vi ng 6 ¢tda2012:15).itd,gherefore, based on the explicit
communication of speecnd can communicate expliéarms of knowledge The fact
t hat it is a O6syst e mob,nothodimed to decisionmnmakiregn st |
forums Thesdorumsonlyac ount f or t he Oempower spaced¢
refers to formal democratic institutions, such as parliaments or citizens assemblies, which
have the power to make binding decisions on the ptpnlaAlthough it is a very
important part of a deldrative system, empowered space is not its only part and
deliberation is not confined to these institutions. Instead, a system involves a large number
of6di fferenti at ed wheh alsbiriclade mditutions withimmpairbtl § &
space6 nfaddDrywek20®1.027)Public space refers to more informal and open
deliberations which take space in civil society. These deliberations are connected to those
in empowered space but do not themsetha final decisioirmaking power. Institutions
within public space includaniversities, trade unions, think tanks, socravements,
businesses, voluntary associations, newspapers, televasidnother medijanon
governmentabrganisations (NGOs) and aitees. Each of these components makes its
own contrbution to deliberation within the wider system. Skhaugh they are
differentiated discussion anthlk within eachcomponents connected and integrated
that it makes up a large system. Eaem therefore 6 ¢ 0 n seasdnsand proposals
generatedimmt her par t sebal,h (2042 23Delberatignds not, therefore,
something which takes place in a single institution or forum, but is rather distributed
across a number of institutions withith empowered and public spacksportantly,
howe\er, these two spaces are themselvestinhroughmechanismsobt r ans mi s s i
and 6 ac c o 8tevénaob iaidiDryyek, 2014:712B). Transmissions refer to
different roots through which the delibgoms with public space come to influence the
delibeation and final decisions within empowered spatkrough campaignand
lobbying, for instance, discussions in NGOs or think tanks can come to inflinerfoeal

decisions of parliamentglternatively,the final decisions of empowered space are also
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saidto beaccountald to public space through a number of alternative mechanisms, the

mostcommon of which are elections.

A benefit of this systems approach to deliberative democracy is the epistemic
bendits which can be discovered monsidering the wider systéfh The important
epistemic benefit for our discussion is that a system model can help explain how the
decisions of empowered deliberatfe@umscan access relevant knowledge whighas
differernt extents dispersed throughout society. This is because psphceactsas an
intermediary betweerthis knowledge and empowerespace which gathes and
aggregate dispersed information so that it cha utilisedin political decisioamaking.

This partcular epistemic account of a democratic deliberative systeapisesented in
figure 1. In the centre of thig/stermmodel, there are many different institutions in public
space whiclgather and aggregate different forms of dispersed knowladdgeyho tha,
through transmissionspmmunicatehis knowledge tempoweed democratiéorums
Each institution can be concerned with different forms of knowldaga]l aim to gather

it and have to come to influence the decisions of empowered spatsder, foinstance,
the connectiorbetween the scientific deliberation$ the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change(IPCC) and international negotiations @arbonemission reductions.
The formertechnical deliberatioprovides detailed scientific knowledgef the causand
effects of climate change, whidhen feedsntot he | atter s empower
about emissions policy and reductioddternatively, campaign groupscharitiesand
social movements can be seen to gather knowledge on thefiecasof social problems
which can then influenagecisionswithin enpowered spacefstitutions such as Oxfam

or Shelter, for instance, provide information which can be used in deciding government

policy.

34 Epistemic consideran, defined as increase the quality and divgxsiireasons is often seen as important
in the systems approach (e.g. Christiano, 2012; Mansbridge et al., 2012).
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Figure 1: Dem

When we move to a system model of deliberative deacyc deliberative forms
are no longer seen as they ar¢ha Hayekian critiguess isolated islandsf decision
making greatly separated and disconnected from the knowledge which is dispersed
throughout society. If suderumsreally were so isolatedhén they would appear to fail
to access the relevant knoatge they require for making good decisions. From a systems
perspective however, democratic forums are far from isolated.Instead they are
connected t@ host of differentomponents within a widesystem. These components
gather andaggregate differeniofms of knowledge which are dispersed throughout the
system andhen aim to communicate this information to democrédiums These
institutions includescientific bodies, campaign groups, acadergroups, unions,
charities and social movements which @a&ch concerned with different kinds of
knowledge. Empowered democratarumsare then connected # wider deliberative
system andthis facthelps usto better understand the knowledggtheringabilities of
deliberative democracyAs we have alreadsee, decentralisation can help to reduce the
problems highlighted by market advocates,we can also imagine that the empowered
space of an effective deliberative system wilNolve a number of désion-making

forums(as shown in figure 1)

There will, of course be manyimperfectiors in this deliberative systemvhich
will affect the way in which knowledge is gathered and aggregated, tlaesk
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imperfectiors will have an impact on its epistemic valurhese issuesill be considered
further in the next dipter. For now, however, the main aim of this epistemic account of
a deliberative system is tshow that deliberativdorums of decisioamaking can
overcome the division of knowledge problem analysgtiayek and isollowers Local
knowledge which is disgrsed among individuals, and scientific knowledgewn to
experts, can botlbe gathezd for decisioamaking in deliberativeforums through
institutions within public space. Deliberative democradhes, wellplacel to access the

knowledge required foolv feedback goods.

As it currently stands, however, deliberative systems run up against a significant
problemwhen making a comparison to thearket. What needs to be shown is that a
democratic deberativesystem is better able to gather explicit knowledhan markets.
However, the differenknowledge gathering components of a deliberative system can
communicate expliciknowledge to individual market actors as welltaslemocratic
forums As Man®ridge etal. (2012: 78) point out, there can be delibéve systems
which are not democratitnsteadthey can terminate in many differdotmsof decision
making, such as autocratic or aristocrdboums (these are considered in chap®gr
There isanother possibilityhowever which is not considered ansbridge and her eo
authors. This is the possibility of a marbetsed deliberative system as represented in
figure 2. In such a systeniinal decisions are not taken in deliberatfiegeumsbut raher
by individual market actor&Vithin such a system, institutions within public space would
aim to communicate their explicit knowledge itadividual consumergather than
democratic forums For instance, many environmental groups make information
campdgns aimeddirectly at consumers, attempting to provide them with information
about the effect ofheir market transactions on valued environmental goods. Similarly,
many health charitieattempt to communicate the conclusions of scientific research
mariket actors, in ordethat they can makenore informed consumer choices. A
deliberative system may, therefore, help markets to overcome the epistemic burdens
produced by low feedback goods. It allows us to see how explicit forms of communication

may ome tobe utilised in a market alongside price signals.

To my knowledge, the idea ai market deliberativesystem has not been
considered befordHowever it is in line with some of the arguments and ideas of market
theorists. Pennington (2001), for instan ha pointed to advertising, trade magazines,

gossip, books and other suctediaas forms of explicit communication which can be
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utilised in market socie#y. Although they have not gone as far as to put forward a model

of a market deliberativeystem, markettheorists haveuggestdthat price signals are not

the only mechanism of communication available in markets. Instead markets, just like
democratic institutions, are seen to be embeddiih awider system of communication.

This idea can be betteoncepualised with a model & market deliberativeystem such

as that considered here. A deliberative system should, therefore, be used to show how

individuals in markets can utilise explicit forms of knowledge as required by low

feedback goods.
Knowledge Public Empowered Space /
in Society Space Decision-Making Space
S " Interconnect deliberation
clentinic between a number of
Knowledge: componants
Local
Knowledge:
Individual Market Actors
Figure 2: Marke!

We @nthen, imagine two alternative deliberative systems which we can call a
democraticdeliberative system anda market deliberativesystemrespectively Both
deliberative systems involve interconnectéeliberations within public space which
gather andhggregatalifferent forms of knowledge-However, in a democratisystem
final decisions are taken in a number of democfatiems while in a market systefimal
decisions are taken by a much great@mber of individual market actors. As it stands
then,deliberatie systems can be usedstgpport either democracy or markets. In the next
section, these alternative deliberatbystems will be compared, and it will be argued that

a democratic system has a number sagnificant advantages when it comes to

®Hayek (2011) himself suggested that sciewmtific
individual actors through other means thaieg signals. Although he does not specify how this should be
done, he could have had in mind some of the mechanisms involved in a deliberative system.
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communicatirg and utilising the explicit knowledgequired for low feedback gootis
These advantages give us good epistemic reason to prefer a democratic system to a market

systemand to see deliberative democracy as the primaiijtution rather than maeks.

2.5 Demccratic Systems versus Market Systems

The first advantage of a democratic system is that it reduces the number and distribution
of decisionmakers to whom explicit knowledge needs to be communicated. In a market
system, decisiomaking is decenttsed to he level of the individual, while in a
democraticsystem, decisiomaking takes place in a smaller number of democratic
forums The radical decentralisation in a market system meansrdéleatant explicit
knowledge needs to be communicated tewylargenumber othighly dispersed market
actors, while a relatively more centralised democratic systsds tdoe communicated

to far fewer decisioomakers contained within a smaller number fofums The
challenges involved in communicating explicidwledge ee, thereforedramatically

increased in a market system.

These challenges will differ depending on the form of knowlduigeg gathered
Consider generalcientific knowledge. Many low feedback goods will require scientific
knowledge Knowledgeconcernig environmental goods and human health, for instance,
involves asignificant scientific component. Scientific knowledge is general knowledge
that is oftenavailable only to those with significant training. It is then, unlike local
knowledge, cemslisedint he scienti fic community or ac
argued, this more centralised character of scientific knowledgeeans that
communicating itn markets will face the opposite epistermpioblems to those identified
by Hayekians Instead of communcating dispersed knowledgdo a centralised
democratic institutiona market system wilheed tocommunicate centralisestientific
knowledge to a large number of highly dispersetividuals.The greater the number of
decisionmakers, te greater the ditulty therewill be in communicating centralised

scientific knowledge to all relevant parties. A democragistem can, therefore, reduce

36 A simplifying assumption will be made whenakingthese comparisons. This assumption is that the
qudity of public space is equal for both of the two deliberative systems. It is oftened#iat markets

have a corrosive effect on civil society, or the institutions of scientific knowledge, and these rasgume
would suggest to public space will not bauabjin both. Such arguments are not, however, necessary to
show the superiority of a democratic deliberative system. The following section will argue that even when
we assume that public space is completelyat in both systems, the democratic optionspistemically
preferable.
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suchproblemscomparedo a market systenasit reduces the number and distribution of
decisionmakers towhom knowledge needs to be communicat&kcisionmakers are
reduced to those participating in a much smaller number of delibefatiwes and
scientific knowledge will only need to be communicated to these particular actors rather
than the vastumber ofindividuals who are dispersed throughout the markt.
democratic systenthereforereduces the number aristribution of decisiormakers
relative to a market system, which decreases the challehggplicitly communicating
scientific knowledgeo decisioamakes.

Burdens for explicit knowledge include locak well as scientifidorms of
knowledge. The ways mhich a production prass affects particular peopfer instance,
may only be known to certain etihe-spot individuals who have expence of these
effects.However, a market system will again fanechgreater probleswhen it comes
to explicitly communicatingsuch knowledgeomparedo a democratic system. These
problems will be differentto those confronting the communication of stific
knowledge,as local knowledge is much more fragmented. When it comes to local
knowledge, a market system would neecxplicitly communicate a large amount of
local information dispersed through society to an equally large number of individuals
dispersedhroughouthe marketLocal knowledge is dispersed among many individuals
in society, and in a markatystemit must then be communicated to an equally large
number of @cisionmaking nodes spread throughout tharket A democratic system
comparativelyill greatl reduce thigproblem as it significantlyeduces both the number
and distribution of decisiomakers relative to a marksystem. In a democratic system,
local knowledge needs to be communicated to a remelier number of decisiomakers
distributed amog a number oforums A democratic system, therefore, reduces the
challenges of explicit communication relative to markets, for both scientific and local
knowledge.

The secon@dvantage of a democratic over arked systems that it reduces the
epistemicand cognitivedburden placed on decisignakers. Individual market actors will
engage in a verlarge number of market decisions which will affaatvhole host ofow
feedback good§.hey will, therefore, requirexplicit knowledgewvhich isrelevant to edc
of these decisionsConsider, for instance, individualmaking decisions aboubw
feedback environmental goods. Thewtividuals will need to bexplicitly aware othow

the production and consumption of alet products they buy impact on all the
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envionmental goods which are deemed to be importdhis simply places an
unreasonable epistemic and cognitive burden on individaalglmost every market
transaction will confront them with a sizeable requirenfenboth local and scientific
knowledge. Italso helps us to see why market advocates canaiot that individuals

can merely seek out the information they need. Such a reply faélsdgnise the size of

the episemic burden facing individuals. Everydividual market actor would, for
instance,need tosearch out information about nearly all their markkahsactions to
determine their effect on low feedback environmental gobls. burden is then greatly
increased when we consider the fact that thjgst one type of low feedback good among
many.Thereverse of OscarWigb s qui p t hat socialism woul

with meetingsis that freemarkets would take up too many evenings with research.

A democratic systeralternatively,does norequire that individuals possess such
large amounts of information as there is a division of epistemic labour. The transmission
of knowledge to democratiorumscan be undertaken by different components within
public space which each focuses on paracidinds of knowledge. This knowledge can
thenbe communicated to more specialist democtatiems Unlike market actors who
will make decisions in relation to a large number of low feedback goods, a democratic
forum may be tasked with providingparticular good or range of goods. They do not,
therefore, place such large epistemic and cognitive burdens on individual decision
makers.Forumsmay still require information about how the gedldey aim to provide
affect others. Toanalytic an approactan miss important ways in which the resolution
of one problem caaffect anothe(Dryzek, 1987h)However, the burden is significantly
reduced relative to a market systarhich leaves decisiemaking to individualsThe
second significant epistemic advagé of a democratic systahen is that it reducethe
epistemic burden and therefore amount of knowledge which needs to be communicated

to decisioamakers.

The third advantage of a democratic system is that it can increase the quality of
explicit comnunication. The vast number of decisiorakers in mikets means that
information must be greatly simplified in order that it can reach large numbers of people.
The information which is relevant to low feedback goods is often highly techsi,
as scienfic information, and difficult to understand. Itae often also involve

uncertainties, say about the effects of substances on health, which are not easily
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quantifiable and can be difficult to apply (Slovic, 2000). This means that the
simplificationof sud information can be highly problematic and leathtge reductions

in its quality. Consider, for instance, product labelling as a method to spread health or
environmentalinformation to consumers. Communicating information in this way
necessarilyequires significant simplification: first, so that it céihon a single label, and
secondsothatit can be easily and quickly understood by consumers. Now compare this
to the communication of knowledge within a democratic forum. Knowledge can be
explainedandcommunicated at length to decisiorakers and in way which recognises

its complexity. Take deliberative institutions such as citizens assemblies. These
approaches allow citizens to come into direct contact with experts through structured
events such asxpert panels and workshops. A deliberative prajackidney donation,
for instance, held a 6speciali st specalist 6 wh
they wished in order to ask further questions and have information fetpé&ined
(Burgess et al., 2007Rarliamentary assemblies havmitar features, such as expert
committees, which allow for a higher quality of communication which then informs
decisionmaking.These features of democratarumscan allow for egreater quality of
explicit communication compared to a market systemc@irsewhen it comes to very
specialist knowledge, some simplification is inevitable for thedhout particular
training (problems of specialist knowledge will be returned to in the next chapter)
Howe\er, the need for simplification in a market sysisrsignificantly greater than in a
democratic system which can allow for a more detadled complex understanding of

explicit knowledge.

A democratic systemthereforehas a number afnportant advantages over a
market systemwhich increases its abilityy overcome the burdens of explicit knowledge
produced bytow feedback goods. It reduces the challenges of communicating explicit
knowledge todecisionmakers, reduces the cognitive agpistemic burden placed on

decisionmakersand increases the ditgt of explicit communicatioff. We have now

37 Some market advocates may object, in reference to Coasean theorypthatstio in fact possess these
advantages, then a process of market competition would itself selesimitar institutional structures
(Pennington, 201). In the same way that large firms may prosper if they reduce the costs of individual
bargaining, those institutional forms which reduce the costs of acquiring knowledge can also be selected
through marketompetition. | think there are general reastnise sceptical of the capacity of competition

to always select for beneficial institutional forms. However, there are specific reasons for why this reply
cannot be made against the problem of low feedbackgySelection by market competition requires th

the benefits of particular institutions can be recognised by individual market actors who can then select for
them in their market decisions. If larger firms produce better quality cars, then individnalsapgnise

and select for this. The problem lwiw feedback goods, however, is that they are disconnected from
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established the second stage of the chapter argument. Unlike markets, deliberative
democracy is able to gather the explicit knowledge requiretkab with low feedback
goods. Low feedback goods will be common intprd! and social problemsut markets
cannot deal with the epistemic burdens they crefatéeliberative democratic system,
however, can gather such information and should, therefergivienpriority over the
market.Only a deliberative system where dgions are taken iforumscan access the
explicit knowledge required to deal with the low feedback goods central to political and
social problems. Of course, wheuchgoods are absent not significantmarkets may

be effectivé®. However, only deliberate democracy can access the knowledge required
to determine this in the first place. It is democratic institutions then, which must choose
whether or not to deploy markets wHew feedlack goods are nprominentr to deploy
themwith significant regulaon (such as with labour or environmental standards) in order
to account foiimportantlow feedback goods. Only a deliberative democratic system,
however, camccesshe information regued to make suctiecisionsaand must, therefore,

be seen as the prinyainstitutionover markets

This chapter has focused on the epistemic issues of knowledge gatkennug,
argument haget been offered for why the final decisions within a deliberative system
should be taken democratically. Perhaps thiesems should nvolve autocratic or
aristocratidorumsof deliberation or perhaps some other producer initially. The question
of decisionmaking itself, however, will be taken up in the second half of the thesis. This
chapter hadocusedon knowledge gathering and hagued for the superiority of a
democratic deliberativeystemover a market system in terms of this property. A defence

of the claim that the final decision should be democratic wipplvsuedin laterchaptes.

2.6 Implications for Direct Democratic Voting

This chapter has focused on the epistemic property of knowledge gathering and
particularly on defending deliberative demaxcy against the argumenbdf market
theoristsin respect to that propertyrhe arguments of the chapter do, however, have

implications for anothegpproach to political decisiemaking, that of direct democratic

individuals and do not provide them with clear information. As a result, a particular institution may provide
a low feedback good more succedigfand yet not have this recognised by madatbrs due to a lack of
feedback. Market competition cannot, therefore, be relied on to select such an institution.

38 There are other problems which may still affect the effectiveness of markets, such uagitineq
externalities or common pool resources
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voting. Democatic decisions do not need tme taken in deliberativeorums such as
representative or citizen assemblies, but can be taken by citizens in a large aggregative
vote such as a referendum. This section will discuss what the iaradl$fsis chapter has
to say for the epistemic value of thdatter forms of decisiormakingand the force of

epistemic arguments which are often made in their defence

If the conceptia of democracy from which direct voting is advocated is purely
aggregative, thethe approach wouldot offer much in the way ofools for gathemg
relevant knowledgerhich is dispersed in societguch aconception of democracy would
not allow for a deberative system, such as the ones explored here, as it would focus
exclusively on the aggregative procedure of voting. Procedures sudefasenda
however, do not actuallgccurindependently of any kind of deliberatioand here are
not many who woul@dvocate mass voting without any kinds of prior deliberagfdhe
issues beig decided upaonThis position has been attributedRousseatbutthis is itself
contested (se@aldron, 198%. Direct democratic voting can then be advocated from a
conceptionof democracy which is not purely aggregatarel would leave space for a
possble appeal to deliberative systems for reasons of knowledge gathiérarg. could
be a deliberative system which involves tkieowledgegatheing and aggreganhg
ingtitutions of public spaceand then takes decisions in direct democratic votes, such as

referendarather than deliberatiierums

According to the argumengaursuel in this chapter, howeverhé direct voting
approach wouldstill face significant epistemic problemighen it comego knowledge
gathering. This is because the approachim@ameimportantrespect a similar structure
to the market approachdvocated by Hayekian&ike markets,it reduces decision
making to individualsA deliberative system where decisgoare takemidirectreferenda
would, thereforelook quite similar tahe systenrepresented in figur2. Fnal decisions
would be taken by a very large number of highly dispeisedviduals; the only
differenceis that these arendividual voters ratér than indivilual market actorsrhis
latter distinctiononly refers to the way that individuals make their decisions. Mogs of
act as both citizens who vosnd market actors who buy and salhd therefore the
individualsto whom knowledgeneeds to beommunicatedemainsabou the same in

both system¥. The result othis is that it will face similar problemshen it comes to

39 This will dependon rates of market and referendum participation.
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gathering explicit knowledge as those fbg marketsand will beepistemielly inferior
to a deliberative systemhere deci®ns are taken iforums Having decisioataken by
referendawould increasethe challenges of communicating explicit knedge to
decisionmakers, increase cognitive and epistemic burden placed on decisiakers

anddecreas¢he qualityof explicit communication

Epistemic democrats whaleocatedirect voting tend to appeal to one of two
mechanisms to deferits epistemic qualityThe firstis the Condorcetlury Theorertf.
According to the original juryheoem a choice between two options is beskten by a
large group if (1yoters make their decisions independently of each gi)eroters make
their decsionssincerely rather than strategicalpnd(3) eachvoter has a probability of
selecting the correenswer which is greater than 0.5.lfaf these conditions holdhen
as the number of votenscreassthe probability that the procedure will select the correct
option moves towards 1. Asrasult a democratic vote which includes everyone will be
epigemically preferable to a more exclusivote which involves fewer people. More
recent work on the jury theorem has attemptecekax some ofthese assumptiorend
make the theorem more clearly applicable to the political and democratic context. For
instance it has beerextenced to plural voting over multipleoptions (List & Goodin,
2001) andto casesvhere voters haviwly correlatedvotes (Ladha, 1992r merely
makeup their mingd autonomously rather than being fully independérstiund 1994;
Landemore, 2015.

An immediatdssuewith the use of jurgheoremss the question of how to select
the options on offer, and how &nsurethat the right answeor at least good answers)
actuallyappearsThis seems to require some other procedure to mass voting and would
itself be informationintensive(for discussion see Fuerstein, 2008)Je can, however,
leave this question to one side amsteadocus on theompetenceassumption whe the
arguments of this chapter goarticulaty relevant. Thischaptersuggest that we cannot
reasonalyl expect that all or rost voters will be able teelect the correct option with an
accuracy of above 0.5. Because of the very large number anduistrilof decision

makers, a direct voting procedure will face significant epistemic challenges

40Of interest here, is the application of the jury theorem to popular referatiter than the votes of a
smaller number of represeritags (e.g. Waldron, 1999). The argument madaimsection therefore leaves
open the possibility of citizens voting for representatives rather than directly for policies. The issue of
representative versus citizen assemblies is discussed in chapter 5.
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communicatingelevant knowledge of high enough quality to all voters. The resthiisof

is that individual voters will likely not have the knowledge required to make effective
decisions on a range of political issues. Nor vatersbe expead to seek out such
information. A voter may be able szquireenough information to vote on one pigial

issue However the share number of issues which they will have to face will present them
with a huge epistemic burden which they will not be able to meet. So even dghany
voter may be able to becomempeentenough that is,above 0.5robability) on one
issue, all omostvoters cannot be expecteddoquire enough relevant information to

becomecompment on all relevant issués

This may not be a problem for direct vaji if we can appeal to the second
mechanism for the epistemic value of voting, the miractggfegation (Converse, 1990
Caplan, 2007t.andemore, 20188 Page & Shapiro, 1992; Surowiecki, 2004gcording
to this agument, hosevoters who do notmanagedo gather the required knowledge will
not affect the outcome of the proceduas they will be distributed evenmongthe
optiors. If voters have ninformation then they will voteandomlyacross the differén
options. When aggregated together thenséheotersvould simply canceleach otheout
and have no effect on the end result. The outcome of the procedure wouldethen
determind by the remaining voters who were ablexdquirethe relevantknowledgefor
this particular issue, and they would tipetbalance irfavour of the right answér.
Through the miracle of aggregation then, the problem of getting all or most voters
informed should nogffect the final vote. As long as a large egh number of voters do
getinformedon the particular issues anthke a good decision, then the procedure will
lead to a good answer. This will only be the case, however, if absenkrewdédge
haveno effect on how people vote. The assumption thaidesvmation voters will vote
randomly and therdore be evenlydistributed amongthe options, is based on the
assumptiorthat a lack oknowledge does noitself influence how one voteBut this is
not the case. Lacking certain kindskmfowledgewill often influence the direction of a
p er s\wte drsa political iss If, for example, on theurface of things policy A
appears superior to policy B hutbe&knowrstto lots of voters potly A will actually cost
three times as much and risks a budgetary crisis (and therefore the funding of all other

41 For other critiques of the relevance of jurgadinems to politics see Anderson (2006), Estlund (2008) and
Ladha (1992).

42There are a few different readings of the miracle of aggregation, but they all follow the same general
logic. For a discussion of ¢hdifferent readings see Landemore (2013a, endjt
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beneicial policies) n the long term, then this will have the effettawsingthese voters
to make bad decisions. An absence of knowledgeaca often willaffect the direction
of anindividual's vote, and therefore those without knowledge of the issue cabeot

expecedto vote evenly across the optidhs

The argument of this chapter, therefore, suggests that deswicrait voting, as
found in referenda will face similar problems tomarkets in not being able to
communicateenoughhigh qualityknowledge to decisiemakes. Thisfact underlines
the epistemic value ddrgescaledirectvoting and the key mechanisms which argued
to explain its epistemipropeties Many democratic sceptics have atagestiord the
epistemic value of democratic voting. However, it is amant to distinguish how their
arguments differ from those inighchapter. The arguments of democratic sceptics often
focus onlevels of voter knowledgeand are often made in referente urvey data
reporting toshow high levels of voter ignorance abaolitically relevant knowledge
(Achen & Bartels, 201,8Brennan2016 Caplan, 2007; Simon, 2013). There is, however,
muchto be debated about the quality of such surveys and what can actually be deduced
from them about the epistemic abilities of voterst Example, these surveys often test
voter so0 kno wlqeestigne whicly areanstkdirently relevant to making an
informed political decision. For instance, they ask those surveyed to do such things as
name past presidents aepresetatives which s notnecessaly relevant to making a
good political decision. Rernativdy, democratic sceptics oftarse elitiststandards to
definecorrectinformation and therefore to judgéizen®information For instance, they
oftenassume that the opinions @onomists are true and take any deviation from these

opinionsto be a mark of ignorante

Democratic sceptics also generally appeal to rational choice theorga for
theoretical explanatiorof low voter knowledge (Brennan, 201&aplan, 2007).
Accarding to theseexplanations the reason for low voter knowledge is a lack of
incentives due to a fresder problem. In largeotes any oneindividuals vote is very
unlikely to be pivotal and affect the outcoraadthereforeno individualhasan incentive
to pay the costs of getting informed or possilelyen tovote in the first placeEven if

they do vote because it has some expressive value/athesstill doesnot give them an

43 Fuerstein (2008) makes a similar argument elsewhere.
44 For further discussion see Bennett and Friedman (2008), Landemore (2013a, 2014) and Lupia (2006).
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incentive to voténformed (Brennan & Lomasky, 1993)hese rational choice argeamts

for low information votes have also been questionedditernativetheoriesof voting
which suggest voters have a greater reason to vote. Tlifieis because, unlike the
rationalchoice theory of democratic sceptics,thake it to berationalto contribute to

the production of public goodsther than fregide, or because they see the margin by
which a particular policy wins to be of some importance (Landemore, 2013a; Mackie,
2012; Tuck, 2008).

The argument of this epter, however, does not aab tocontrowersal survey
data or to the preferred rational choice explanations of democratic sc&#tberit
claims thatdecisionmakersin a direct referendum will be unlikely to obtain the
knowledge they require because of Weey structure of tle decisiorprocedure and the
way that relevant knowledge is dispersed in socBegause dispersed knowledge needs
to be communicated to a wetarge number of dispersed individual voters, such a
procedure wilincreasdghe challenges of communicating &g knowledge to decision
makers, increasethe cognitive and epistemic burden placed on decisiakers and
decrease the quality of expli@ communication The grounds for this critique are
therefore differentfrom those of the democratic sceptics,damportantly so is its
conclusion. The argument of this chapter does not lead rigectionor reduction of
democracy, but rather todelibeative democratic system where decisions are taken in
forumsrather tharreferenda The critique does not, thecg€, question the epistemic
value of democracy as such, but rather the epistemic value of a particular kind of

democratic procedure.

2.7 Conclusions

This chapter has started the analysis of the epistemic property of knowiithgeing

and has done so througim engagement with the epistemic argument for markets. It
argued against the ideas of Hayek and his followers that markets should be $een as t
primary institution in epistemic terms. By developingdheegory of low feedback goads

the chaptediscoveedthe significant limits of markets the areas ofocial and political
problems. Markets and the epistemic argumentshi@m cannot accourtfor this broad
range ofimportedgoods which willbe common in political problems they cannot deal

with the efstemic burdens they produce. The chapter then put forward an epistemic

model of a deliberative democratic system, to demonstrate that deliberative democracy
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can access the required knowledge that markets cdnrpmirtantly, this model showed
how it couldgather and aggregate knowledge which is dispersed throughout society.
Considering the Hayekian analysis of the decision of knowledge was therefore productive
in helping us to better understand the knowledge gatheringiedibf deliberative
democracy.tlwas only through an engagement with Hayek and those in his tradition that
allowed us to see the importance afyatemic approach to deliberatitmunderstanding

the epistemic properties of deliberative democracy.

The analysis of this chapter, howay has a couple of key limitatisnFirstly, it
has so far just assum#uht the decisiomaking institutions within the empowered space
of the deliberativesystems houl d be democratic iforumsat ur
involve aristocratic deliberatioinstead? A full defence afemocratic decisiomaking
however will be pursuedn the second half of the the¢chapters 4 and 5Yhe second
limitation is that it consideredrather dealisedversion of a deliberativeysem Such a
system is kely to have many imperfections and problems when it comksdwledge
gathering, and these were not accounted for.HEne task of the next chapter will
thereforebe toanaly® the deliberative system in some more detaying consideration
not only to itsbenefits but also to its imperfections.
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3 Knowledge in the System & the Forunt

The last chapter focused on the epistemic property of knowledge gathering and argued
for the epistemic limits of markets. In their place, a model @¢mocraticdeliberative
system was advocated whdigal decisionswvere taken withirdeliberativeforums The
chapter did, however, take rather idealised view dahis deliberative system, and
compare ito two equally idealisedieliberativesystems where decisions weaiennot

in deliberative forms, but rather by individuaiithermarkets oreferendaThis chapter

will, therefore,need tofurther considethow knowledgels gathered in a deliberative

system and this includescansideratiorof its imperfections and limiteins.

There area number of issueshich may affecthow knowledge is gheredwithin
a deliberative system, arak a resulthe chapter mudbcus.Attention will be given to
the problem of determining whiabf the knowledge claims produced by public spac
institutionsshould beallowed to influencdinal decisiors within empoweed space The
chaptemwill show hat there ara number of imperfections adeliberative systemhich
mean thatkknowledge gathered by public space institutions cannot be takgiveas
Instead, there is a need for @pistemic filtewhich cansdect which knowledge claims
are of good enough quality be dlowed toinfluence empowered decisions withatums
Thisc h a p t e ris)thereforegn the need foan epistemic filte in the transmission
of knowledge from public and empowered sp&ceh a focus willof courseleave other
issues unaddressed by the tH€sRor example, there may be problems with deliberative
quality of public spacavhich mean that some forms of knledge get Ist before they
can even be filteredlhe epistemic filter ishowever,a particulaly important issue to
consider. No matteihe deliberative quality of public space, it will not producsidorm
or fully consistent set of knowledge claims.efé is therebre, an important need for an
effective epistemic filter, without which decisionaking may come to bemadeon

inaccurate or false information.

The distinctive positiorthe chaptewill argue for is thatay citizens can play a

significantand importantole in providing the epistemidilter require by the deliberative

45 A version of this chapter was publishedamsarticle in Politics, Philosophy & Economisge appendix
3:fiDel i berative Democracy & tPoligics, Philosbphye&rEcamdmicsT a c i t
Forthcoming https://doi.org/10.1177/14708%18782086

46 To the extent that it does, thesd! still be a certain level of idealisation in the system model.
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system This will be a unexpectedonclusion for many. When it comes to determining
what information should be used in political decisinaking, it is often thought that we
needto include tre more knowledgeable, whether they are traditional experts or
stakeholder/civil society groups. This chapter, however, will argue that citizens are in a
much better epistemic position when it comes to selecting information than is lyormal
thought.

The reason for this has to do with the kinds of deliberation which can and cannot
filter the knowledge relevant to political and social proble@se formof deliberation
would attempto filter knowledge claims in respect to their relatingh-values. Given
that it is focused on truttialues, this kind of deliberation would best include the more
knowledgeablgas they will be most aware of the content of the knowledge claims being
evaluated. Such an approach whigwever,be shownto fail to deal with megh of the
knowledge relevant to political problems which specialised tacit or situated
Deliberation cannot determine the trathlue of such knowledgeven in ideal conditions
and will therefore fail to filter it. An alternative accounit deliberation will then be
developedwhich focuses otrust ratherthantruth. Filtering knowledge claims requires
making seconarder evaluatiosof the trustworthiness of knowledge sourcaher than
first-order evaluation of the truth of the knowledgaims themselvet.is only through
trust evaluation that deliberation can filter specialised, tacit and sitdetetw of
knowledge.The chapter argues thagcognising this fact radicallghangs who should
be included in deliberatioMVhen trust isseen to be centralnkwledgeof the content of
knowledge claimsbecomesa less important criteriorfor inclusion thanepistemic
independencenvhich allows one to make judgments of trust withbiats or prejudice
Citizens may not be aware of the conteirkrmwledge claimsbut they will be shown to
possess the epistemic independence required to make effective trust evaloétion
knowledge sources

It is worth reminding ourselves that we atil soncernedsolelywith knowledge
gathering rather than demn-making itself. Once knowledge is gathered, decisions can
be taken in a number of wayand it will be the task of the second half of the thesis to
argue for democratic deliberatiomhe pupose of this chapter is to consider the
imperfection in the Rowledgegathering ability of a deliberative system, and in dsiog

it will produce a distinctive conclusion about the role of citizens in dealing with these
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imperfectionsThe conclusion of the chapter will then consider wiinafirst half of the

thess has to say about the knowleegghering abilities of deliberative democracy.

3.1 The Deliberative System & the Epistemic Filter

This section will explore some of the benefits éindtations of knowledge gathering in

a deliberative system, and highlighbhe need for an epistemic filter which cansure

that only high-quality claims influence the decisions of empowered space. The
deliberative systeraf the last chaptas represemd again ifigure 3 but with an addition
whichwill bereturredto below.Following the arrows from left to right in this diagram,

we can see how knowledge moves between the different parts of the system. Firstly, there
is knowledge which is to differingxtents dispersed in society. This includes local
knowledge which is dispesd in the minds of cthe-spot individuals and scientific
knowledge which is more concentrated in the different elements of the scientific and
research community. Secondly, thes@ublic space which is made up of many different
components and institutisrsuch as scientific bodies, social movements, charities and
NGOs. These components gather and aggregate different forms of knowledge which are
found dispersed in society. Lastip, the finalpart of thediagram, there is empowered
spacewhich has the poar to make binding decisions. In this model, empowered
institutionstake the form of anumber of deliberativéorums Knowledge moves from

public space to empowered space throtrghsmissions, as institutions in public space
attempt to communicate thein@wledge so it can come to influence the decisions of

empoweredorums

This system model has a number of benefits over a unitary model of deliberation.
A unitary model focusesn single sites of deliberation rather than seeing deliberative
forumsas canectedo and situated within a wider deliberative system. A key advantage
of the system model, discovered in the previous chapter, is that it is able to show how
deliberative deisionrmaking can access knowledge which is dispersed and fragmented.
In sucha modelforumsare not isolated from such knowledge but are rather linked to a
number of different components within public space which (1) gather knowledge which
is spread thnaghout the system(2) aggregate this knowledge through their internal
procedires and (3) communicate this aggregated knowledgefaimms within
empowered space. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), for instance,

collects scientific reseeh of climate change and then aggregates it with the aim of
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producing the b& overall understanding of why and how the climate is changing.
Alternatively, campaign groups or social movements collect informadimout how
political problemsare affectindocal people in order to produce a picture of the problem.
What these two coponents have in common is that they both gather information which

is dispersed in society, aggregate this knowledge through some internal processes, and
then attempt to communiaait in order to influence decisions in empowered space. A
deliberative systa is, therefore, able to show how a deliberative forum can utilise

knowledge which is otherwise spread throughout society.

Kmowledge Pubic Epestamic Empowerad Space
n Society Space Filter Deciion-Making Space

Interconnect deliberation

cientihc
S¢ between a number of

l":"fﬂil components

Locs
Knowledge

Decentrabised Network of Forums

F igure 5

The system approach also shows how a much greatemambknowledge can
be included and utilised. In a unitary conception, itld@appear that the only knowledge
involved is that knowledge which is known to the individual participahts are actually
included. There are, however, inevitable constraints on the number of individuals who
can participate in fact-face deliberatiomnd therefore this is likely to only be a small
amount of the overall relevant knowledge (Pennington, 2001, 2005). In ansyste
approach, however, we can see how the knowledge of many different institutions can
come to influence decisions. The system alfmwvsfor a complex division of epistemic
labour (Mansbridgeet al 2012; Christiano, 2012; Chambers, 2017). The different
components within public space do not gather the same kinds of knowledge but rather
specialise in different areas of information.eTli?CC and other scientific bodies focus

on technicalscientific information, while campaign grosifocuses on local knowleég
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of affectedindividuals. This division of labour reduces the epistemic burden which is
placed on any one part of the system. $iigtem can spread responsibilities acitss
different parts reducingthe epistemic burden while also allowifgr specialsation.

There will, of course, be some significant overlap within this division of labour. A social
movement, for instance, may lw®ncerned with both scientific research and local
knowl edge of peoplebs experiencesdandt ma
aggregated by other components of the system. The components within public space are
interconnected in the sense that thay share and draw on the knowledgehering work

of other components.

Another important aspect of the deliberatsystemis that public space will be
generally undirected by empowered space. Empowered spcsetup general rules
and regudtionrswhich govern public spa@nd it may set up certain knowledgathering
institutions, such as government statistical bodies. Howpueélic space as a whole will
be generally undirected. Institutions such as social movements, campaign groups and
unions, wil have a large amount of autonomy from empowered institutions. This has
sone epistemic benefits as it allows the institutions in public space to search out and
gather knowledgehat empowered institutions would not. A social movement, for
instance, is fre to organise roungssues they determine to be important and discover
information about problems which empowered institutions may miss. Similarly, unions
may be aware of issues affecting their members which others are not and can conduct
research on thesssues. Empowered institutions cannot possibly be aware of all the
knowledge which needs to be collected so a directed public space would fail to gather
certain information. An undirected and unstructured public space allows its institutions a
level of adonomy to attend to the knowledge they themselves discover and take to be

vauable.

It is theundirected nature of public spad®wever, whichalso allowsusto see
the limitations of a deliberative system when it comes to gathering knowledge.
Deliberatons withn public space and the wider system will be uneven and unconirolled
and this produces imperfection as well as ben€fitere area humber ofimportant
imperfectionswhich can be seen in the knowleegghering function of public space.
Firstly, the different components within public space will not all be eguraltheywill
have different abilitiesvhenit comes to gathering and aggregating knowledge. They will

not all be structured identically, and epistemic abilities will, therefore, be hdlittd
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unevenly. For instance, one component focused on scientific knowiealgbave well
organised internal procedures and members with relevant specialised training, while other
institutions may not. Similarly, civil society groups concerned with lonalkedge will

have differing levels of inclusivityso they may or may notxelude certain peopis
knowledge. The result of this is that public space will produce knowledge claims of
differing qualities. Secondly, theariousepistemic procedures withihgse components

may result in different or even contradictory claims. Cosiolus drawn byseparate
institutions can differ depending on the procedures or models used for aggregating
knowledge. One think tank or university centre, for instance, may behevevidence

leads in one direction while another may think it leads irffardnt direction. Thirdly,

the component within public space will, to differing extents, have interests or biases
which can influence how they aggregate and communicate infamad business
association, for instance, can have a vested interest ienpireg knowledge in a certain

way or in drawing certain conclusions. The knowledge claims produced by public space
will not all be the product cén independerdand unbiased procacke, and this will also
affect their quality. Finally, the unstructured paldpace will also involve inequalities of
voice. Institutions within public space will have different capacities for voice which will
affect how they can communicate knowledgetioer parts of the deliberative system.
There is also no reason to belielattthese inequalities will be proportional to the quality

of their knowledge. Welfunded groups, for instance, will have greater access to the
means of communication purely agesult of their economic resources and not their

epistemic abilities.

Although the undirected nature of public space has its epistemic advantages it also
has important imperfections. The result of these imperfections, when taken together, is
that the kiowledge claims which emerge from public space cannot be simply taken as
given. The deliberative system will not produce a gigeh of knowledge which can
directly form the basis of binding political decisions in empowered space. It will not
produce cleaand unambiguous knowledge claims, or clear and unambiguous expertise,
which can then be utilised by decistamaking institutions within empowered space. It
will include, for instance, the knowledge claims of the IP&Cwell as that olimate
denial group. What is required in a deliberative system tliesome form of episteim
filter which can determine the quality of knowledgarmlsa and seleathich ones should

influence the decision of empowersplaceBetween publi@and empowered spateere
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needsa be an epistemic filter whiotanensureto some reasonable level ofiadlility,

that high-quality knowledge claims come to influence decisions wiuie-quality ones
do not(see figure 3)This epistemic filter is required due to the imperfections Wwiiast
in the knowledgegathering and aggregating capacity of the deditves system.

As mentioned in the introduction, the problem of filtering the information
transmissions between public aamdpoweredpace is not the only issue which may affect
the knowledgegathering ability of a deliberative system. Other problems may, f
instance causesome knowledge to be lost before it can ever be filtdfatkliberative
quality in public space is podgr examplebecause certain actors are silencedecase
there arehigh levels of polarisatiomnd enclave deliberatiothen cetain knowledge
claims may fail to be gathered and therefore not reach the point of transmission to
empowered spac&he epistemic filter is, however, an important area of the system
which to focus.Without it, empowered space cannot be relied upon a&engood
decisions even when the rest of the systenoseratingat a high level. Even if the
deliberative quality of public space is highwill not produce uniform and consisten
knowledge claims to be used in empower decisions. An epistemic fjlteerefore, an
important requirement of the system, without which knowledge may come to be based on
inaccurate or false informatioiVhat kind of deliberation, however, can provithés
needed epistemic filter? The rest of this chapter will investigatadtfferentforumsof
deliberationwith respect to their ability to providen effectiveepistemic filter. It will
look at their ability to filter the different kinds of knowledgderant to political and

social problems, and what kind of inclusion these forms of deliberation should take.

3.2 Deliberating about Truth

The first form of deliberadn which may be able to provide the epistemic filter is
deliberaton about truthvalues. Thisapproach would aim to include, as much as possible,
the knowledge claims present in the deliberative system, and then determine, through
reasoned deliberatiorhe truthvalue of these different knowledge claims. The aim of the
deliberation would be to ¢ermine which claims are true (or more likely to be true) and
which are false (or more likely to be falsi#)would consider each claim and engage in
discussionabout its accuracy, consistency and correctness. Those claims which are
determined to have théigher truthvalues would then be allowed to influence

empowered decisiemaking while those of low value would be screened ©titourse,
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same absolute threshd of quality may have to be met as well as relative quality. It is
possible that the knowledglaims with the highesglativetrustvalue will still be of too
low a quality to be useful for decisignaking.However, genergt this approach would
aim todetermine the trutlralues of knowledge claims and filter them on this basis.

This approacha deliberation is actually consistent with much work within the
deliberative democracy literature which conceives of deliberation as a process of
impersonal reasong, such as type 1 and Habermasian accounts of delibendtimare
sceptical ofother kindsof speech (e.g. rhetoricfhese approaches base deliberation on
the giving of impersonal reasons for and against alternative claims or p®sitiese
reasonsare impersonal in the sense thatytlappeal directly to the value of abstract
propositions rther than to any particular speaker or individual. Deliberation should be
concerned only with the validity of the claim being made and not with any other fact suc
as the individuals making those cl ai ms. |
for supporting one claim over anothérreasonswh i ¢ h 6coul d convi
irrespective of t i meab53)nAdimpopamntaeason fér heubirgr ma
on impersonal reason is that it stops power and coercion from entering deliberation
( O6 N20032). IApeding to reasons which are independent of individuals means that
persuasion will be independent of ttheopl e
appeal of this is normative. This kind of reasoning is argued to treat deliberators as
Odwnomous agentso6 rather than merely 6o0b
2004: 3). Individuals deliberatieeely only when they are swayed by the bestsans

which they themselves accept, and not by the authority or power of individuals. By

resev i nhg del i beration to i mpersonal reason
domi nati ond as i-t owr bluwsefpersadsiondChangind, 9966 n 0 n
152). To protect autonomy del i ber ddtteron s |

argument o6 (Haber mas, 1976: 108) .

Another part of the appeal of impersonal reason, however, is epistemic. If we want
to determine which knowledge claimbould influence decisions, then we will want to
determine if there are inherently good reasdo support those knowledge claims.
Considerations of a personds position, p
those claims. The influence ofwer and status will only distract and take deliberators
from real concerns about the true \alaf any claim or position. Knowledge claims

should, therefore, be considered abstractly and reasons for them should be impersonal in
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order to determine their ngsctive truthvalues. If deliberation is to provide the epistemic

filter required of it by thedeliberative system, it should be restricted to impersonal
reasoning about truth. Only those knowledge claims which are determined to o true (
more likely tobe true) by a consideration of the impersonal reasons supporting them
should be allowed to ihfence empowered decisions. Alternatively, those knowledge
claims which cannot be supported by independent and impersonal reasons should be

rejected.

Who, however should be inluded in such a deliberation? Blotype 1
deliberative theorist&yho emphasisenpersonal reason do not take a purely epistemic
analysis, and therefomgppeal to criteriaf procedural fairness to answer this question.
Here, alternatively we are strictly concerned with epistemiglues, and therefore who
should be included for ep&nic reasondn epistemic tams, a deliberation about truth
values should include those persons who can best represent and defend the content of the
alternative knowledge claims found in public space. If deliberation is going to be
concerned with considialg the truthvaluesof knowledge claimghen ithadbestinclude
those individuals who are most aware of the content of those claintbenefbrebest
able tooffer reasons in support of (or in opposition to) them. It should, therefore, be made
up of reresentatives from all the differetinowledgegathering institutions and
components withipublic space. Representatives from these institutions would be able to
put forward knowledge claims produtehrough the informatiomgathering and
aggregation worlof their respective institutian They will be most aware of the content
of these claims and will be best able to give reasons in their defence. A particular kind of
Oknowl edged shoul d, t herefore, deter mi ne
6coartr ek nowl e d gea whohasl thé dorregt Enowkedge we wouldt need
the epistemic filter in the first place. Rather it is knowledge of the content of the
knowledge claims made by public space institutions. Determining thevialiib of
claims invdves engaging with the contenf guch claims. We would, therefore, want

people with knowledge of such content to be included in deliberation.

We canrefer to thisform of inclusion & amini-systemas itattempts to include a
representation of that der deliberative systernlike a more conventional mispublic
which selects lay citizens from the general population, a-systiem selects only those
who can represent publgpace institutions who play a role in the gathering and

aggregating of knowlege for decisiormaking. Such a rmmi-system ould be
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institutionalised in a number of ways. It could for instance, take the form of a deliberative
assembly, some kind of independent board perhaps be integrated into certain
bureaucratidnstitutions conernedwith suppying informationto decisioamakers’.
Whichever way it is institutionalised, a misystem would be made up of representatives

of the knowledge gathering institutions in public spddelike in the wider system,
however, these representatsvwould deliberate in a more ntmlled and structured
environment. As we have seen, the unstructured nature of public space means that it will
face a number of imperfeohs. Amini-systemin whichever form it takesvould be set

up in orderto guard aginst these negative effects.wbuld, for instance, grant equal
voice to itsparticipants so that nothing butasonedargument would influence the
evaluation of knowledge claims. Unlike public space where funding and resources affect
the ability of insitutions to communicate and debatheir claims,n a min-system
participantswould engage in deliberation on an equal footifidqie minksystem in
whicheverinstitutionalform, aims to bea more structured site of deliberation which can
subject the knowldge claims of public space tavare rigorous process of deliberation

in order to filter them in accordance with their relative trvfues.

To myknowledge the concept of anini-systemhas not beegonsideed before.
However, it has similarities to fors of stakeholder anterest groupleliberation which
often involves gatheringepresentativeBom civil society(Hendrikset al, 2007)A key
difference is thah minisystem is not so muaoncernedwith wheher these groups can
represent certain intests in society, but rather their ability to represent and defend certain
knowledge claims. It would, therefore, includegembersof scientific and academic
institutionsas well as those from advocacy groupsiso has similaritieghen,with the
delibemations of certain kinds of independent baasthich include such groups in order
to supply or evaluate informatidior decisionmakerg®. What is important is thahose
included in a minsystem are included bacse they have knowledge of the content of

knowledge claimsand are therefore best placed to evaltizeé truthvalues.

47 The issue of how to institutionalise the epistemic filter will be returned to in the conclusions of chapter
6.

48 Deliberative minipublics, for instance, often include such boards Whielp to determine expert
witnesses.
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3.3 Failing to Find Truth -Values

This first truthvalue approach to deliberation cannlebwever,provide aneffective
epistemic filte within a deliberative system. One immedigtroblem it faces is purely
practical. An approach based on determining tuatlues would need to access claims on

a case by case basis. There are, however, likely to be a very large number of knowledge
claimsemanating from public space about any paditissugeso such an epistemic filter

will likely be very time intensive. Leaving such practical issues aside, the more
problematic issue for the trutralue approach is that it cannot deal with much of the
knowledge which is relevant to political and s&ddssues, even iideal conditions and

with no time constraints. In particular, this kind of deliberation will be unable to
determine the trutialue of politicaly relevant knowledge which is (1) specialised
knowledge, (2) tacit knowledgw (3) situatel knowledge.

The first problematic form of knowledge for the truthlue approach to
deliberation ispecialised knowledg&pecialised knowledge is that knowledge which is
only accessible to those with very peutar training or experience. Consider stigc
knowledge which is separated into highly specialised disciplines. Climatology, for
example, is a field which involves aspects of atmospheric science, earth science,
oceanography and biogeochemistry. To lea the knowledge claims of these
disciplines requires a working knowledge of, among other things, their research methods,
technical vocabulary, standards of proof, assumptions, and the current state of their
literature. However, even those with trainingother natural sciences, to say nothifig o
those without scientific training, will often lack such things as they lack the very
specialised training and experiencequired Consider the claims of climatology
concerning the mean global @gionaltempeature rise over the next fifty yeaiThese
claims will be based on alternative climate mode&ch of which will be based on its
own set of stistical methods and physi@dsumptions about natlisg'stemsAssessing
the truthvalues of such claims, therefore, requires an evaluation of theteargical
assumptions on which these claims are based, and this cannot be done by those outside
of the field who lack the relevant traininghe same thing can also be said of any other
area of natural sciensesuch as medicine oprlemiology or socialsciences, such as
economics and political sciencgpecialised knowledge &sonot confined to scientific

knowledge. Takefor example, the knowledge of people within certain professsoich
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aslawyers, accountancy, environmental managator civil sevants, which alsdnave

theirown particular vocabulary and required set of skills

As we saw in the last chaptspecialised knowledge, such as scientific knowledge,
is often relevanto political issues and must, therefore, be subjected to the ejaiiiean
Whether it isin the field of environmental science, medical science, public health,
epidemiology, economics, or politicatience,there will often be a large amount of
specidised knowledge which is relevant to political issues. However, knowledge
cannot be evaluated by those without the relevant training which not even a small subset
of deliberators can be expected to have. A raystem involves a range of different
representatives from public space who cannot be expected to havetialrivg required
todetermine the respective trutialues of all the different kinds of specialised knowledge
which will be relevant for a given political issue. Such a deliberationnet| therefore,
be able to determine trutralues for this kind oknowledge and will not be able to
determine which knowledge claims should influence decisions in empowered Gpace
courseanyonedeliberator may have the training and experience atuate one kind of
specialist knowledge. The problemowever is tha this will often not help them to
evaluate all the other kinds of knowledge which deliberation would require them to, and

it will certainly not be possible to have all deliberators i all of these arets

Christiano (2012 38) has suggested a rhetd for communicating specialised
knowledge which may be applied as a solution to this problem. This method is based on

6overl appingd understandings and is desc]

By ovelappingunderstanding mean the state of affairs in which two or rageople

share some expertise and do not share other expertise. So for instance, suppose P knows
about intellectual disciplines a, b, and ¢, and Q knows about disciplines b, ¢, ae@td. Th
knowledge overlaps dt andc. This overlap allows Q to understhsome of a because

P can translate the ideassointob andc.

We can then imagine that these overlapping understamdiag extend to more
individuals with more fields of expertise gbat chains of understanding can be created.
These chains can allowpecialised knowledge to be communicated to those without

4 This is not to make any assumptions about the distribution of natural talents or intelligence. Specialised
knowledge is a problem because it requires significant trgitti understand and evaluate. No one person
can be trained in all fielgl so every person will fail to understand some amount of specialised knowledge
irrespective of their natural ability.
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particular training in that field. When it comes to evahgttruthrvalues through
deliberation however, this argument is likely to be very limited. Firstere is dimit

to the number of partipantswho can be include in deliberation and therefo@
guarantee that there will be complete chains of understanding which can link all the
differert areas of knowledge. There may not be, for instance, a chain of overlapping
understanding which links medical scientigir economisto a member of an indigenous
community ora social worker Secondly, these chains of understanding may allow
knowledge ¢ be translated into the language of another discipline so it can be understood,
but this does not meathat it can be evaluated by those in another discipline. The
knowledge and skill required to evaluate the trvdbue of claims are of a different order

to those required for understanding.t#lentedpopular science writer may be able to
explain a debaten quantum physics to a napecialist audience, but this is a long way
from allowing that audienc effectively evaluate the different positisin that debate

A chain of understanding is, therefore, different from a chain that allows others to

evaludae knowledge claims in terms of their trutalues.

The second form of knowledge which is problematic for tuglue deliberation
Is tacit knowledgeTacit knowledge is neexplicit knowledge which is embodied in
practical skills and knowow. The impatant aspect of this knowledge is that it is fion
propositionalin the sense that it cannot be fully expressed or ledimmguaistically. It is
not learnedy listeningto a lecture oreading a book buatherthrough participation in
a particular practiceor skill®®. Consider, for instance, knowledge of language and
particularlythat of a native speaker. Someone can be fluent in a language and still not be
able to explain to someone else all the rules and structures of grammar they are using
whentheyspeak Rather, their understanding of these rules is tacit as it is built into their
practice of language, rather than consisting of a set of explicit rulies Wie speaker
consciously applies. The implication of tacit knowledge is, as Polanyi (1997: 136sargu
t hat we HAknow mor e nhobfalyartisusate allahd&knotvledgelved . We

possess

®The distinction is made f o)yandkHagkn@dsgh, 1878). tfiodlsa ny i 0
similar to Gilbert Rylebds (1971) distinction bet)
(1962) distinction bet knemedge.dheeondept of tacit &ndwlegedlsodhasr a c t
aconnecbn to the broader Greek concepts of 6meti sb

propositional knowledge.
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Much of the knowledge relevant to politiGahd social problems can involve an
important &cit component. Consider, for examp@yironmentapolicy whichis often
seen to benefit frorpracticaltacit knowledge, such as that of environmental managers or
indigenous communities. The knowledge of these grisupssed on their experience of
working, living and interactingwithin an ecesystem It is, therefore often practical
knowledgeas it is built into their experience of the exystem.For thisreasonthese
groups are often found not to be abdefully articulate their knowledgéFazey et al.,
2005, 20064, b; Raymond et al., 20I)eir knowledge allowshem to do such things
asrecognise changingnd emergent properties within environmental system eaen
make predictionsHowever, because it is based on their experience of agesabiey are
often unable to fully articulate the reasons behind goeigments.The knowledge of
other relevant professions, such as civil servants or sociakewoidan also have tacit
components. Not all aspects of a job can be learned through reading a manual but are
rather acquired by participating in the professtealf. They require learning while doing.
Even gientific knowledge involves a practical and tadgindnsion (Hayek, 1978). For
instance, a scientistability to derive conclusions from large bodies of data involves a
practical component which cannot beeessed propositionally. Rathégarning to do
this requires engaging in the practices of science itself. Many people, such as scientists,
indigenous people, farmers, care workers, and civil servants may all have specific tacit

knowledge because of theiocial roles which may be relewao certain policy areds

Although it is possible that engagingdrprocess afieliberation can help to make
some kinds of knowledge explicithere ardikely to be significanttomponents which
will remain tacit(see Bnson, 2018 appendix 3 Suchknowledge igproblematic for
an account of deliberation which aims to determine the-tralnes of knowledge claims.
Determining truthvalues requires engaging with the impersonal reasons which support
alternativeclaims. However, to the exterthoseknowledge claims are based on tacit
forms of knowledge, reasons in defence of them cannot be expressed. The central form

of communication in delibation is linguistic.Deliberation is a verbal exchange of

>The importance of tacit knowl edge vYoamarkets okeey par
political institutions. He argued that if du knowledge cannot be communicated in propositional or
statistical forum then it could not be communicated to some centralised political body to make decisions.
Instead, decisions should betléd individuals who can utilise their own tacit knowledge ém=dcoe

ordinated by the extréinguistic forms of communicating found in market prices (also see Pennington,
2003). This chapter will argue later that tacit knowledge can still be includediberdg¢ion through trust
evaluations, and therefore also aatsa reply to this Hayekian argument (also see Benson, 2018c
appendix 3.
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reasons. Thigrivileging of linguistic communicatioexcludes tacit and practicalorms

of knowledge which necessarily cannot be expressed propositionally (Pennington, 2003).
A verbal process of deliberation wilecessarilydil to include knowledge which cannot

be expressklinguistically and as a resuit,will fail to determine the trutivalue ofsuch
knowledge. The reasons supporting tacit knowledge cannot be expragtisiedthat
linguistic processf deliberation and therefore cannot baleated in terms of their tifor

value. An epistemic filter wish attempts to discover the trethlues through deliberation

will therefore fail to filter tacit forms of knowledée

The final kind of knowledge which cannot be dealt with by trvéilue
deliberation issituated knowlege®®. This knowledge is natpecidisedin the sense that
it requires certain training to understand, nor is it tacit in the sense that it cannot be put
into propositional forms. Rather situated knowledge is knowledge whikhown to
certain individual$ut cannot bendependentlyvaluded by third parties in a deliberative
setting. Consider, for instance, the local knowledge of an individual affectedeby
problem of crimeMuch of this information, about how different aspectthaf problem
affecte tkeir lives cannot be evaluated laythird party who is not in their situati@md
does not have access to any other way to evaluate the truth of this tldiay. ¢laim
for examplethat they are scared to go outsadenightbecause offear of being aacked
then no third party canvaluate impersonal reasons for whether this claim is Traete
is no independent data to appeal to in order to verify if this is in facSues. knowledge
is situated in the sense that it is only known to that indalidugroup of individuals and
cannot be evaluated by others. Alternatively, if a care worker claims that since the latest
health care reform they have had less time to spetid patients, and there is no
independent scientific research on such effettsan again be difficult for others in a
deliberative forum to verify the impersonal reason for the truth of this claim. Knowledge
claims whichareb as ed on an iiencd can oftehuna be@wluatex ip 'rms
of their truthvalue by third partig(although it can be expressed propositionallyjis is
not to say that all local forms of knowledge are examples of situated knowledge. For
instance if in the case of enviramental policy someone claims that they have health

condition x as a result gfollutant y, and it is known through rigorous scientific studies

52 The exclusion of tacit knowledge can also produce challenges to procedural fairness (see Benson, 2018c
in appendi3).

53 Anderson (2006) also refers to situated knowledge. a¥ew she uses it to refer to what this thesis calls

local knowledge, following Hayek, rather thhaw it is defined here.
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that y simply cannotausex, then their claim can be falsified. Not all local knowledge is
therefore situatediowledge. However, often there will not be independent evidence by
which to judye local knowledge, and in those cases that knowledge will be situated. It
will only be known to individualsand other participants in deliberation will not be able

to evaluatets content in order to determine its trathlue.

There are then three impant forms of the knowledge relevant to social and
political problems which cannot bdtered by the truthvalue approach to deliberation.
The truthvalue of specialist, tacdand situated knowledge cannot be evaluated in terms
of impersonal reason by p&ipants to deliberation. Importantly, this is true everdéeal
conditiors. Theseforms of knowledge canndbe understogdexpressed, or accessed by
all deliberators. Thissi necessarilyrue due to the particular nature of thddads of
knowledge. Threforeeven in ideal conditions with unlimited time and perfect reasoning,
deliberation will fail to evaluate their content and determine their -rakhes.
Deliberation aboutruth-values cannot, therefore, provide an effective epistemic filter as

it cannot deal with much of the knowledge relevant to political issues.

3.4 Deliberating about Trust

An important question at this point ido the issues just described show a funddaaie
failing of the ability of deliberation to deal with the knowledge requicdpolitical
problems, or can an alternative conception of deliberation reslobrd? Pennington
(2003), for instance, considers the former to be true in the case of tasiekige. He
argues that the tacit component of knowledge shows a fundamentaiolimguistic
forms of communication which necessarily cannot deal with-propositional
knowledge. This section will argue to the contrary. It will develop an alternatocaiat

of deliberation which can resolve these issues and show that delibeatiprovide the
epistemic filter required of it. This new account of deliberation changes the subject of
deliberation away from questions of trathlues to questions of trusDn this view,
deliberators would attempt to filter the knowledge claims prediby public space, not
by directly evaluating their truttialues, but by evaluating the trustworthiness of the
public space institutions which express them. This form of eltion would allow only
those claims which are expressed by trustwostwyrce to influence the decisions of

empowered space and would reject those knowledge claims expresssalirbgs
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determined to be untrustworthy. Trust, therefore, is an alterraitlject of deliberation

which canalsofilter knowledge claims.

Importantly, tust evaluations do not aim to evaluate the content of knowledge
claims themselves, but rather evalutite sources of such knowledge clairas the
previous approach, delibeoss had to consider the content of knowledge claims in order
to determine theirespective truttvalues. On the trust accouatternatively, the subject
of deliberation is the trustworthinessksfowledge sourcedt is notthereforeconcerned
with first-order considerations about the content of knowledge claims, but with second
order considerations about the source of such claims (Anderson, 2011). It involves a
consideration of the characteristics of thostitutions makincknowledge claims rather
thanthe particular claims themselveBhe different factors important to the evadut of
knowledge sources will be considered further in the next section. However, deliberators
would generdy accept or reject knowledge claims based on the honesty, crgdnidit
authority of the knowledge source. This new approach to deliberatiant, itherefore,
restricted to impersonal forms of reasoning about abstract propositions as in the first
approachlt considers features ofstitutions or individuak, not justabstract claim. Such
considerationsotpraoep esnidt ereforepridve detibaratiorhaway

from i mpersonal reason (OO6Neill, 2002).

This may at first appear to be a problematic approach to deliberation. Surely if we
want to determine whh knowledge claims can influence empowered decisions, then we
should be pringally concerned with the truthalue d these claims. We want to base
decisions on correct knowledge and not on incorrect beliefs. Concern for the
characteristics of institutienwould lead deliberation away from this principle concern
for truth. Althoughdeliberating about trust does not attempt to determine-waltres
directly, it does attempt to tradruth-values through the proxy of trustworthiness. As
Manson & OGNeilllo)( 206 gue, i n <lgimhsaweiamp t r u
place it where their words accurately match the way the world is (or comes to be) and to
refuse it where their words do not accur a
In deiberating about trust, we aim to trust thageo make tue claims When applied
correctly then, evaluations of trust will track the trutlues of knowledge claims. If
someone is determined to be trustworthy, then this provides us with good reasoptto acce

what he or she is saying as true. Similarly, if we determine that somewntérigstworthy,
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then this again gives us good reason to reject what they are saying. Trustworthiness is not
then the same as truth, but it does track tfuth

The fact that ttg form of deliberation is caernedwith truth-tracking via an
evaluation of tke trustworthiness oknowledge sources is important for a number of
reasons. Firstly, it allows deliberation to avoid the practical problems facitigvalue
deliberation. Filtering knowledge in terms of truthlues is likely to be very time
intensive a it must attend to each knowledge claim individually. The trust account of
deliberation, however, attends to the institutions expressing knowledge claims and
therefore does not need to attend to each knowledge claim individually. If an institution
is detemined to be trustworthy on a subject, then its claims on this subject can be accepted
without necessarily needing to examine each individual claim. Of cdtustyorthiness
is evaluated relative to a particular subject matter. Just because a frierstieig to post
an important letter does not mean they should be trusted to perform open heart surgery.
Similarly, just because a public space institution itemheined to be trustworthy in
relation to political science does not mean that they should btedrun relation to
medical science. |fhowever, a person or institution is evaluated as trustworthy on a
particular subject, then their claims on that subgan be trusted without the need to
evaluate each individual claim as in the trutiue accounof deliberation. Evaluations

of trust are, therefore, less time intensive.

The second and main reasfam the move from truth to trust is that it allows
deliberation to filter those forms of knowledge which trutilue deliberation cannot. We
just saw hat deliberatiorwould fail to determinghe truthvalue of knowledge which is
specialised, tacit and situated. This was because determiningvatuds reques an
evaluation of the content of knowledge claims, and these forms of knowledge cannot be
undestood, expressed, or accessed by deliberators. Deliberation directed towards
evaluations of trust, however, does not face these problems as it does n& aequir
evaluation of the content of knowledge claims.

To seethis, it is useful to consider a negeliberative example of a doctor and a

patient. When a doctor diagnoses a patient and recommends a treatment, she will do so

54 As we sawabove, one reason for preferring impersonal reason veasie it protectethe autonomyof
deliberatorsOne may theffere worry that trust evaluation compromises autonomy in the procédepdy
to such concerns elsewhere (see Benson, 2018C).
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by drawing on her specialised meal knowledge acquired through her training, and her
tacit practical knowledge acquired throughgiising medicine itself. In other words, she

will draw on knowledge which she cannot fully explain to the patient because it is
specialised and knowledge whishe cannot express to the patient because it is embodied
in her practical experience of diagri® The patient is not, therefore, in a position to fully
evaluate the trutivalue of the doctor's claims. Similarly, to make her diagnosis the doctor
will often require the situated knowledge of the patient, which they themselves cannot
evaluate in termsf truthv a | u e . For example, their diac
knowledge about the kind and intensity of pain/discomfort they are experiencing. The
doctor and patient relationship, therefore, involves knowledge which is specialised, tacit
and sitated. The reason, however, that this relationship does not break down is that the
parties do not discuss on the basis of tudalue alone but rather acceptdwiedge on

the basis of trust. Although the patient cannot assesstveledgesupporting the eim

that they have x condition which requires y treatment, they are able to accept and act on
such knowledge as long as they trust the doctor. By evaluagrdptiior as trustworthy,

the patient is able tacceptthe knowledge claims of the doctor withauteding to
evaluate their content. They can then act on that claim and all the specialised and tacit
knowledge supporting it, without ever engaging with tbhatent of that knowledge.
Likewise, if the doctor trusts the claims of the patient, she caheasgiagnosis on the
patient'ssituated knowledge without directly evaluating its truétiues.

The example of the doctor and patient allavggo seehow trust can deal with
specialised, tacit, and situated knowledge. This same logic can then be tpjbléschore
complex case of an epistemic filter attempting to evaluate the knowledge claims which
emerge from public spacd&rustbaseddeliberation would aimpt to evaluate the
trustworthiness of public space institutions rather than the-waltres otheir knowledge
claims. It wouldfor instance, look at whether it should accept the knowledge claims of a
climatologist given the respective expertise aathtng, with no need to fully understand
their very specialist knowledge. Similarly, it would kot decide whether or not to reject
the knowledge claims of a fossil fuel employee given their lack of expertise and/or
economic interest, without the need dngage with their knowledge which may be
somewhat tacit or situated. By tracking trvtidues tihough secondarder consideration
about therustworthiness of knowledge sourcdsliberation is able to filter specialised,

tacit, and situated knowledge. ©burse, this form of deliberation is naiof-proof.
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Trusting another always involves a risk oisplacing trust and if this risk did not exist
then trust would not be required in the fiphce( Manson & OO6 Nei | |,
always some risk that tstiis placed in the wrong sources, as there is also always a risk
that the truthvalue of a knowddge claim may be evaluated incorrectly. What is crucial
about the trust account of deliberation, however, is that by changing the subject of
deliberation it Hows deliberation to access and filter forms of knowledge whictrditie
valueaccount of delibration will fail to deal with even in ideal conditions. The problems

of specialised, tacit and situated knowledge do not then highlight a general failure of
deliberation to gather and filter knowledge which is relevant to political and social issues.
Rathertheyhighlighta need to deliberate about trusther than truth.

3.5 How to Evaluate Trust

Deliberation needs to be concerned with trust evaluatiohsifo provide the epistemic
filter required within the wider deliberative system. We are yatdver, to look in detall

at the different factors relevant to making effective trust evaluations. This is important
for two reasons. Firstly, it will allow u® understand betterhat is involved in accepting
knowledge through trusand secondlyt will be relevanto determining who should be
involved in such a deliberation. We saw that when deliberation is focused ouatugs,
inclusion would be determéd in relation to knowledge of the content of knowledge
claims and would, therefore, take thenfiorof a minisystem. However, now that
deliberation is focused drustwe will want to include those who can make effective trust

evaluations, and therefore weed to know more about what such evaluationolve.

This section will argue that there atedge main factors in trust evaluatiqi)
expertise, (2) honesty, and (3) vouching. When considering these diffacéots,the
section will look at how the apply to both individuals and institutions. Much of the
philosophical literature concerned witlust, particularly within social epistemology, has
often focused on individuals (Anderson, 2011; Collins & Evans, 2008; Goldman, 2001,
Guerrero, 2017). Thegpproach the problems from the perspective of determining which
i ndi vidual 0 e awe\ern; thefrohlem oftiresting therkaawledde of others
will often involve evaluating institutions rather than a sole individual. The production of
knowledge $ often, if not mostly, a collective activity which is done within particular
institutions, and Rowledge claims are often made on behalf of institutions. This is

something which can be seen in the deliberative system model developed here where
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institutiors in public space have the role of gathering and aggregating knowledge. The
task of the epistemiidter in most cases will, therefore, be to evaluate the trustworthiness

of institutions rather thaimdividuals

The first factor relevant to trust evalicat is expertisg(Anderson, 2011; Collins
& Evans, 2008Fricker, 2009Goldman, 2001; Guerrera,0 1 7; Manson & OO N
Sperber, 2010). This factor concerns the extent to which we can believe an individual or
institution actually has the knowleddeet/ claim to have. Othe individual level, this
would involve considering whether an individuss the training and experience to
suggest that they are in a position to know the things they claim to know. A qualified
medical scientist for instance, codl be evaluated as being in a position to have
knowledge abouthe effects of certain working cotidns on the health of woeks, but
not ina position to know the role of securitisation in financial instabilityis does not
mean themedical scientistioes not have this information. They may, for instance, have
come across such knowledge when hawandiscussion with a@olleaguein another
discipline However, they do not have the relevant expertise for others to trust that they
have thisknowledge. When it comes to formal scientifinokvledge,expertise can
normally be evaluated in relation to forihmgualification or positions. These include
things such as PhDs and academic appointments. When it comes to other kinds of
knowledge, howevethis will not be possible. A member aflocal communityr local
volunteers, for instance, may have knowleddevamnt to political issues, but not have
gone through any formal training or received any formal qualifications. The same can be
said ofgroupssuch asndigenous communities whose knowledge can greatly inform
environmental policy. Evaluating certain peapl6 s expertise, t her
considering their experience in a particular social or professional practice rather than their

formal qualifcations.

Considerations of expertise take a similar form at the institutional level.
Determining whether an itigition has relevant expertise requires one to consider the
training and experience of its individual members. Evaluating the trustwortlihass
institution, therefore, requisevaluating more than one individual. It requires looking at
how an instittion determines its membership and who becomes a member of that
institution. An institution such as the IPCC, for instance, can be seen tonuhetets
members in line with experience and expertise in climate science and related fields.

Alternatively, theextent to which a campaign group or social movement can be seen to
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have expertise on the local effects of a problem may be determined bypeoviheir
membership is to thosdfected A group which is very exclusivéaf examplejncluding

only the moreeducated or wealthy), may not be deemed to have the expertise to talk about
the local effects of aocial problem generally, while a very indive group may.
Alternatively, some groug@&xclusiveness mayave epistemic benefits as it can promote
knowledgevhichis gener al |y mar gi nwhichfosuseesbntheAvays o me n
that political probleraaffect womernn particular may allow the gup to acquire valuable
knowledge which is otherwise missed. At the institutional level then, the factor of
expetise involves considering the members of the institution and the ways in which the

institution determines its membership.

The second factor levant to evaluating trustworthinesshenesty(Anderson,
2011; Collins & Evans, 200&ricker, 2009Goldman, P01; Guerrero, 2017; Manson &
O6Nei ll, 2007; Sperber, 2010). Honesty c
an individual or institubn is making knowledge claims truthfully. On the individual level,
this would involve a consideration of the cheter, intentions and incentives of the
individual. Do they, for instance, have any vested interests in presenting information in
certain waysor do they have a history of giving biased or incorrect information?
Alternatively, do they act in an explicitjyartisan way or do they have a track record of
making misleading or incorreaiaims? These considerations are algesent at the
institutional level. Does the institution have interests or bias, for example, because it is
foundedonly by particular king of groups? At the institutional level evaluations would
also look at whether an institution promotes such biases in its members. Does it, for
instance, give tha financialincentives or does it use certain hiripigicticeswvhich bias
who getsncluded?Consideration of trustvould also look at whether the institutidras
been connectedo any kinds of malpractice or cases of gagating misleadg
information.So while the expertise factor is concerned with determining if someone is in
a position to haveertain knowledge, the honesty factor is concerned with whether they
are likely to be expressing it accurately. A research institute conowithetthe effects of
acid rain or air pollution, for instance, may be evaluated as having expertise if it is made
up of appropriately qualified individuals. However, the institute may still nébdned to
be trustworthy if theifunding comes exclusivelydm big polluting industrials or if they

have a record ahisusingdata or plagiarising the work of others.
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Thecase of scientific research institutions may, of coursaenkeasiecase. Gher
institutions within public space will hava more explicitpdlitical element which can
makeevaluation®f honesty more difficult. Think tanks, unions or social movements, fo
instance, may lean in a certain direction on the political spectrum, and cannot be seen as
neutral actors. Considerations of honesty must thek to see if these political leanings
are the result of vested interest or some significant bias, and naigst yuhether the
character of the institution suggests that this political leaning will affect the information
they provide. Another way to helgeal with these more difficutasesmay also be
purposefully accepig the knowledge of institutions with th@posite political leaning.

If their information is somewhat influenced towards their political position, then this will
at least be cheekl or balanced against the other institution. However, if thereason
to think theinstitution'sinformation is hegily or completely biased dalsethen itshould

be immediately rejected.

As well asconsiderationof bias and malpractice, the honesty factor is also
concerned with the extent to which a person or institution is transparent and open. Do
they, fa example, open their claims up to the scrutiny by athierough processf peer
review or public debateSimilar, do they make their evidence and data publicly available
so it can be used and chedy others in their respective ar@an individual can be
taken to be more honest if they adhere to higher standards of openness and transparency,
and not if thg close themselves and their claims off from the scrutiny of others in public
space. This consideration can be particularly important when it ctomesaluating
institutions such as think tanks, which may have a political leaning. Evaluating their
trustwathiness will involve evaluating whether they are open about their political views
and whether they open up their claims, methods and data tayodes who do not share
their political leanings. The extent to which an individual or institution meatslatds
of transparency, as well as considerations of bias and incentives, is therefore relevant to

the evaluation of their honesty.

These first twofactors of expertise and honestly, are often highlighted as
important in evaluations of trustworthinesshaligh they may go by different nanf{eg.
Anderson, 2011; Collins & Evans, 2008;cker, 2009;Golman, 2001Guerrerg 2017,
Sperber,2010) Aristotle (1991), for instance, saw them gepresentingthe main
epistemic and normative components of tnasthiness Does a person or institution have

the expertise to suggest they have a certain kinkhoWwledgeand do they have the
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incentives and chartar to be expressing that knowledge honestly? Both of these factors
are necessary conditions for determingameone to be trustworthigut neither is by

itself sufficient. Knowledge claims should only be trusted if the person or institution
expressing thm meets both epistemic and normative standards. Someone who is ignorant
but honest, or knowledgeable buthltisest, cannot be trusted. Each factor is, therefore,

a necessary condition for trustworthiness and failure in terms of either should result in

being considered notrustworthy.

There is, however, a less considered factor which is also relevant to eveduat
of trust. This factor is not directly concerned with the epistemic or narenedimponents
of trust butrather uses the trustworthiness of othéo evaluate an individual or
institutionds trustworthiness indirectly. Thiguchingfactor looks to se if a person or
institution is accepted by other persons or institutions which have already been evaluated
as highly trustworthyin otherwordsti | ooks at whet her other |
for them.If someone is deemed to be very trustwortthewit comes to knowledge of a
particular field, thetheire val uati on of others is a rel e\
of that third pang Gtrsistworthiness. If | deem the IPCC to be a very trustworthy source
of climate science and they accept thaerkvof another scientific institution, then that
gives me a reason to be trusting of this other scientific institution. Alternativelhirfla
tank is making claims about economic policy buséen asinreliable andiasdby all
the other trusted ecomic institutions, then this is a reason to rejecintfact, the
vouching factor allows some firsrder consideratisto enterthe process as¢ trusted
source have been judged to have the expettisallow for somdirst-order evaluation.
Of coure, ths means theouching institutionrmustbe inae |l at ed ar e a. We
consi der t he | tReCiQsiworthiogss of a soaial ntonerthevho makes
claims completely independent@imate science. In the same waysadirect evaluation
of trust is always in relation to a particular subject, so are indirect evaluations through
vouching Furthermore, the evaluation of just one trustedtintgin may also not be very
weighty on its own. In fact, ithat werethe case then it would seemhiat deliberation
would only have to make one direct trust evaluation and then simply follow the judgment
of that institution for everyone else. That wouldt, however, be an epistemically
rigorous procedure. That said, if an institution is accepted {egjeby a number of

trusted institutions, then this would be a significant reason to (not) trust it. The vouching
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factor, therefore, uses the trustwortlas®f others to help evaluate the trustworthiness of

another individual or institution.

Unlike the daher two, this third factor is not a necessary or a sufficient condition
for trustworthiness. It is possible that an individual or institution is detedrimée of
great enough expertise and honesty that we decide to treat them as trustworthy despite the
fact that that they are not accepted by other actors. Similarly, it is also possible that an
individual or institution is generally accepted but is saluated as being too dishonest
and incompetent to be trustworthy. These examples may be raretlgareavidence of
honesty/dishonesty would normally be a reason for a person or institiotidre
accepted/rejected generalljowever, they show that theouching factor cannot be
logically sufficient or necessary for trustworthiness. Despite this, listilllbe a relevant
consideration in many, if not most, evaluasai trustworthiness within public space.
The acceptance of an individual or institatioy other trusted actors in the same area is a
reason in support of that individual or institutidnsstworthiness. Likewise, the rejection
of an individual or institution by other trusted actors in the same area is a reason against

that individual or istitutions trustworthiness.

We have so far seen three factors which are important toevasiationsthe
expertise, honesty and vouching factors. There are, however, some additional factors
which can be found in the literature which need to be conside®®re we move on. The
first of these has to do with the dialogical or argumentativéybfla speaker (Anderson,
2011; Gl odman, 2001). When evaluating th
that their ability to make arguments and respengliestions or objections of others is an
important way of evaluating if they, in fact, leexpertise in an area. If they fail to do
such things and therefore ladialogicd ability, then this is a sign that they lackal
expertise or authority on a gabt. However, there are questions over how this can be
done when a person does not theresshave knowledge in the relevant area. As we have
already seen, if the knowledge is specialised then it may not be possible for someone
without trainingtoevaluat t he qual ity of anotherdds arg
have meaningfully responded an objection. For this reason, it is difficult to separate
true argumentative or dialogical ability from sira@kill in rhetoric or showmanship
(Goldman, 2001)Someone may appear to have something to say in response to all

objections and to respond each with confidence, and yet fail to address any of them
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meaningfully. Evaluating dialogical ability without already having knowledge on the

subject, thereforejgks confusing showmanship for expertise.

In response to this problem Anderson (2011: 148ygests that nespecialists
can evalwuate dialogical ability on the b
without needing to evaluatiie content of b argumentConsider as an example the

following exchange between a climate denialist anlinaate scientist:

Climate Denialist The climate cannot be warming because we are experiencing

more episodes of very cold weather.

Climate ScientistsClimate chage is causing the mean global temperature to
increase while at the same time causing taeance of global temperature to
increase. Global warming is, therefore, consistent with more episodes of cold

weather.

Climate Denialist The climate cannot be wamg because we are experiencing

more episodes of very cold weather.

In this case, a negpecialist in terms of climate science can see that the denialist has
failed to respond to the arguments of the scientist, without evaluating the content of these
arguments. The form of the argument is enough to show that the denialist is failing to
respondor even consider the objection. The problem, however, is thatithgdecase is
unlikely to represent most cases of trust evaluation. In casstsan evolutiorof content

would be required to determine dialogical ability. As long as the denialish@eo
respond to this objection in some way, even in a completely incorrect way, then the form
may not be enough to evaluate dialogical or argumentative abilifgr linstance, they

had responded by arguing t hatnardwasiancelofi mat
gl obal temperature wil/l both increasebd,
completely incorrect in content. Purely considering the form afragmt will therefore

not be enough in most cases and therefore dialogical ability is redtable way of

evaluating trust.

Anot her factor which has not been i nc
Epistemic responsibility is described by Anderq@011: 146) as concerning whether
someone is Oresponsi ve meotsahers iseragamst thaire a s

beli efsd and 6hol d onesel f accountabl e 1
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communi ty of i n gpistemicespsndibility@ similargoeconsidem@tions

of dialogical ability, which was rejected foretlieasons just given. However, epistemic
responsibility also includes concerns for the accountability of an individual to the wider
epistemic community. This is takdy Anderson to involve things such as, whether they
open themselves up for peeview am public scrutiny. These parts of epistemic
responsibility are important to determining trustworthiness. However, these
considerations are taken here to fall intosideration of honesty rather than forming a
separate factor. Failure to open up to csticior scrutiny can be taken as a reason to
suspect someoneds honesty, in the same Ww:
presence of vested interests. Cdesitions of transparency and acceptability are
certainly relevant, but they fall into tHactor of honesty rather than forming their own
category of epistemic responsibility.

3.6 Mini-System vs MintPublic

We have now seen that if deliberation is goingriovjgle an epistemifilter, it needs to

be based on trust evaluations, and we have seehrdesfactors st important to such
evaluations. Given this, who should be included in such a deliberation? The immediate
answer isthose people who can best exate trustGiven that the vouching factor is
dependent on the ability to first accuratelsaluate the trustworthiness on the basis of the
first two factors, we can focus on the ability to evaluate expertise and honesty. What then

is important to evaluains of expertise and honesty?

On the truthvalue approach to deliberation, inclusion watednined in relation
to who had knowledge of the content of knowledge claims, and this was why-a mini
system was advocated. Trust evaluations, however, considechtracteristics of
individuals or institutions, so knowledge of the content of such clame longer as
important. Of course, having some correct knowledge of the subject under consideration
would be relevant to the expertise factor of trust evalustidimose who are very
knowledgeable about medical science will be well placed to evallmatelse has correct
knowledge of medical science. Similarly, those with indigenous knowledge will be best
placed to evaluate which individuals and institutions hésce this indigenous knowledge.
However, members of a misiystem are not guaranteed to édaorrect knowledge on
any subject. Representatives of public space are best able to defend the knowledge of the

respective institutions, but this does not mean their institutions have correct
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knowledgeto begn with. The reason deliberatiamrequied to provide an epistemic filter

is that the knowledge claims which emerge from public space will be of different
standards and some may, in fact, be completetefé@ome of the members of a mini
system will, therefore, have low quality or false beligisout the subject under
consideration which will only lead them astray. Even those in asggtem who happen

to have correct knowledge will also only have knowlkedh their respective field. Such
knowledge may not, therefore, necessarily be a bemefivaluating the expertise of
others in separate fields. Naf course, can we just include only those with correct
knowledge as this would beg the question of wdaly has the correct knowledge, and

if this was known we Wwteranlthe firgi place. equi r e an

Knowledge is no longer a useful criterion by which to determine inclusion.
Changing the subject of deliberation from truth to trust hasptetely changed what
good inclusion looks like in epistemic terms. We must then look rfotheer criterion
which is more relevant to evaluating the expertiseremestyof knowledge sources. One
criterion which is particularly relevant to this épistent independencelTo make an
accurate evaluation of someone's expertise and their hongsiresebeing able to judge
them with independence and without bias or prejudice. It requires that only the evidence
for their expertise and honesty is consideredthedvolution is not influenced by other
irrelevant factors. The flip side of epistemid@pendence is thapistemic impartiality
It is to evaluate the relevant features of a person or institution in relation to the evidence,
and to the greatest extgrassible evaluate any two subjects equally to the extent that the
evidence is equal. To aluate withindependencés not to bepartial to any particular

person or institution being evaluated.

An important aspect of achieving such independence is baimgved from close
connections or commitments to the subject being evaluated. A closectionnto a
person or institution causes someone to evaluate that subject in different ways to others
and be influenced by irrelevant factors. Normally these infleasrwill create a more
positive evaluation of a knowledge source to which people havengctoon compared
to those they do not. That is, prior connection and commitments will often have the effect
I sometimesaunconscious of perceiving the person beirgyaluated as having greater
expertise and honesty than someone who is otherwise equabré&sence of such
6positive il 1 usi owd documentedipthespsycholetigeratbre. a s e s

The most immediate place they are found is in studiggléévaluations (Brown, 2012;
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Dunning, Heath, & Suls, 2004). People are found to geyeeathluate themselves as
above average when it comes to many positive traits. For example, juseéooentof
Australian workers believe that their job performamcdelow average (Headey and
Wearing, 1989). Even on issues of chance, such as a cqipédlyple tend to evaluate
themselves as better at predicting outcomes than others (Langer & Roth, 1975). Positive
biases in selévaluation also include a number todits which will be relevant to the
evaluation of trust. First, people are more likelety al uat e t hemsel ves
6capabl ed and o6t al entueudd, danod ad &c @amd | Y uand
2012). These two sets of traits maptorthe two factors of expertise and honesty which

are central to trust evaluation. Selfduation is obviously the most extreme case of a
lack of independence through having a connection or commitment to the person being
evaluated. Similar positive biaseave, however, also been found to affect the evaluation

of others to whom people have sokied of connection or relationship. In considering

the case of evaluating the actions of friends, for instance, Stroud (2006) argues that people
will take more timethink up favourable interpretation of the evidence or devote more
time to scrutinsing anddefeating unfavourable factors. They are also likely to give extra
weight to favourable evidence than they would for a-fn@md while giving less weight

to the uavourable evidence. These factors will generally lead people to make much
more favourablevaluations of their friends than the evidence suggests they should. The
same positive biases have also been found in the evaluation of romantic partners and
groupsto whom the person evaluating is a member (Polzer, Kramer & Neale, 1997;
Murry & Holmes, 193).

Generally, a connection or commitment to the person or institution being
evaluated undermines isfemic independence and causekck of impartiality m the
evaluation of the characteristics of a person or institution. féug epistemic créron
goes against the ability of a misystem to provide an effective epistemic filter. A mini
system is made up of representatives of the different knowigaliering and
aggregating institutions in public space. Its members are therefore partisans in the sense
that they all have a close connection or commitment to one or some of the institutions
being evaluated. This is not to say that they are all partisdhs sense of having strong
ideological commitments to certain political ends. This form of partisanship is
independent of the first, although they may often come together. A member of a political

party, for instance, will normally have a strong commitirte certain political ends and

98



a commitment to the political party itself, supporting it even when it takes actions
different from those the member favours. This more political form of partisanship will be
true of some members of a meystem, such agpresentatives of social movements, but

not all. Members of a scientific institute which investigates the effect of x chemical on y
plant life, for instance, do natecessarilyshare a common political ideology or a
commitment to a shared set of politi@ids All the members of a mirgystem will,
however, be partisans in the sense that they have a particular connection or commitments
to certain institutions and not others. This kind of partisanship undermines the epistemic
independence and impartiality a mini-system when it comes to evaluating trust. Its
members will be asked to evaluate the expertise and honesty of institutions they
themselves armembersf, and to whom they have prior commitments and connetion
They, thereforegannot be expectdd provide an effective epistemic filter on knowledge

claims emerging from public space, when that filter is seen to require trust evaluations.

If members ofr minisystem cannot evaluate trust with epistemaependence,
then we need anoth&rm of inclusion. We wantindividual deliberatorsvho do not have
a strong connection to the institutions of public sp&itizens can possess this kind of
epistemic independenck.is not often thought that citizens can play much of a role in
determining the kidsof knowledge which should influence political d@ons, as this is
a task besteft to the more knowledgdle However, although citizens may not have
knowledge of the content of knowledge claims required for determining trutialues,
they do havea level of epistemic independenasrequired for making effective trust
evaluation.Unlike members of a mirsystem who come from public space institutions,
citizens in the more general population are not members of any particular knowledge
gathering inStution. They therefore maintain a greater level of independence and
impartiality from those institutions they are tasked with evaluating as trustworthy.
Perhaps then, the form of inclusion we want is closentmapublicthan a minisystem.
The term nmi-public refes to a structured form of deliberationisin selects its members
through (near) random sortition of the g
representation of the wider publidsually minipublics take the form of a delitaive
forum, such as a citizens assembly or consensus conference (Smith, 2009). However
can imagine a number of ways tledizen deliberatiorrould be institutionalised. As was

the case for a mirgystem, a minpublic may take the forna deliberativeasembly, a
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citizens jury some kind of independent boarak, it could be integrated into certain

bureaucratic institutions

Whatever form it takes, however, the important factor here is that umlik
system which takes its members from public spao@napublic takes its members from
the more general populatiolh.can therefore, provide the epistemic independencesthat
mini-system cannot. Its members have no prior commitroerdonnection withthe
knowledgegathering institutionsof public space wich must be evaluated for their
trustworthinessThis increased level of independence will all@tizensto be more open
to the evidence and reasdar and against the trustworthiness of public space institutions,
and be able to more fairly and impaityadvaluate this evidence. Although they do not
study deliberations about trust in particulakperiments in minpublics lend some
support to this idea. It has been found that citizens enter deliberation more open to
changing their minds and more openaiternative positions than partisan forms of
deliberation (Hendriks et al, 2007). Alternatively, deliberative events ioimggpartisan
political groupdind that parties are less likely to be open to different views or to change
their position becauséey have strong prior commitments to their groups (Hendriks et
al, 2007; Pelletier et al, 1999).

Citizen deliberationmay be able to provide the epistemic independeand
impartiality which isimportant to trust evaluation§he process of filtering lawledge
claims to be used in empowered political decisions may then include a much greater role
for lay citizens than is ¢én thought An immediate objectionhowever, is that fior
commitments or connections to institutions are not the only thuhgsh can undermine
epistemicindependenceCitizens are not members of public space institutions, but they
do have prejudices,idses, and political views which may negatively affect rthei
evaluations of trustworthy knowledgeerhaps then, citizens wilhly accept knowledge
claims which support their political ideology or only those which come from privileged
groups in societyif this is true then they would fail tdive up to any adequate standard
of epistemic indepedence required for an effective episteffiiter. The next section will
consider these other sources of partiaityl whether they necesgprohibit effective

trust evaluation by citizens.
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3.7 Citizens & Epistemic Independence

The first problem facing the independenceciizenshas been hidlghted by Sanders

(1997) and more recently by Fricker (2009). They both argue that evaluations of
credibility and authorit are highly influenced by the social position, gender and ethnicity

of the speaker. Det er mi ni n gaimsloetd divethemor n
weight, will often be explicitly or implicitlyaffectedby how they are perceived by the

social gra p . It wi || not be done solely ywyn thc
but will also be influenced by such things as teadger and backgrouraf the person

making the claims. Those from marginalised groups will often be seen to be less credible
than those from privileged or advantaged groups simply by virtue of their social positions.

A f emal e s c iamutthe ebdtstia publicdealthgolicy may, for instance,

be seen as less credible than the same claims made by an equallyalifedidgout male
scientist. Sanders and Fricker argue that men are generally seen to be more authoritative
and credible than womenna therefore more likely to have the claims accepted or
supported. This privileging of men may also be greatest when gstondisciplines or
subjects which aréraditionally seen asnale such as the hard sciences, politics, and
economics. Sanders painto empirical studies on jury deliberations todesupport to

the claim that these social influences can corrupt detibaraMen are, for instance,

found to be much more dominant than women in jury discussions and are much more
likely to be selected as head juror. The influences of prejudicial views may be seen as
representing particul ainwFong&eorsoe girntse
testimony is undermined. However, they also present significant epistemic problems to
evaluationsof the trustworthiness of knowledge souressthey undermine epistemic
independence. If such influences are prevalent, they willlead toevaluations of trust

based on irrelevant considerations, such as gender, sociabmpasitl ethnicity, rather
thanconsiderationsad  k n o wl e d expertise@nd hanesty.Sdthough citizens

are not members of public space institutions, they may lack indepenaecegsdhey

hold, explicitly or implicitly, biases towards certain social groups and not others

A second problem facing thedependence of citizerdoes not imolve biases
towards certain social groups, but rather certain political bekdfisough citizens are
not strong political partisans in the sense that politicians or campaigners grejlthe
still have political views to which they have some strong moaments.Those citizens
with, for example,liberal/conservative political beliefs may then lack independence
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because they will be more accepting of knowledge claims which are suppdrtinearo
liberal/conservative positions or come from liberal/congereasources. The influence

of prior political positions on the acceptance of knowledge is supported by a number of
empirical studies in socigbsychology A particularly extreme and oftemiscussed
exampleof such influences it &nOMWynhars & hRe iof
Researchers observed that in some sagkere participantswere presented with
correctinginformationfor a false beliefvhich theyhad a strong political atthment to,
theseparticipants not only did naticcept the correctiobut actually came to more

strongly expresghe false belief. For instance, indicating that President Obama is a
Christian can result in Republican subjects having an even strongertbatibé is a

Muslim than they did before the correction. Similakshen Republicans are preseaht

with information contradicting their belief that the Affordable Care Act did not introduce
Afdeath panel sd they wer e f owxistahcetBeringkyor e s
2015; Nyhan, Reofler & Ubel, 2013). These stsdi® not, of course, test peoyike
evaluations in atructureddeliberative setting where they have more time for reflection
and consideration. Ho we v e rtemic intepepdercceomayg u g g
be greatly reduced due to their prior poiticommitments. They suggest that rather than

being impatrtial, citizens will tend to accept source and claims baseahsistencywith

their political ideology rather than the evidencetfeeir trustworthiness.

There are a number of things to note w@hihese problems. The first is that they
will also affect the deliberation of a misystem and deliberation about trlues, and
are not therefore confined i t i z ens 6 testwoithinessThere isso reaton
to think that representativeofn public space institutions will not also suffer from these
implicit social biases or that they will do so to a lesser extent. Similarly, these biases can
affect the way that reasoasegenerally considereand will, therefore, have an effect on
delibemation about truttvalues as well as trust. Deliberators may, for example, give less
weight to the impersonal argument of magadised groups or individualvith opposing

political views. $ich problems are therefore ubiquitdusHowever even if they are

5 One could claim thaguchproblemswill be greaterfor the tristapproach where evaluation of credibility
becomes more sidiidant in the acceptance of knowledge. Timay not, however, be the case. Bias and
prejudice can be powerful and yet unconscious, and therefore the credibility of a speaker may be
significantlyundermineckven though deliberatoasm to evaluate only impsonal reasonf®r their claims

In fact, making the evaluation of sources explicit may even lower their effect as they force ingitadual
consciously evalua® p e rcredibilit$ and theefore,question theiptherwiseunconsideregudgment
However even if bias and prejudice do turn out to be greater in the trust approach, in what follows it will
be argued that such effects can be significantly addressed.
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ubiquitousthey still producean important challenge to the ability otizensto make

effectivetrust evaluationsand thereforstill need to be addressed

The second thing to note alidhese problems is that they are of a different kind
to those facig deliberation about truttialues. Deliberation about truttalues was not
able to deal with specialist, tacit and situated knowledge even in ideal condisoas.
result, theres no possibility of addressing them through changes to the structure of
deliberation. The problesresultfrom the nature of certain knowledge claims and this
cannot be changed kgttempting to structure deliberation more idealPyoblems of
social biasalternaitvely, are notproblems in ideal conditions, as they wontat affect an
ideal deliberative procedure aimed at evaluating trust.fabiss not mentionedh order
to retreat into ideal theory @n ideal speectsituation Socialbiases are real and an
important challenge to deliberation vich should not beidealised away However,
understanding that they are biallenges to deliberation in ideal conditi@ti®ws usto
see thatthey may be addressed orducedthrough deliberative desigrinlike the
problems faing truthvalue deliberation, these problems can be addressed through the

structure of deliberation, aridereis empirical evidence to suggest thas is the case.

In terms of the influence of things such as gender on credibility evalugtisks
(2009 2018 has argued that such influence can be significaatlycedoy the particular
structure of deliberation. For instance, the structural difference between a jury
deliberation and a deliberative poll, such as the use of trained moderatbtie level of
emphasis placed on consensus, are argued to explain why the influence of social positions
is much lower in the l&r than the former. For example, a study which looked at the
influence of such social factons deliberative pollfoundthat thee was no particular
pattern of movement towards the positions taken by advantaged or privileged groups (Siu,
2008). In half the cases studied, deliberators moved in the direction of the positions of
advantaged groups (white, male and educated)half the time deliberators moved away
from the positions of advantaged groups. This suggests that social influences do not
necessarily have to produce a large detrimental effect on the acceptance of reasons and
claims, as long as deliberation is struetiiappreriately. In a more recent study of 21
deliberative pools, Luskiret al (2017) found similar results and concluded that
del i beration fAbarely moveso deli berators
This result was again attributed toustturalfeatures of deliberative polls and similarly

designed institutionssuch as the presence of trained moderators. Another structural
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featureimportant to reducingocial influences is making sure the deliberating group is
diverse, and thefere notdominatel by one group. A further set might even be to
oversamplemembers ofmarginalised groupsincreasing the number of women, for
instance, may allow their claims to gain acceptance more easilly therefore
compensating for social biases within theugx If the result of Si (2008) and Luskat

al (2017) can be generalised, then such oversampling may not be netessahyce
social bias in deliberatiofractors such aac¢luding traineanoderatorsdiscussion rules,
and placing less emphasis on camsusmay be enough to redeahe influence of social
bias If not, however, oversampling an alternative structural change which could

address these epistemic failures in trust evaluations.

Moving to consider the influence of prior political positiptiere is also evidence
that their effect on deliberation can be reduced through deliberative design. For instance,
increase the diversity of the deliberating group can help to reduce biascisaseshe
range of reasons and options which are headkiiberation, and allow deliberators to
check one anotherds biases (Landemore &
Mini & Wong, 2017). For example, although one deliberator may bewiefj and
support information which either comes from a-le@fhg source or supports a lefing
position if they are engaged with other deliberators who do not share their poliGos
then they will have their bias chemkas they hear the reasand vievs which contradict
their own.Thisis a pointnotedbyRd s (1971: 358) who argue
opinion with others checks our partiality and widensro per spect i Wessék as
things from their standpointdéd as well as
found that politicdly diverse deliberation is &s likely to simply accept one viewr
polariséhomogenise arounghe particular viewChappell, 2001Fishkin, 2018fishkin
& Luskin, 2005; Luskin et al, 201 Mini & Wong, 2017°°,

It has also been argued that increasing empiatlilge deliberating grougan
reduce cognitive biases (Morrell, 2014). If empathyncseasedthen people will be less
likely only to see things through their own particular viewpaliitey will, therefore, be
less influenced by the biases that they btondeliberatiorand more accepting of views
and information which go against their political commitmeBtapathy can becreased

for instance, by allowing storytelling as well as rational arguments, and including the

56 |ssues of polarisation and homogenisation in deliberation are discussed in more desgitén ©h
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testimony of those affected by diféet sides of a debate. Other structural factors such as
allowing for compromise and repeated deliberations can also reduce the influence of
political positions as it makes it easier for deliberators to accept new information and even
change their positioon a topic (Mackie, 2006) Empirical studies on mirpublics
suggest t hat peopl ebs prior positions dc
reasons. Such studies find that people do change their positions as a result of deliberation
and that this ignostly caused by being introduced to new information (Goodin &
Niemeyer, 2003; Fiskin, 2009; Luskin et al., 2003; Smith, 20@@)uding structural

factors such as trained moderators andudision has been found to redywsitical bias
towards particulapositionseven within nordiverse and likeminded groufSronund et

al, 2015)

Evidence from structure mipublics is supported by a growingekature in
cognitive psychologyn group reasoningStudies which point to a large influence of
political biaseson the acceptance of informatitrave tended to be conducted at the
individual level. However, there iacreasing evidence which suggests thanans are
realy group rather than individual remsers (Mercier & Sperber, 2011, 2017; Slonga
Fernback2017). The large effects that are found in studies of individual reasoning may
not, therefore, generalise to caeécollective deliberation, particulgrwhen groups are
diverse politically’. Howeve, even at thendividual level,recent studies have ared
that the influencef political beliefis not as strong gsast research suggested, &ad
raised doubts aboparticular extreme cases suahthe backfire effect (Wood & Porter,
2018). In fivestudies involving more than 10,100 subjects, particgpardre presented
with factual corrections of false statements made by prominent political figures, such as
Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump, on a range of politically charged subjects such as gun
contol and undocumented immigration. Over 52 differenttpali issues, these studies
found that participants across the ideological spectrum were capable of following the
correction and changing their beliefs to be more in line with the factual informatien.
was found to be the case even when this informatimectly challenged their prior
political commitments. Over the five studies, this research also observed no backfire
effects where participants becamesn more committed ta false belief associd with

their political position, after being presenteith factual information. This new research,

5 For a wider discussion of group reasoning research in relation to deliberative democratic theory see
Chambers (2018), Landemore and Mercier (2012) M@tier and Landemore (2012)
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therefore, suggests that the influence of political positions may bsitgsBcantthan

some of the past research suggested, and that very strong,edtedt as thbackfire

effect, are less prevalent thpreviously thought. In fact, the researchers of this large
study concluded that <citizens O0choose ju
Porter, 2018: 9).

These studies also lend some indirgupport to the claim that citizens are able to
evalude the trustworthiness of knowledge sources, even when strong political factors
may be present. What the studies did was present false statements of political figures,
such as Paul Ryan and Bernie &eaus, in a mock news article. This article then presente
a correction of this false statement citing eutnal source for the correct information
(Wood & Porter, 2018). Although the researchers did not interpret the experiment in this
way, these studiesan be seen to present participants with the task of ngatkust
evaluations oftwo knowledgesources The articles they read present them with two
alternative sources of information, making alternative knowledge claims about a
politically charged issue.l first was a political figure with a clear ideologiatlliation,
and the second was a more neutral source such as a government statistical body. Now if
people allow their political view® adversely affect their evaluations of trustworthiness
then Iberals would be found to generally trust the infornratbliberal political figures,
while conservatives would be founid generally trust the information of conservative
political figures However, the result was that participants moved their viewthan
direction of the more eutralinformation source. Téy decided to trust the knowledge
claims of the mutralsources, such as an independent statistical body, instead of the source
that could be clearly identified to share their political ideology. &stgdies were also
conducted during presidential pringaglections and therefore in a particularly partisan
political environment. Although these studaggindid not investigate trust evaluation in
deliberative settings, they at leastdesome indirecsupport to the idea that people are
able to identify mstworthy sources of knowledge even when the issues, sources and

environment are politically charged.

This section has not argued that social influences such as prejudicial views or
political ideologyd o not or cannot af f eceéevaluatiorisiofz en s ¢
knowledge sources. However, unlike the problems facing-traliie deliberation which
applyeven in ideal conditions, these problems can be reduced and managed through the

structural @sign of deliberation. As long as deliberation is stmedappropriatelythese
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influences do not necessarily have to significantly undermine a deliberativpuiiods
epistemic independence when making trust evaluations. We can therefore stithakaim
a minipublic made up of citizens will be betteapéd to provide an epistemic filter than
a minisystem because it has a higher level of epistemic independence.

This will be a surprising conclusidar many. When it comes to deliberation about
the quality of knowledge, surely what we need are the mamviedgeable. However,
once we recognise that deliberation cannot determine thevaiths of knowledge
claims and must mak&ust evaluations instead, then independence becomes more
important tharknowledge. Changing the subject of deliberation chandesshould be
included. Perhaps one would wish to push back and argue knowledge is still relevant and
citizenslak i t. As Onorl@&5pPo6bBHegukes(2Whédal e 6t hos
judgefaird, t hose O6who can | udge afnaiirnlfy rkmeaw ]
However the point of this chapter has been to argue that trust evaluation can be made on
secondorder consideration of knowledge sources, and therefoee it necessarily
requirefirst-orderconsideration about the knowledgeiicla themselves. You do not need
to be a medical doctor to relialiyist your doctor to treat your illness, nor do you need
to know lots about climate sciente determine whether tioust the claims of the IPCC.
The evaluations of citizens will by no meale perfect, but no procedure can provide a
perfect epistemic filterAn alternativeobjection todeliberation between citizens not
thattheyaretooignorant, but that they sirhpcannot deliberate effectively and therefore
inclusiveforumsof delibeation will lack any epistemic value. If this is the case, then we
are better off selecting more able and intelligent citizens rather than just any. A reply to
these concerrabout tle ability of citizens to deliberation requires more space, and will

bereturned to in chaptés.

3.8 Conclusions

This and the last chapter have explored the epistemic value of deliberative democracy in
relation to the epistemic property of knowledge gatite By exploring the Hayekian

case for markets and its limits, the lastapter developed an epistemic account of a
democratic deliberativeystem. It was argued that only a deliberative systemdel

where empowered space kothe shape oforums ratherthan individual market actors

or voters, could explain how different kimof knowledge coulthe gathefor decision

making. This chapter furtheranalysedthe knowledgegathering properties of this
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deliberative systemWhile finding a number of advantage$ a system approach to
deliberation over a unitary one, to also foundumber of limitatios in the way that
public space gatheknowledgeThese limitatios meant that knowledgannote taken
as given and there is instead a need for an epistentec ffietween the knowledge
gathering institutions of public space, and texisionmaking forums of empowered

space.

The chapter went on to consider what kind of deliberation could provide such a
filter, and who should be included in it. Through a criéiqu truthvalue deliberation and
an argument for the importance of trusarrived at the surprising conclusion tlegizens
can have a significant role this processWe often think that when it comes to getting
quality knowledge into political desionrmaking what weneed arethe more
knowledgeable, whether they are estpeor civil society groupsOnce it is realised
however, that the subject of deliberation must be trust and tnath, then this
fundamentally changes the epistemic criteria wigiotern inclusion. Knowledge of the
content of knowledge claims ceases ¢mbimportantas @istemc independence from
those being evaluated as trustwort@itizens may not know the content of the knowledge
claims which emerge from public space, but theyhave the independence to make the
secondorder evaluations of knowledgources which are central to filtering knowledge
by trust. They can therefore have a much greater role in this process than is normally
imagined.As we have mentioned, th®le of citizens in helping taletermine the
trustworthiness of knowledge souraean beinstitutionalised in anumber of different
ways and thispoint will be returned to in chapter 8/hat this chapter has claimed
however, ighat citizens can playrmauch moresignificant role irfiltering knowledge for

political decisioamaking tharis conventiondy thought.

When it comes to knowledge gathering théms first half of the thesis can
conclude thatdeliberative democracy has strong epistemaiue®. A democratic
deliberative system is able to gather and access diverse padsdi$ forms of knowledge,
and citizens can play an important role in the process byinigetp determine the
trustworthiness of knowledgseources Nothing however,has yetbeen said about
decisionmaking itself. Yesa deliberative system can access iblevantknowledge
required for good decisiemaking but why exactlyshouldfinal decisiors be taken by
democratic deliberation? Perhaps the deliberative system shout gathwledge for

economists to take decisions via a dosmhefit analysis, oan aristocratic deliberatie
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forum. So far then, we only have part of the picture when it comasapistemicdheory

of deliberative democracy. We have seen that it can geglerant knowledgehut we
need to see ifleliberative democracy can alswmke goodlecisions on the basis of such
knowledge and how its compar® its alternatives. Without this part of the picture we
cannot make a full assessment of the epistemic grepaf deliberative democracy or
what role epistemic values can play in a justificn of democratic rule. The second half

of the thesis will therefore move on to consider the issues of deos&img itself.
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4 DecisionMaking & the Limits of Rules

The previous two chapters have been concerned with the probkerovaiedge gathering.

In addressing thiproblem,they put forward an epistemic model of a deliberative system
with an important role for citizens in d@gtnining the trustworthiness of knowledge
sources before they can come to influence decisiaking in enpowered space. This
chapter moves the discussion away from the issue of knowledge gathering to the problem
of decisioamaking itself. Once we have rgbnt knowledge for a political problem, there

are various ways that decisions could be taken and wette defend the idea that they
should be taken in a deliberative and democratic way. This and the next chapter will,
therefore, focus on comparing fdifent decisiormaking procedures and will assume a

given set of knowledge which has already been gadhiey a deliberative system.

This chapter, in particular, will discuss and critique a prominent alternative to
deliberation where the main decisimaking procedures are decision rules. {dkssical
economics and decision theory have developed dauof analytical rules which can be
followed in order to make rational or correct decisions under conditions of limited
knowledge and uncertainty. Tteedecision rules have become common in public policy
as they underline key policy tools such as dmsefit analysis and precautionary
principles. Decision rules select between alternative policy options given what is known
about their possible outcomesdatherefore represent decision procedures which can be
applied to political decisions. Despite the fHwit they have gainedidespreadiuse in
public policy, these approaches have generally not been considered by epistemic
democrats as an alternative deliberation (e.g. Anderson, 2006; Landemore, 2013a).
When it comes to dealing with value question imlpupolicy, there is a significant
literature which engages with these policy tools from a deliberative democratic
perspective (Barry, 1999; Jacobs91®; OO Nei I I, 2007; Pascul
Epistemic democratslternatively, have tended tmmpare democratic deliberation to
more exclusive forms of deliberation, such as autocracy and oligarchy, but not to
approaches found in netassical eonomics and decision theory. This restricted set of
comparisons limits the insights which can be dréwm an epistemic analysis. Decision
rules represent not only an alternative to democrdécisionmaking but also an
alternative to deliberatiofecisiontheoreticapproaches base decisions on the following

of predetermined rules and therefore involve aternative decision procedure to
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deliberation whether inclusive or exclusive. Considering and critiquing such approaches
will, therefore, allow us tanclude a previously ignored but prominent decisioaking
approach, but alsim understand bettevhy decisioamaking requires deliberation of any
kind by comparing it to rukbased approaches.

This chapter will discuss five of the most prominent deaisules and will argue
that they face important limitations when it comes to the political domain. é¢ne
decision rules will be shown to be unable to account for all of the features of political and
social problems, and as a result they cannot be raped to make good or rational
decisions in many caseshis problemis produced because of a significaisconnect
between théorumsof uncertainty these different rules are designed to deal with, and the
forums of uncertainty which often surround paddl problems. It will be argued that
political problems cannot be reduced to a matter of followinggteethined rules, and
that decision rules cannot, therefore, be our main deemsaking procedure. Instead, the
chapter will claim that there is a nefed some prior process which can exercise judgment
in the application and creation of general rulesgghtlof the particulars of the problem
actually being faced. Judgment will definedas a mental activity of applying general
rules toparticularsandwill be argued to be necessary for decismaking in the political

domain.

The next section will imbduce the decision rule approach to decismaking and
the five decision rules which will be considered in the chapter. These rules can be split
into two categoriesprobabilistic rules and neprobabilistic rules Each type will be
taken in turn and atged to face important limitations their application to political and
social problems. A solution to these problems based ormetawill also be ansidered
and rejected. After pointing ttomeways that decision rules may still be useful despite
their limitations, the chapter will then argue that judgment is required in the application
of general rulesandthat some prior procedure will be requitecexercise it. What form
such a procedure should take will be an issue for the following chapterchdpser,
however, will end by putting forward an epistemic account of judgment, which will help
us to understand how it differs from decision rule apphes. Altogether then, this
chapter willcritique prominentdecision ruleapproaches to decisianaking and suggest
that there is a need for a prior or m@mmary decisioamaking procedure which can

exercise judgment.
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4.1 Decision Rule Approaches

The first thing that needs to be recognised when we move to the issues of dueeaikiog

is that politcal decisions will involve dealing with uncertainty. If we had complete
knowledge and complete certainty, then from an epistemic perspective seleetiigint
course of action would beasy®. Political problems are hard problems because there is
uncertanty surrounding which option is the right one. We cannot perfectly predict the
future,andthe knowledg@atheredy a deliberative system will be incpiete. Political

decisionmaking will then, need to deal with uncertainty about what the pglty is.

Some writers, suchs Anderson (2011), haweeguedthat when we evaluate the
knowl edge cl ai ms of 06expe andi§cdnsenss doesaod t
hold then norexperts should simply reserve judgnt@nin our context, this would mean
that our epistemic filter would only trust those knowledge claims which have reached
consensus in their respective field. Anderson points to the comssamsingclimate
scientists about the presence of antbggmicclimate change as a key example of when
consensus merits the acceptance of knowledge claims. However, when it comes to
decisions about public policy, consensus knowledge will often not be lenBuotitical
problems require action to be taken and there is not always time to wait until all ghe fact
are in and agreed upon, even if such as state can be reachedndakson'sxample of
climate change. There ¢ertainly aconsensuamong climatescientists that the climate
Is warming and thatumanproducedemissions are the key driver behind thelsenges
(Anderegget al 2010; Doran & Zimmerman, 2009; Oreskes, 20@®gyond this,
however there is significant disagreement, for example, abouletred of warming that
will actually occur and theegionalimpacts this warming will have (Kriegletal, 2009;

IPCC, 2013; Zickfeleet al 2010). It is not possible to make decisions purely on the basis
that anthropgenicclimate change is happening.tRer we need information about the
rate of such changetheir magnitude, and where they will fall. Ovénese factors,
however, theres much more uncertainty and disagreement. Given the size of the potential

harmswe cannot wait for consensus to emergentustinstead deal with this uncertainty.

8 There many be neapistemic reason which make decisinaking difficult even when there is complete
certainty, such as the presence of incommensurable values.

59 Expert consensus is only epistemically valuable to the etttenit is founded on good reasons. We must,
therefore, have grounds for believing that semsus in any particular expert community will likely be
founded on good reason and not significantly influenced by other factors.
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This is not only true of climatehangebut all kinds of pblic policy decisions where

knowledge is limitedandthere is disagreement over the impacts of alternative policies.

There may often be some form gkcondorder consensusSeconeorder
consensus refers to a consensus about the presence of uncandintty ranges. For
example, climate scientists may disagree about the expected temperigriresulting
from humaremissiondut agree on the fact that temperature increases are uncertain and
no oneindividual cantruly know what they will be. There mayherefore, be no first
order cmsensus about the level of temperatigebut still seconebrder consensus about
the fact that there is this uncertainty. Recognising the presence of sedendonsensus
is helpful for understanding political problenasmd particularlyif there is secod order
consensus about the range of uncertainty. For exathple could be&ncertainty about
temperature rises between x and y degrees, or that economic growth is likely to fall
betweerny andz. However, acting on secdiorder consensus still requirggmtdecision

makingdeals with the uncertainty about which there is thissensus

Political decisioamaking must, therefore, be able to account for uncertainties.

One prominent approach to decisimraking under uncertaiy comes from neaclassical
ecoromics and decision theory. These disciplines have developed a number of decision
rules which are designed to select between alternative policies in the presence of
uncertainty. Decision rules are predetermined general witsh can be followed in
practial situations in order to arrive at decisions which are rational or correct. They are
decision procedures which determine which course of action should be taken in a
particular situationBelow are five of the most commoredsion rules which will be

consdered in this chapter:
Expected Value Rul€hoose the policy which maximises expected value
Maximin Rule Choose the policy which minimises the worst case outcome
Maximax RuleChoose the policy with maximises the bestecoutcome
MinimaxRegret RuleChoose the policy which minimises the maximum regret.
Robustness Rul€hoose the policy which is robust or is the most robust

Each rule and how it is applied will be explained further below. For now, however, it is

important to see that these decisiofes are general rules which determine which course
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of action should be taken in a particular situation and can be applied across many political
problems. The decision rules are therefore decision procedures in this apfroag

rank, and select betweeadternative policy options and thus determine the outcome of a
decision. As a result, decisioanaking on this approach becomes a matter of rule
following. It is reduced to the following of predetermined rules which séletteen
alternative courses of @an in particular situations given what is known about that

situation.

The five rules considered here can be separated into twdPtypee firstare
probabilistic ruleswhich require that probabilities be assigned féedent scenarioand
include the expected value rule. Such probabilistic rules have found a significant role in
public policy as they form the basis of common policy tools sucbstbenefitanalysis.
Simply, costbenefit analysis is dorm of economiccalculation which attempts to
calculate the expected costs and benefits associated with a problem and with different
policies aimed at addressing it. The expected values of these alternatives politties can
be compared in order &electthe most effient policy. Since the 1980s, cdstnefit
analysis has become one of the most dominant policy tools. In the United Kingdom, for
instance, cosh ene f i t anal ysis became a pulxiesdat or
programmes and pr atora gogetnmesii Grden Bobkewhileimt r o d
the United States it became mandatory under thaga®teadministration for all major
government regulations (HM Treasury, 2003; Smith, 2003). The second type of decision
rules are nonprobabilistic rules,which indude all but the expected value rule. These
rules do not require probabilities to be assigtedifferent scenarios and include the
other four rules listed above. Ngmobabilistic rules have also found a significant role in
public policy decisiormakingas many of them have been taken to define versions of the
precautionary principle (Chisholm @rClarke, 1993; Gardiner, 2006; Hansson, 1997,
1997; Doyen & Pereau, 2009) The precautionary principlevgdely supported as a key
principle for policymakingunder high uncertainty. In its generarm, it is taken to

advocate action to prevent harm ewehen there is significant uncertainty surrounding

80 The rules can also be sepadhinto those which may require cardinal values, such as expected value and
minimaxregret, ad those which only require ordinal values, such a maximin and maximax. The chapter
will generally not take issues with these requirements. However, these \@liremeents do have an effect

on what can be taken as the independent standards of corredtngssioes limit these approaches.

51 The one rule considered here which has not been adopted as a definition of the precautionary principle is
maximax rule. Aswill become clear, the maximax rule is unlikely to recommend precautionary polices.
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that harm and has received much support and attention particularly in environmental

policy debates (for an omgew see McKinnon, 2012; Steel, 2015 and Sunstein, 2005).

Irrespective of whether they areopabilistic or norprobabilistic, however, all
five decision rules are designed to deal with decisions where there is no certainty about
either current or futurstates of the world, and all aim to determine which policy should
be taken. They all, thera#®, represent decisions procedures or mechanisms for political
problems. The following sections will discuss the two types of decision rules in turn, and

the paricular limitation eachype facesvhen it comes to political problems.

Before doing this, hoewver, something needs to be said about the problem of
ignorance The rest of this chapter will focus principally on two forms of uncertainty,
weak uncertaintandstrong uncertaintywhich will be defined further below. There is,
however, another deeperifio of uncertainty known as ignorance. Ignorance generally
refers to unknown unknowns (Wynne, 1982t refers to future scenarios which cannot
be unforeseen ah¢é point of decisiormaking. When chlorofluorocarbons were first
produced, for instance,thé ea t hat they coul d negati vel
was not even a known possibility. Such a future scenario waskarown unknowras it
was unforesedde when it came to early decisions about regulation. The problem of
ignorance faces any podal decisions as there may always be unknown scenarios. The
problem, however, is that no decision rule can account for ignorance. We cannot know
what we do not kow, and therefore no decision rule can take unknown scenarios into

consideration in any meargful sense.

There are, however, two general approaches to dealing with the problem of
ignorance, both of which are valuable and both of which can also helwitlealther
forms of uncertainty. This first of these is to keep decisions flex@ilen tha there may
be unknown factors down the road which may affect the performance of a policy,
whichever policy is chosen it should be left open to revision at a $&gé&3. This
flexibility allows a policy to be changed or alteredresv and unforeseeableadtors
emerge. Decisiomakingshouldavoid policy lockin or path dependency where a policy

become very costly to chga once enacted. The second approach tqtbblem of

®2lgnorance is also known as 6tot al ignorance6 ( Wa
This has also been referred to as Oadaptalsse man
argue that keeping policies flexible should not increase the costs.
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ignorance is to increase the number of decigioimts. Given that there are unkwo

factors which can affect the outcome of any policy choice, it can be beneficial to have a
greater number of decisions being takiéran unforeseen factor tusrout toaffectthe

success of one decisioh,may not affect other decisions. By increasihg number of
decisions and policies takethe chance is reducdtiat some unknown future event
causes all of them to fail. The approach is, therefore, equivalen o 6 not put t i
eggs i n one basketd. The del preveusahaptevse sy
can help to deal with the problem of ignorance in this very way. This model includes a
number of decentralised deliberative forms rather thahgne and, therefore, includes

multiple decision poinf§.

Although increasing the number @écisions can help to deal with the problem of
ignorance, this approach does not help us determine how decisions should lagtkaken
any one decision pointt dloes not tell us hodecisionshould be taken under conditions
of uncertainty, but only thahere should be more decisions. A similar thing can also be
said about thdlexibility approach. Flexibility is certainly helpful for dealing with an
uncertainfuture, but it tells us only that we should keep a chosen policy open to revision,
and not howwe should select this chosen policy in the first place. These two strategies
may place constraints on how we take decisions, but they do not tell us how we shoul
actually make decisions about which policy to select. Decision rules, however, attempt to
provide an answer to thiktter question. They represeparticular decisioamaking
mechanisms designed to arrive at particular policy options under conditions of

uncertainty.

4.2 Probabilistic Rules

The main probabilistic decision rule is tle&pected value ruleThis rule deals with
uncertainty by assigning probabilities to the likelihood of different possible scenarios in
order to compare the expected valueltdraative policies. A o | iegpgo@dsultility is

a function of both the value of its future outcomes and the probability of those outcomes

occurring (Hansson, 1994). If the winner of a coin flip gets £50 then the expected value

54 These chapters alddemonstrated that there are epistemic limits to decentralisation and the number of
decision points which should be preferred. Having a very large number abdqmisnts, as in a market,
increases the challenges associated with communicating knowleddecisioamakers. So although
increasing the number of decision psihtlps deal with ignorance it is not necessarily an advantage to
alwaysincreasing their nmber.
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of that flip, given the mbability of winning is 0.5, is £25he expected value rule then
stateghat the policy option with the greatest expected value should be chosen over the
others. The expected value rule iIs most
(Hansson, 1994 This is because this rule is mosilsed within nealassical economics

and decision theory which normally assume a utility account of value, often expressed in
monetary ter ms. Her e, however, the term
which value metric should be used in demmsmaking. Although cardinal values will

often be required in using this rulepart from simple caséghereis no need to assume

that values refer tatility in either a hedonic or preference satisfaction forneréhs a

range of value metrics whiawould be usedgndwe can remain agnostic on the preferred

one.

When applied to policy decisionthe expected value rule would determine the
probability of alternative scenarios and then use these to calcidaggghcted costs and
benefits (definedby the value metric used) of each policy option. It would then compare
these alternatives and select the one with the greatest expected value. A simple policy
example can help to illustrate its use. Imagine a citglwhas two rivers, the West River
andthe East River, both of which may flood this year. The probability that the West River
floodsis 0.7 and flooding in that area of the city will cost £10,000. Alternatively, the
probability that the East River floo@#s0.2 and flooding in that area of thiy will cost
£30,000. Now the city council has to make a decision about whether to build a flood wall
on the West or East River both of which cost the same amount. The expected value rule
stateghat the policy witlthe highest expected value should 8e@ed. According to this
approach then, the city council should build a flood barrier on the West River as its
expected value (0.7 x £10,000 = £7,000) is greater than the expected value of building a
barrier on the E&t River (0.2 x £30.000 = 6,000).

The expected value rule can also be applied to much larger and more complex
problems than this simple example. As the basis oflwarsefit analysis, for example, the
rule has become one of the most common policy tmoEnvironmental policy. Cost
benefitanalysis attempts to calculate the costs associated with an environmental problem,
such asbiodiversity loss, air pollution or deforestation, and the expected benefits of
alternative policies designed to prevent atuee them. It then compares the expdct
value of these policy options and dictates that the option with the greatest expected value

should be chosen. Perhaps the most famous example of this is the Stern Review (2006).
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The Stern Review was a cdstnefit aalysis of anthropgenic climate chang which
attempted to determine the costs (in terms of utilities with monetary units) associated with
future temperature changes. It concluded that these costs were equal to a 5% loss in global
GDP anda possible 20% ogreaterossif a wider range of risk were accouet for®®.
Otheruseo f expected value aim to calculate t
a monetary value of the damages caused by releasing one additional tonne of carbon at
any point of timgPearce, 2003). Nordhaus (2014), ifstance, estimated that the social

cost of carbon for the year 2015 was $18.6 per ton.

Costbenefit analysis has been common in environmental policy. However, this is
by no means the only policy areas where it has\galespreadise. As mentioneabove
the policy tool has even become a mandatory pappbfymakingin some countries.
Every political problem, frorhealthpolicy to infrastructure projects to education reform,
can be defined in terms of its costs &edefits. They can, therefore, allthe subject of
a costbenefit analysis. Probabilistic decision rules, such asxpectedsalue rules, are

therefore said to have universal applicati@nossolitical and social problems.

4.3 The Limits of Probabilistic Rules

There are, however, important limitations to the expected value rule, and other
probabilisticruleswhen it comes to political decisions. This section will argue that these
rules cannot account for &aturesf politicalandsocial probéms and as a nglé, cannot

be relied upon to make good or rational decisions in many CHsese issuestemfrom

the particular forms of uncertainty these rules are designed to deal with and the fact that
political problems will often confront alterne& forms of uncetainty. The result of these
issuesis that probabilistic decision rules cannot be the primary deemgking

procedure for political decisions.

Probabilistic decision rules are only effective in casesaztk uncertainty\WWeak
uncertanty refers to aituation where future events are not certain, but all the possible
outcomes are knowandtheir respective probability distributions can be defined. A coin
flip is a clear example of this form of uncertainty. There are two outcomes (@reads)

withcl ear probabilities (0.5). Weak uncert

% These calculations are dependent on other factors than just the probabilityl@adbfvaosts. For
example, they also depend on the discount rate applied to future costs. The Stern Review famously adopted
a low discount rate which led it to liet higher future costs than other studies (Nordhaus, 2014; Tol, 2008)
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or oOrisko6 (Knight, eté& 20D3; WyhpealddP). Préb&blishic Wa
rules, such as the expected value rule, are only effective whenateweak form of
uncertainty because they require accurate probabilities in order to make good decisions.
In order to select the policy with the highest expected value, accurate probabilities must
be determined and assigned to the outcomes of altegnadiicies, ando current and

future states of the world. Without welefinedprobabilities the rule cannot be relied on

to make effective decisions as expected values by which it compares alternative policies
will not be anaccuraterepresentation ofeality. Proballistic rules can only be relied

upon if probabilities can be assigned with some level of accuracy.

The problem, however, is that many political problems experience dieeper
of uncertainty than weak uncertainty. Weak uncertainty oppfi@es to problems where
we havehighlevels of understanding about the problems being faced and the systems in
which they areembedded. The kinds of systems in which political problems are
embedded, whether they be social, economic, or environmentagweser often tyghly
complex and not very well understood. The result of this is that such problems will often,
although not always, exhibit forms sfrong uncertaintyStrong uncertainty refers to a
situation in which the future is unknowbut there area number of fuire scenarios to
which probabilities cannot be accurateisignedWe know that there is a set of possible
futures,butthe complexities of the problem and its circumstances mean thadefigled
probabilities cannot be assigned to thérhis kind of unertainty is also known as
6scenari o uncertaintyé or just O6uncertair
Walker et al 2003; Wynne, 1992). When political problems display strong forms of
uncertainty, then probabilistic ruleslirmo longer beable to make good decisions, as the
accurate probabilities on which they rely cannot be calculated. There will be a disconnect
between the form of uncertainty the decision rule is designed for, and that which actually
surrounds the featured the politicd problem in question. Many political problems will
have features which cannot be represented probabilistically, and they will, therefore,
exhibit strong uncertainty. Probabilistic decision rules will be unable to account for these

featuresand will fail to make rational or good decisions in such cases.

Take, for example, climate change policy where, as we have seen, probabilistic
decision rules have found considerable support. An important variable in this area is
climate sensitivity. Thigefers to the ciinge in global mean surface temperature, at

equilibrium, which will occur in response to a doubling of atmospheric concentration of
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carbon dioxide (IPCC, 2013). This variable is crucial to decisiaking asit helps
determine how much wainyg, and therefie how much damage, can be expected.
Without it, we would not be able to calculate the expected costs of climate change and
therefore the expected benefits of climate policy. Because of its importance, there have
been many attempts to agsig probabilitydistribution to climate sensitivity. Predicting
methodssuch as probability distribution, however, require models which are based on an
accurate description of the systems being studied, an accurate understanding of physical
mechanism witm those systemsand date inputs which areliable representationsf

the circumstance being studied (Walke¢ral 2003). The problenhowever is that the
environmental systems relevant to climate sensitivisyich as the atmosphere, oceans,
snow andae, land coverand the biospherieare highly complex and have a number of
features which produces large ambiguity in estimates of climate sensitivity. These
features include 6dmultiple driving force
abruptchag e b e h atefferp 2013622)( S

For instance, changes in these systems are caused by multiple drivers, often
operating in opposite directions atwl different time scales. Changes in mean global
temperature, for instances, can be caused by solarésahic activity as well as human
emissions, and the effect of greenhouse gases occurs over centuries (IPCC, 2013). There
is also the presence of negatmed positive feedback mechanisms which create
linear casual relationships where impacts maylmotlearly proportional to changes in
drivers. Warming, for example, causes the melting of sea ice which reduces the amount
of sunlight reflected off theeer t hés sur face which further
changes can affect these systems duetourmwern &6t i pping pointsé
reached. For instances, the Amazon could undergo a rapid transformation from rainforest
to savannah or grasslandl warming or human deforestation reaches a critical level
(Steffen, 2013). Theraremany unknowas surrounding these tipping points whiolake
predicting when they will be reached highly problematic. Consider, for instance, carbon
sinks and sources. Gamn sinks currently absorb over half of gr&hropogenicarbon
emissionsbutit is not known howvtheir future behaviour may change. In termsairces
new emissions sources, such as large methane stores in permafrost, could be released at
some unknownime causingsudden temperature increases. Finally, abruptpasdibly

catastrophic changescanb@a used by certain o6wild cardd
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Antarctic ice sheet could completely melt due to temperature increases which could lead

to asealevelrise of over 8netregDessai & Van der Sluijs, 2007; Titus, 1986).
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Figure 4: Estunated probaluisty densaty |

These features of emenmental systems mean that it is difficult to model climate
sensitivity and make accurate predictions about its probability distribution. Figure 4
represets a number of estimated probability distributions for climate sensitivity which
have been collateffom variousstudies by Meinshausest al (2009f°. As we carsee,
there is significant disagreement between these probability distributions. Although there
is aroughagreement between models around 3°C, there is large disagreement about the
possibility of higher temperatures. For example, the probability of climate sensitivity
exceeding 4.5°C varies from less than 2% to over 50%. When these studies are taken
together, we can see that there is no clear probability estimate for this climate variable
and thee is large amount of ambiguity between estimates. This is problematic for
probabilistic decision rules such as the expect values rule. Without an accolaiteailfy
distribution the expect value rule cannot be relied on to make effective decisiores as th
probability distributions on which it is based cannot be taken as accurate representations
of reality. The large difference between policy distributiactsa@ly means that such rules

will recommend vastly different policies depending on the probaldiigtyibution which

56 Also see Millner eal (2012)
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is used. Probabilistic rules cannot be followed to produce rational or good decisions in
this case, and the particular course of actimytchoose will differ radically depending

on the estimate selected. The issue is that probabitises are designed for weak
uncertainty, but the problem of climate change exhibits forms of strong uncertainty where
accurate probabilities cannot be gsgid. It should also be noted that climate sensitivity

is a variable at the global level where cltmanodels are at their most reliable. Climate
models are less capable at the continental, regional and local scales, so the uncertainty
surround probabilieis will be even greater at smaller scHlles

Probabilistic decision rules cannot, therefore, be debie in the case of climate
chang&®. Not all the features of this problem can be represented by accurate probabilities,
and therefore these rules will fail account for these features. Because climate change is
such a wideanging issue, these problemslveffect public policy decisions in a wide
range of areas. The problems facing probabilistic decision rules are not, however,
confined to political decisins connected to complex environmental systems. The social
and economic systems also exhibit manthefsame complex features that environmental
systems do, and therefore problems of assigning probabilities will be prevalent in these
areas as well. In facthe complexities and uncertainties within social and economic
systems are part of the reasonsdificulties in predicting environmental change which

is dependent on economic activity and government policy.

Consider, for instance, making predictiotmat further economic growth rates.
Predicting growth rates, particularly in the long term, invobleslingwith the economic
and social systems which exhibit many of the same features as environmental systems,
such as multiple driving forces, strong feadk loops, long time lags, and abrupt change
behaviour. There are a number of forces, such as dkxioal change, productivity
growth, government spendimgpdfinancial regulation, which can increase growth rates
and many that can surprise it, such asggnment corruption and the determination of
different political or legal institutions. Predictirggowth rates with accuracy, therefore,

involves making assumptions about these different drivers and suppressors of growth.

57 Knowledge of these smaller scales is crucial for determining the expect cost of climate change. Alone,
changes in global mean temperatures sag labout the impacts of climate change. Instead more local
knowledge is required, such as gl temperatures changes, the frequency of extreme weather events,
rates of precipitation, and characteristics of local ecosystems (Spash, 2005).

%8 Defender of pecautionary principles, such as those discussed in the next section, also often argsie for thi
conclusion (McKinnon, 2009; Shue, 2005)
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This creates uncertainty in tgsignment of probabilities to growth rates and can make
them highly dependent on the assumptionglviare actually made (Christensen et al,
2018). Determiningfor instance, whether there will be a leap forward in productive
technologies and thereforeppluctivity over the next few years or decades cannot be done
with any level of precision. Economigstems also experience strong feedback loops
particularly because investment is often based on expectations. For instance, if there is a
boom in growth, the this increases market confidence which then inemgagestment

and further increas growth. Alternatively, if there is a downturn, this decreases
confidence and investment and therefore further decreases economic activity. As is the
case with environental systems then, economic and social ones also exhibit feedback
mechanisms when can produce digartionate changes from different drives. These
mechanisms can also cause abrupt shocks in the systems and therefore large changes in
what is being predied. Other sources of sudden shocks to economic growth include
unexpected political cres, internatbnal or domestic conflict, and natural disasters
(Christensen et al, 2018). Although these shocks will cause very large changes in what is
trying to be prettted, they cannot always be foreseen. The assignment of probabilities to
different economic scenas will, then, face many of the same problems as assigning
probabilities to climate scenarios. Finally, economic and social systems also involve the
actionsof many different human and institutional actors. Determining the outcome or
effect of any one everor policy therefore requires making assumptions about how

different actors will react to it and possibly how other actors will then react to them.

All of these factors lead to significant uncertainty in economic predictions and
significant differences heeen predictions of different models (Christensen et al, 2018;
Morgan, 2018). Long term economic growth is, however, an important variable in many
differert areas of public policy. Problems in assigning probabilities to growth will
therefore create sigmtant problems for probabilistic decision rules across a large range
of political and social problems. Determining policy around social security or haadth ¢
for instance, will be dependent on economic growth in terms of how such policies are
funded butalso the extent to which they will be demanded. Economic scenarios are also
highly relevant to decisions around economic policy, infrastructure policyaamablicy.

All these decisions will, therefore, involve aspects of strong uncertainty which dannot

captured by probabilities as required by decision rules such as the expected value rule.
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There will be certain features of these problems which canaaiclbounted for by

probabilistic decision rules.

Defenders of probabilistic rules may attempt tol eatin ambiguity in probability
estimates in a few different ways. Firstly, they may argue that for the purpose of decision
making the mostalid or accurag probability estimates should be selected, and decisions
can be based on that single best predictialternatively, they may argue that an
aggregate of different estimatould be made, and this aggregate probability distribution
can inform decisiomimaking. The problem with these responses, however, is that it is
difficult to determine which estimate the most reliable or how they can be effectively
combined. Consider climate sensitivity again. Each study of climate sensitivity is based
on different dmate models which represent different understandings of the climate
system, different data and difent statistical methodologies. Deciding which has more
validity requires some metric of model performance relevant to predicting the future.
However, theg is not one definitive metric for doing thamdit is unclear which factors
are most important fomodel reliability (Tebaldi & Knutti, 2007). The different
methodologies and assumptions in the modelsraksanthat it is difficult to know how
such stuies should be combined and there is not a clear method for doing this (Tebaldi
& Knutti, 2007). Thesimilarities the models do have also make it unclear whether our
confidence should increase with aggregatias the models cannot be thought of as
indepenént. The aggregation solution has another problematic consequence. Combined
estimates have been falito reduce consideration for more extreme scenarios which have
significant costs. For instance, different predictions indicate a substantial probability of
climate sensitivity above 4.5°C. However, these temperatures are mostly missing from
multi-model pedictions (Tebaldi & Knutti, 2007). In terms of decisimaking the
possibility of high-temperatureand highimpact scenarios is an important consideration
for mitigation and adaption policy. However, if decisions are based solely on an

aggregated estimatien decisions may fail to be responsive to these possibilities.

A third possible response to the ambiguity in probability estimates involves
moving awayfrom model predictions. On this solution we should abandon the estimates
of models, and instead ladecisions on subjective probabilities. Subjective probabilities
are a personds, normally a relevant ,h6 expe
given their information (Spash, 2005). In terms of clinsgesitivity,this would involve

accessig the subjective probabilities of climate scientists about the temperature increases.
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Alternatively, for something like lorterm economic growth ivould mean relying on

the subjective assessment of relevant econothistewever, the main problem withish
response is that subjective probabilities can be affected by all the same complexities and
uncertainties that cause models to produce ambiguoumsaéss. Studies which elicit
assessments about fututemperature changes, for instantave found signi€ant
disagreement (Kriegleet al 2009; Zickfeldet al 2010). Although there is more
agreement surrounding lower levels of climate forcing, disageat increases when
predictions are made about higher levels, and there is also disagreement abotdrhe fa
which are contributing to their uncertainty. The subjective probabilities of economists
when it comes to long run economic growth have alsodaamsiderable disagreement

and large uncertainty (Christensen et al, 2018; Gillingham et al, 20253dution to

this disagreement in subjective probabilities may be to push experts to come to some form
of consensus. However, this faces similar problémaggregating models, as it often
risks excluding extreme scenarios around which consensus is diffiaghieve (Stirling,

2010). A move to subjective probabilities does not, therefore, do much to address the
problems facing probabilistic decision esl

The difficulties facing the assignment of probabilities in certain political and
social problems Wil create problems for those public policy tools, such asloeséfit
analysis, whichare based on probabilistic decision rules. Stirling (1997, 2010), for
instance, has collected and compared a large number diewstit studies whichave
to attempto calculate thexpectedosts, for example to public health, of different energy
technologies. Although this is an area where saalysesare highly devdoped and
individually studies present precise estimates of expected costs, when they are brought
together these studies were found to have considerable differences. Their expected cost
predictions were seen t o sparmappihguacertaintpr der
rangesd could support oOal most anylOoBOanki n
There was considerable disagreement between studies about theeedxosts of
alternative technologies to the extent that a selection of partestienates could be used
to advocate almost any policy option. Policy tools based on probahilestisions rules

cannot beeliedon to make good or correct decisions in cases such as this. In fact, policy

% For a general discussi@bout the limits of expert prediction see Tetlock (2005).
°There is also evidence that pemghcluding experts, are systematically overconfident, so it may be that
the amount of uncainty in these studies of expert elicitation is underestimated (see Morgan, 2018)

125



tools may be able to advocate almost any pogjsaen the large ambiguity in their
estimates. Although the differences between the steditsctal by Stirling will not be
initially reducibleto theproblemof assigning probabilities, this exampielpsusto see
the significant problems facing prohbdtic decision rules when forms of strong
uncertainty are preseit Ambiguity in assigning probaliiies means that such rules
cannot berelied uponto make rational or goodecisionswhen strong uncertainty

surround certain features of a problem.

Thisis not to say that there will not be some political and social problems, or some
aspects of these grslems, which can be captured by probabilities. In sikchationsa
probabilistic rule such as tlexpectedralue rule may well be helpful in leading tgeod
decision. Howevegiventhat there will be many features of such problems which cannot
be asgned accurate probabilities, probabilistic decision rules cannot be relied on to make
good decisions in many cases. Such rules cannot account for thesesfed political
and social problems and cannotékedon to make rational or good decisionsentihey
are present. As a result, probabilistic decision rules cannot bprithary decision

making procedure for political problems.

4.4 Non-Probabilistic Rules

The last section explored the limitations of probabilistic decision rules when it comes to
the political domain. Perhaps npnobabilistic decision rules are therefore a better
alternative. These rules do not requirebabilitiesto be assigned to futustates of the
world but instead compare the performance alternative policy options acrasge of
possible future scenarios to which probabilities do not need to be assigned. For instance,
different levels of global temperature rise can be seen asatiffeossible scenarios, and

the performance of alternative climate policies careb&uaed under each scenario.
Alternatively, the range of possible scenarios may account for a range of different
possible economic conditions. Thienge ofscenarioss known as the scenario set and
can be combined with alternative policy options to produceéeision matrix. Non
probabilistic rules then compare the performance of alternative policies within the
scenario set anapplytheir distinctive rules in order t@kect the best policy. These rules
are often taken as definitions of the precautionarmycgsle whichhavegainedsignificant

support in policy debates (McKinnon, 2012; Steel, 2015; Sunstein, 2005). This section

"t Some differences may be due, for instance, to a different choice of disatint r
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will introduce four of the most common difdse nofprobabilistic decision rules and how
they can be applied to political decisiofifiese are thenaximin, maximax, minimax

regretandrobustness rules

A simplified policy decision, represented in matrix 1, can help to illustrate the
different rules. In this example, a small town faces the possibility of flooding from a local
river. In scenario 1, there will be heavy rainfall resulting in extensive flooding. This
extensive flooding will submerge the whole town producing, from the perspective of the
town itself, catastrophic costs (c). In scenario 2, howeeanfall will be much lower

resulting in only moderate flooding with only moderate costs (e). There are also two

policy options the town can take ottdhi dhagadl
policy which has zero costs but wflobd not
barrierd policy which will stop flooding

(p). The cost of the flood barrier is less than the costs of extdtmyding but more than

the cost of moderate flooding (c > p > e > 0).

Matrix 1 Scenario 1|Scenario 2
Flood Barrier P P
Do nothing C e

The maximin rulestates that the policy which minimises the worst case outcome
should be chose(Gardiner, 2006; Hansson, 199The chosen policy should have the
bestworstcaseoutcome across the different scenarios. In our example, the worst outcome
for the 066dpoolnioctyhiinsg e xt e n svorstasedutcome fdrithe g ( ¢
flood barrier policy is equal to the barriers construction costs (p). Given that the
catastropic costs of extensive flooding are greater than these construction costs (c > p)
themaxmi n rul e selects the 6flood barrierd
that the policy which maximises the best case outcome should be chosen. The chosen
policy should be the one with the best outcome across the different scefypplisd to
thetown'sdecisign t he maxi max rul e will choose th

outcome of moderate flooding (e) is better than the best case outcdme of 6 f | oo d b e
policy (p>e).

The minimaxregret rule differs from the last two rules it focuses on regrets

rather than absolute costs. The regret associatechvpitiicyis the difference between

127



the cost of that policy in a scenario and the obsite best policy in that scenario. Matrix

1.1 gives the regret values for our simplerexal e . For instance, th
barrierd policy in scenario 1 is zero b
However, the rheignrgeét poofl itchye i6nd os cneontar i o 1
costs of the best policy in thecenario (). Theminimaxregret rule then states the

policy with the smallest possible regret should be chosen (Chisholm & Clarke, 1993). In
this case, the largeste gr et f or t he O-&Wwhieitdsep afr o1 etr e p
not hi n gQ@verptlal the cogts of catastrophe are so great we can assump that c

p-e and therefore the minimaxe gr et rul e woul d chd&ose the

Matrix 1.1 |Scenario 1|Scenario 2
Flood Barrier 0 p-e
Do nothing c-p 0

The final decision rules are robustness ril2syen & Pereau, 2009; Lempet
al, 2002, 204, 2006%°. Robustness rules compare policies on their ability to meet a
predetermined performance or safety target. A certain target must first baditten
policies are compared by the number of scenarios in which they achieve or meet this
target. Rbustnessules can differ in a couple of ways. Firstly, the target can either be set
in terms of costs aregrets. Secondlypbustness can be defined as either categorical or
scaler. On the categoricatcounta policyis robust if it achieves the givearget inall
possible scenarios and is not robust if it does fail to meet the target in any scenario (Doyen
& Pereau, 2009). A policy is, therefore, either robust or not robust. Alternatively, on a
scaleraccounta policy can be more or less robust basedhe nmber of scenarios in
which the target is achieved (Lempetal 2002). Theobustness rules would then choose
the policy with the highest level of robustness as defined by the number of scenarios under
which can the target is achieved.

Robustnss rules ee best illustrated with a slightly more complex example, as
represented in matrix 2. In this new example, the small town faces four different levels of

flooding each with increasing levels of costs. There will either be no flooding (costs = 0),

21n this simple example maximin and minimeegret produce the same result, howeveotiter cases

they will differ (Hanson, 1997).

" Robustness has also been viewed as an alternative account of efficiency; however, here its role as a
decision rulewill be considered (Steel, 2015).
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small floading (costs = el), moderate flooding (costs = e2) or large flooding (costs = e3).

The town again has the option to 6édo not
prevent any flooding. However, this time there are two different floodepgroliaes.
There is a 6weak barrierd which can stop
which can stop al/l |l evels of flooding. T
cost of any flooding, K)isledthiaelargedl@dingbut t h

more than small or moderate flooding (€3 >s >e2 > e >w >0).

Matrix 2 Scenario 1|Scenario 2|Scenario 3|Scenario 4
Strong Barrier S S S S
Weak Barrier W W W w+ed
Do nothing 0 e e2 e3

Let usassume that the safety target is set in terms of absolute costs and is equal to

e, andlet usalso assume a scaler account of robustness. Thamebssulevould then

|l ook to
barrierd
i s zero.

s ee

fail

Th

whi ch
s to
e O6weak

a robustness score of thré@ally,t h e

pol i
achi

cy achi

eve

eves th

e t ar

t sbits robuatmegsdetel i n

b adl scelricsexceptsesendrio &£ sogbas t h e

6do

not hi ngo

polic

y ac

1 and2, butnone of the others dtasa robustness score of 2. The robustness rule would,

therefore, selectthe wk a b a im this exaniple.

4.5 The Limits of Non-Probabilistic Rules

There are then, a number of decision rules which do not require the calculation of

probabilities.Instead, they congre alternative policies over a humbersgEnarios to

which probabities do not need to be assigned. These rbotesever also face important

limitation when it comes to political decisions. As was the case for probabilistic rules,

these nofprobabilistic rules cannot account for all the feasuof political problems.

Instead, many features of such problems will problesmalie following of these rules,

and they again cannot be relied on to makeftattivedecision in many cases.

Just like the probabilistic rules, the difficulties facingnfprobabilistic rules

emerg from a disconnect between the forms of uncertainty the rules are designed and

appropriate for, and the forms of uncertainty which exist in many political and social

problemsProbabilistic rules act as if there is only weakemainty and face difficuks
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when political problems have features which exhibit strong uncertalatyprobabilistic

rules, on the other hand, act as if thisngure strong uncertaintyand face difficulties as
manypolitical problems do not fall intthis particular categoryrure strong uncertainty

can be defined as a situation where no information at all is available about the likelihood
or plausibility of different scenarios. Under this formwfcertainty,decisionmakers

have no ability to makelgusibility claims about thalternative scenarios. A famous
example of this uncertainty is the decision faced by individuals J ohn Rawl s 0
original position. These individuals must decide on the rules of justice without any
knowledge of who they ilV be once they leave theriginal position. They do not, for
instance, have any information about the relative plausibility of scenarios in which they
are someone with large natural talents, moderate natural talents, or small natural talents.

Their decison is therefore taken undeonditions ofpurestrong uncertainty.

The problemwith nonprobabilistic decision rules is that political issues will
rarelyconfrontpurestrong uncertainty. Political issues may often be too complex and too
little understod to calculate accurate prattlities for all their features. However, there
is likely to still be some information about the relative or absolute plausibility of different
scenarios. Plausibility claims do not have to take the form of numerical prabalailid
can instead take thierm of ordinal rankings or qualitative categories. For example,
although a weldefined probability distribution can be calculated for climate sensitivity,
it can still be reasonable to claim that a climate sensitivity o B1ore plausible than a
climate sensitivity of 8 Similarly, it maynot bepossible to assign an accurate probability
to the economic growth rate over the next few years but still possible to say that 2%
growth is more likelythan6%. The inability to spafy accurate probabilitiedoes not,
therefore, rule out any claims about plausibility (Shue, 2015). Political problems may face
strong forms ofuncertainty,but there will normally be some information on which to
make norprobabilistic claims about thdausibility or possibility & different scenarios.
Decisions must still, as Hansson (1997) has argued, be sensitive to standards of possibility.
There will, therefore, be a disconnect between generaprmmbilistic decision rules
which act as if theres purestronguncertaintyand actual political problems which will
often not fall into this category. As a result, there will be many cases where the rules

74 Rawls argued for the adoption of the maximin rule inditeation.

130



cannot be relied on to make good decisions, as they cannot account for all the features of

political and social problems.

Consder, for instance, the presence of extremely costly but very implausible
scenaris. For many politicaproblemsthere will be a very small and perhaps implausible
chance of extreme costs which nonetheless cannot be ruled out. For example, in the
regulation of new technologies such as geneticaiiypdified organisms or the internet,
there will always be some possitylthat the technology will lead to some very costly
environmentalhealthor social impact which cannot be ruled out completely. Similarly,
aneconomic policy, such as an increase in interest rates, may run some very small risk of
a bad market reactioradingto a downwards spiral and a prolonged recession. The
presence of such extreme but unlikely scenarios can, however, cause the maximin and
minimaxregret rules to make unreasonable and bad decisions. Because these two rules
only focus on thevorstcas outcome of any course of action, and they do not account
for any standard of plausibility, they will be significantly skewed by extremelyycost
scenarios. In such situations, following the maximin or minimeaxet rule would lead
to the unreasonable rdusion that very costly precautionary policies be aimed at
preventing very implausible harms. They coult, instance, lead to the restriati@f
greatly beneficial technologies on the basis that they have a very small possibility of harm,
or to not eneting a change to the health services because of the very small possibility
that it will cause the whole service to fail. Almost any public gotiecisionwill have
some very unlikely but very costly outcome which cannot be ruledHawever,such
scenaios will cause the decision rules such as the maximin and mirmiab@to make

unreasonable decisiofis

The maximax rule, on the other hamdl| face the same problem but in reverse.
Because it focuses only on the best possible outcome and doasamant for any
standard of plausibility, the maximax rule will be skewed by very unlikely but highly
beneficial scenarios. If such scenarios extstn the maximax rule may fail to take any
policies aimed at preventing likely harms. Take, for instancesdigmtific evidence for

an environmentaproblemsuch as climate change and acid rain. There is always some

S Harsanyi (1975) makes a similar objection against the maximin rule. Harsanyi, however, uses examples,
such as the change of a plane crash, whictbetter thought of as citation of weak rather than strong
uncertainty. S igue ot tieei predastionér? @rilciple mocer generally, also makes very
similar points.
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possibility, although verysmall, that the scientific evidence for these problems is
incorrect and the harms which gmedictedwill never occur. @en this small possibility,
however, the maximax rules would decide to do nothing to prevent the costly harms these
problems will likely produe. Similarly, there is always the possibility that some new
advancement in medical technology or food productiaih solve all the problems
associated withgeingor growing populations. Again then, the maximax rule would enact

no public policy aimed atdmlressing such problems, becausdhefexistence of an

extremely positive but unlikely scenario.

Another examle of how the particular features of political problems can cause
nonprobabilistic decision rules to produce unreasondbldsionsare situatonswhere
the available policy options have some possibility of failure (Chisholm & Clarke, 1993).
Consider agai the simple flooding example represented in matrix 1. This time, however,
letusadd a third scenari o wh eabe strioriyenough dneb o d
it fails to prevent the extensive flooding. This addition is represented in scenario 3 of
matrix 3 below. In this newituationt he maxi min rul e now fails
barrierdo policy (as petbepolicyda)lurersaenanoastGivenr h o
that there is a possibility that the precautionary measure will failgri&aximin rule will
leadto the counteintuitive conclusion that no measure should be takematberhow
unlikely the possibility of failureThis problem is likely taffectthe application of the
maximin ruleto many if not all political problems. Alost any public policy, whether it
be environmental, health, economic, regulative, education or crime has some possibility
of failing to solve tle problem it is meant to addré$sSuch scenarios will again, however,
lead some noprobabilistic decisions rak to make bad decisions, as they do not account

for any standard of plausibility.

Matrix 3 Scenario 1|Scenario 2(Scenario 3
Flood Barrier p p p+c
Do nothing c e c

The minimaxregret rule, however, does not face this [astblem. The same

flooding example from matrix 3 is represented in matrix 3.1 but this time in terms of

6 Defenders of the use of a maximin account of the precautionary principhe case of climate change,
can be seen to ignore the possibility of policy failure (i.eKiinon, 2005).
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regret.As the catastrophic costs arelame,we can assume thafpep and therefore the

0fl ood barrierd pol i cyegretrsle. Bldwever)theenimimaxe n b
regret rule does face an alternative problem. Imagine that the costs at staké are no
catastrophic but rather some smaller costs closer to the value of p. kaskishe
minimaxregret rule may lead to an indeterminate deaisind paralysis. As the value of

c gets closer to the value pfit becomes difficult to determine whether c2p and
therefore which policy should be chosen. As the costs of the precaution policy get closer
to the value of the costs the policy is aimegr@venting, the minimaregret rule may

lead to paralysis (Hanson, 1997). It will be unable to distinguisiveget alternative

courses of action and therefore result in an indeterminate dééision

Matrix 3.1 [Scenario 1|Scenario 2|Scenario 3
Flood Barrier 0 p-e p
Do nothing c-p 0 0

We have so far seen examples of how the maximin, maodme minimaxregret
rules can albeadversely affected by the particular featuwksertain political problems.
Robustness rules also face similar problems. For instances, on a categorical account of
robustnessthe presence of extreme but unlikely sogos or the possibility of policy
failure can also lead to indeterminate resultsis would happen when these problems
resulted in all options failing to meet the safety target in at least one scenario. Climate
change would be an example of such a pmbl@ll mitigation policies have the
possibility of failing to stop temperature ieasesandtemperature increases have the
possibility of catastrophic costs. Asesult,no policy will be fully robust. The same can
be said of economic policies aimingaddress a recession or depression which will have

the possibility of failing and therefore ending in extreme costs.

Alternatively, a scaler account of robustness is rftected by either the
possibility of policy failures or by the presence of extreratlixely scenarios. These
scenarios count as just one scenario where the given target is not met so have little effect
on the overall outcome (Millneat al 2013). Scaleversions of robustness do, however,

face alternative problems. A rule which picksetmost robust policy may result in

T\fit is possible to obtain perfect cardinal values for the different outcomes of a deitisiothis problem
with the minimaxregret rule could be resolvable.

133



unreasonable decisions because it does not account for the amounts by which targets are
missed or for the relative plausibility of théfdrent scenarios. For example, there may

be cases where the most robust policyieas the target in the highest number of
scenarioshowever,in those scenarios where the target is missed, it is missed by a large
amount leading to possibly catastropbasts. If an alternative policy is less robust but

only misses the target by smathountsthen this would seem to be the more reasonable
option. Furthermore, the most robust policy option may achieve the target in the highest
number of scenarios but fap achieve it in the most likely or plausible scenarios. Again,

if there is a lessobust policy which can achieve the target in the most plausible of
scenariosthen this may be the better choice. What these cases show is that the particular
features ofpolitical problemsmean that simply choosing the most robust policy may
result in unreasonable and counterintuitive decisions. Finally, both scaler and categorical
accounts of robustness can also lead to indeterminate decisions in cases where more than
one policy achieves the highest level of robustness. In camésthe robustness rellhas

no way of choosing between the alternative policies and will, therefore, result in an
indeterminate decision (Steel, 2015).

As was the case for probabilistic decisiaules then, noprobabilistic rules
cannot be relied on to make good decisionssxall political and social problems. We
have just gone through a number of cases where the particular features of political
problems can adversely affect aprobabilistc decision rules and lead them to make
unreasonable or indeterminate decisions. Aesalt, these rules should not be the primary

decisionmaking proedue for political problems.

In fact, the absence ptirestrong uncertainty in political problemstaally causes
another more immediate issue for such rules. We have seen how fglanyionerule
can in certain situations led t@ry unreasonable decisions being taken. However, the
absence gburestrong uncertainty also introduces the question oflwhorprobabilistic
rules is mostappropriate,to begin with. Each rule represengs different level of
optimism/pessimismwhen taking decisions. A maximinule, for instance, is very
pessimistic as it only focuses on the wargse outcome, while the mmaxrule is very
opportunistic as it only focuses on the bemte outcome. Thergalso a range of decision
rules which take a weighted average between the best and worst case outcomes which
would then fall somewhere between the two. Given that thdteneti be pure strong

uncertainty, and some plausibility claims can be made, treessiah rules will be more
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or less appropriate depending on the level of optimism/pessimism which is appropriate
for the situation being facedf, for example, the worstase scenario for a political
problem is very likely and very costly, then a pesdiimisile such aghe maximin rules

may be most appropriate aplaces emphasis @voiding such worstase scenarios. If
however, thavorstcaseoutcome is not very likglor very costly, then such pessimism

may not be justified for that decisiolmsteal, a less pessimistic decision rule may be
preferable to the maximin. For instance, a robustness rule which considers a whole range
of scenarios rather than focusing onwwstcase scenarimay be more appropriate for

this particular decision.

Each norprobabilistic rule can result in particularly problematic decisions given
the particular features of a political problem. However, each can also just be more or less
appr@riate compared to others for particular kinds of problems. The result, however, is
the same. We would not want to follow any particular rule in all cases. As was the case
with probabilistic decision rules, neprobabilistic decision rules also cannot e t

primary decisiormaking procedure in the political domain.

5.6 The Meta-Rules Solution

So far, this chapter has argued that decision rules cannot be the main dweeikiog
procedures for political decisionasthey cannotbe relied on to make gdoor rational
decisions in many cases. A possible solution to the probiksossseds to introduce
further sets of rules or metales. Decisiormaking cannot be accounted for by these
general rules alone, but perhaps there can be a set ofutetavhch can guide the
selection and application of these general rules, in order to praidems of the last few
sections. For example, a set of metkes could determine the condition under which
anyonedecision rule should be use@ardiner (2006) cabe seen to follow a similar
approach to this, specifying a list of conditions under ki@ maximin rule should and
should not be appliéél Consider also the problertisatextreme but unlikely scenarios
create for many of the ngurobabilistic decision ruke The solution to these problems
could be to introduce an additional -@ff rule which would exclude any scenario from
the scenario set which does not reach a certain level of plaustilitguccessful, the
metarule would stop less plausible but extre scenarios frorafecting which policy

Gar di ner 0 gulek has leenaeriticisateon the basis that #ieyunlikely to hold for most if not
any decision (Steel, 2015; Sunstein, 2005).
¥ Such a threshold is, for example, presgitn Shuedés (2005) formul ation o
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optionsareselected by these ruld2erhapg, then, the problems discussed in this chapter
do not show a problem with the decision rule approach as such, but rather a need for

further sets of meteules which cangide the application of the more general rules.

There are, however, a couple of infamt problems with this metaile solution.
The first problem is that metalles are very difficult to determine. Take, for instances, a
cut-off rule aimed at dealing Wi extreme but unlikely scenarios. Determining this meta
rule requires setting a pemtilar threshold of plausibility at which scenarios will no longer
be included in the scenario set. However, defining this threshold is highly problematic.
Setting it t@ high will risk including implausible scenarios which will lead decision rules
to makeunreasonable policghoices However, setting itdo low will risk ignoring
important scenarios which would lead rulesnake unreasonabtiecisions of a different
kind. Furthermore, given the presence of strong uncertainty, numerieaffdurtes will
normally be ruled out ancas Hansson (1997) arguepialitative alternatives such as
scientific reasonableness are difficult to apply as they are neitgssare vagueThis
difficulty is increased when we consider that theaffitule also needs to agant for the
costs of scenarios. ldw-costscenario can be easily discarded whikegh-costscenario
with the same plausibility cannot. Determining a clear rule for howalitative measure
of uncertainty should changéth respect to costs,ifowever very problematic. Unlike
quantitative probability, qualitative measures of uncertainty do not allow for the simple
calculation of expected values by which actfitline can be set. Metaules can, therefore,
be verydifficult to determine.

The second blem with metaules is thafor this solution to workhere would
need to be a complete set of maikes which can account for all possible factors which
may affect tie application ofgeneral rules. That isof a set of metaules to be
comprehensivehey would need to account for all the relevant particulars of all possible
political problems before such problems even arise. Consider, for instances, a set of meta
rules aimed at selecting between alternative decision rules. The rules would need to
acount for all the relevant factors to their application. However, the complexity and
diversity of political problemsneanthat there is likely to be a huge number of reteva
features which would have to be accounted for. Such problems are also highly
unpralictable which means that not all of these features will be known in advance in
order to produce a comprehensive set of metss. For a set of metales to be able to

select between the different general decisions rules, it would have to accouhtifer al
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possible combinations of scenarios, all their possible costs, and all their possible
likelihoods. The diversity and unpredictability of political problems, howewegns that
this will not be possible. No comprehensive set of melies can be defed in advance
which can account for all the possible features of political problems. The problems we
have analysed in this chapter cannot, therefore, be overcome thhmugket of meta

rules.

It is important at this point to clarify the nature of thisaght er 6 s cr i t
decision rules and metales. The critique argues that decision rules cannot be relied on
to make good decisions, because they account cannot furth# relevant features of
political problems. It does not claim that it is logigatir conceptually impossible to
reduce decisions to rule following, but only that it is practically not possible in the case
of political decisions. Some theorists havgued for the stronger logical claim. Kant
(1970) for instance, argued that basingams purely onrule-following is logically
impossible because it would create an infinite regress. Given that we hpagblem
applying general rules we introduce metkes to guide their application. However, this
then raises the further question of httvese metaules should themselves be applied,
which seems to create a need for further rules which themselves will need to be applied
by further rules and so on. Thengll, therefore, be an infinite regress to further and
further sets of rules. In a silar vein, Ryle (1971) argues that acting on a rule requires a
prior consideration of that rd#® This consideration cannot, however, be reduced to a
metarule as the fobwing of this metaule will again require some prior consideration
which, if it is reduced to a further metale, will itself require further consideration. There
is again then a problem of an infinite regress. For Kant and Ryle then, it is logically not
possible to basan actionpurely on a set of rules no matter how comprehensivesétat

is.

The arguments of Kant and Ryle are controversiatithere is significant debate
over the logical possibility afule-following (Ginet, 1975; Stanley & Williamen, 2001;
Stanley, 2011). It has been suggested against Ryle, for instance, tHatcamnube

followed automatically and without the need for some prior mental activity which

80 Ryle was predomiantly concerned with the distinction betweeroWledgethat and knowledgéow,
but his argument is also applicable here. Just as a piece of knowledde argued to require some prior
act of consideration before being acted upon, knowledge of a ruleecargued to require an act of prior
consideation before being followed.
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considers the rule and its appl toomentheo n.
door & can be foll owed automat i cthdrlleyor wi t h
appeal to any further rule or set of rules. Any regress is, therefore, broken. This chapter
does not need to take a strong position on these debates abtagithal possibility of

rule following. Its case against reducing decismaking torules is based on issues
resulting from the nature of political problems and our limited knowledge, and not from
any logical impossibility of rule following. It arguesaththere are insurmountable
practical or epistemic problems when it comes to basisside-making on general
decision rules in the political domain, and makes no stronger claim about the logical
possibility of rule following across all domainéwe coul obtain full information then
perhaps it would be possible to create a system eg sufficient to deal with all political

and social problem§ hi s chapterds claimis that we
therefore, rely on rules to leasto good decisions. Decision rules cannot then, be the

main decisiommakingprocedurdor political problems.

4.7 The Usefulness of Rules

Does thischapter therefore suggest that we should abandon decision rules completely?
Such a conclusion would be too strong. Although such rules cannot account for all the
complexities of political and sl problems, and cannot, therefore, be the main deeision
making procedure, these general rules can still be useful to political denisikimg for

a couple of reasons. Firstly, they are helpful because they can represent alternative trade
offs facing deisionrmakers. Take the robustness riidte instance Showing where and

to what extent alternative policies achieve important targets can help to clarify the
alternative tradeffs between these alternatives. It can highlight and represent certain
informaion which can help decisiamakers confront complex and unizn decisions.
Lempertet al(2002) advocate robustness tools on these lines. They do not suggest that
the most robust policy should necessarily be selected, but rather see robustness as a
metlod for defining the tradeffs involved in making a decisiolit. helps illustrate the
outcomes of different policy over a range of alternative futures in order to make a problem
more intelligible. Likewise, a maximin rule can be seen to focus deamsak®s on
important factors by making a ranking of alternatpoiicies on the basis of theiwworst
caseoutcomes. Even if the maximin rule is not adopted to reach the final decision, such
a ranking can provide helpful information by drawing attention to piadévad outcomes.
Probabilistic decision rules can have sanibenefits. Where probabilities are possible

138



they highly useful tools for representing the plausibility of different outcomes and

expected values for presenting costs in a way which accouritsefolikelinood.

The different decision rules are also fgfal as they represent a number of
alternative strategies which can be adopted. The maximin and robustness role, for
instance, can focus decistomaking around two alternative strategies which lead in
alternative directions. Should the decision be nate@ avoidworstcaseoutcome, or
should it be taken to give the greatgsanceof meeting theninimally acceptabléarget?

These are two alternatives methods of addressing a given praiidthe two rules help
represent these options to decision mak&mneral decisions rules, therefore help to
represent the different traddfs present indecisions but also a set of alternative
strategies fodealingwith the decision in question. Decisianes should not, therefore,

be completely rejected as thegncplay some helpful role in political decistormaking.
Such rules cannot, however, be the main decisiaking procedure for political
problems. They are useful guides or rules of thumb, bytd¢aenot be promoted as the
main decision mechanisgincethey cannot beeliedon to make good decisions in many
cases. What we want then is not to reject rules completely, but rather to have some prior
decisionmaking procedure which can select, modifydaapply general rules to the
particularpolitical problem big faced. What we need is some prior process which can

exercise judgment in the use and application of rules to political prdlems

4.8 Judgment & the Application of Rules

Thi s c hiagpetokdeadsi®n rales showsthat they cannot be the main decision
making procedure in the politicdbmainand has suggested that we instead require some
prior procedure which can exercise judgment in the selection, modification and
application of gneral rules to particular poliit problems. The next chapter will
investigate what form this prior procedure should take, and itmalke a case for
inclusive deliberation. Before this, however, we need to say more about the nature of
judgment. This chpter has established the limifsales, but what does decisiomaking
require above and beyond rules? What exactly is judgment and how does it differ from
rules? The rest of this chapter will put forward an account of judgment. This account will
be episemic. Many conceptions of judgntern politics have strong normative

components and are, for instance, committed to particular accounts of the common good

8'Kant 6s (1970) solution to problems he saw in rul
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(for instance Aristotle, 1965 & Beiner, 1983). Although these normatively laden
conceptions are usdfin helpingus understand the ccept of judgment, they cannot
form part of our epistemic analysis which remains agnostic on such matters. The
contribution of this section will be to put forward a purely epistemic account of judgment
which will allow usto see how it differs and relat&srules. Although this account will
draw on others which involve normative commitments, it should not then bettefikdiyp

endorse all aspects of these other accounts

The first important aspect gidgmentis thé it is not fully reducible to aystem
of rules. Judgment, as Beiner (1983: 2)
bound to rules, is not subjectarplicits peci fi cati on of its mode
into play beyond the confiseofruleg o v e r n e d iThis ieclutialifgt eould e 6 .
reduced to ruleghenit would not be a solution to the problem examined above. Rather
than a system of rules, judgment is an act of applying rules in light of the particulars of a
given stuation. It is a mental process wh weighs and considers the features of a
situation, identifies the most relevant and salient of these features, and determines which
general rules or principles should be applied given these features. Judgment is not,
therefore a set of rules but rathan act or process of applying sets of rules to a given
case. As Kant (2000: 66) argues, judgmen
contained under the wuniversal . réstofa s al
citation under a universar general rule. Judgment is not reducible to rdlasit is then
closely related to them. An act of judgment moves back and forth between the general
and the particular, the abstract and the specific, and betweey #mebpracte. It is an
act of gplying general rules, princieand standards to the particular, practical and

specific.

Acts of judgment are common to many aspects of human life. The recognition of
a chair as a chair involves an act of judgment tviheglects on the particulars af abject
(the chair) inrelaion to the general criteria that govern what can be counted as part of a
category (chairs). It is also required for determining the beauty of a piece of art. Such a
determination involves corderation of the different aspe@sd qualities of a painting
or sculpture,and subsuming them under general aesthetic standards and criteria.

Judgment can also play a prominent role in public institutiGosisider, for instance, the
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role of a legal juddgf. A legal judge is required tospect the particulars of the case which

i's brought before her in relation to the
application of the | awd as oédhuman real it
ordeed worl d of | awe). TheGenplaexityoictualeZeftd Means Bat

the role of the legal judge will oftdpe geater than the direct application of thatten
law.Insteads he must Oscrutinised t he epagbiitycul a
thatthere mightbB an extraneous, unexpected factor
application of a Detdrmeirdng if acrmze yas,comPnidteld,lor thel 2 6
appropriate resolution to a conflict, requires an act of judgmvbete the particulars of

a case i@ weighed and the important features identified.

These examples suggdsstly that judgment is ubiquitous, and secondly that
there are a number of forms of judgment. What particular kind of judgment then is
relevant hez? The subject of this kind of jgchent is not the categorization of an object
or theaesthetic®f a painting, but rather has as its subject an action. Political decision
making presents us with alternative possibilities and ways of acting. Judgmerst in th
context, therefore, involvesaltonsideration of thesi#fferentpossibilities, in relation to
knowledge of the problem, in order to determine how to act. Unlike legal judgment then,
which looks to the past to determine what has happgundginentin political decisions
looks to the fture to determine what shaube donelt is a judgment about what course
of action should be taken in relation to a specific problem. What judgment means in this
context then is a mental activity which is not reduciliterules, involves the application

of general rules to particulars, and which aims at an action.

It is important, however, not to see judgment as anything mystical or haphazard.
Judgmeni or good judgment at leastis the considered application of gealemules. It
is a thoughtful mentaactivity of deciding how general criteria should be used in a
particular citation and does not involve anything magical or mystical. However, if
judgment does not consist a system ofules,then there is a question what it does
consist of. Judgment consistsanf abilityor capacity. To have good judgment is to know
how to act in a practical situation given the features of that situation. It is an ability to

recognise the important aspect a given case and to dyppgeneral rules and principles

82 The law is an often pointed to example of an area where judgment plays an important role 2Béfhe
Gadamer, 2004; Macintyre, Q0)
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in light of these factors. Judgment is not then purely a mattarl@following but is
rather a practical capacity. As rasult, judgment falls outside of purely technical
rationality. Technicatationality and reasoningperatein the realm of theory. Its subject

is abstract and general knowledge which can be fully codified in maxims and principles.
This is in contrast to practical rationality or reasoning which is in the realm of practice. It
involves not abstract prindgs but skills and abilities. It ipracticaland cannot be
codified in general rules, but is rather containadpractice itself. The technical
knowledge of a chef or of a doctor can be learned from a detaitddookor medial
textbook Their practicaknowledge, however, is leadin the practiceof cooking or in

the practice of medicine. It includes their ability to apply technical information, to
recognise when a particular rule should be used, and when a rule woultElesalstray.
Although it ispossibleto distinguish technical and practical rationality conceptutliy,
important to see that they work in combination. Technical rules and principles are used
and applied through practical skilkor example, a good lag judge involves both

knowledgeof technical rules and intelligenceerpractical application.

For Aristotle, this was the distinction between theoretical and practical wisdom.
The |l atter O0is not mani fested sizatomwrc h i
maxims which preide our practical inferences with major premises; its presence or
absence rather appears in the kind of capacity for judgment which the agent possesses in
knowing how to select among the relevant stack of maxims and how tp thppt in
particular situab n s 6 ( Ma 07 258). yudgment i ot reducible to general rules
or maximsbut is rather a practical ability or capacity to use general rules and maxims

appropriately.

Seeing that judgment is a practical capacity hetpslarify the heart of the
problem facing the decision rule approach to political decisiaking. By attempting to
reduce decisioimaking to a matter of rules, these approaches attempt to reduce decision
making to purely an exercise in technical ratidgallhey promote technicahtionality
at the expense of ignoring the role of practical rationality and reasoning. They assume
that the only thing necessary for decisioaking is information about the correct
technical knowledge and rules. As we have séemwever, the complexity gdolitical
problems problematizes the following of general decision rules and leads to ineffective
decisions. Such rules cannot account for all the relevant features of such problems. They

will be limited and incomplete. Decisiamaking cannot, therefordée reduced to the
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following of these technical rules, and there is instead a need for the exercise of practical
judgment in the application general decisions rules tgordcularsof a given case.

Decision rule approaches igre the need for practicalggment.

The limited and incomplete nature of general rules also highlights the importance
of reflective judgmentKant (2000) draw a distinction between determinant and
reflective forms of judgement. Determinant judgment udgment in cases where
universal rules or principle are already given. The rules are -plegermined,so all
judgment requiress to subsume the particulars of a case under these given universals.
Alternatively, reflective judgment is judgment in a sitaatwvhere the universals amet
completely given or determined in advance. As a result, in reflective judgment the act of
judgment involves not just the application of given rules but also the creation of new rules
tofit the particulars of a case. legd judgment, for instance,éhr e can judge cas e ¢
madel a whierefactors in a case cause the judge to go behind the given set of legal rules.
So while determinant judgment purely subsumes particulars under a given and
predetermined set of universatgflective judgment also @ates new rules to fit the
particulars of the <citation. Refl ective
1983). Judgment may be more or less reflective depending on how complete the set of
available rules are. Theds complete the set of gealerules the more judgment will
involve the creation of new rules. To the extent that general rules are incomplete and
imperfect, reflective judgment will be required. Judgment will not just apply rules but
create them. Refléiwe judgment, therefore, wolves creativity and an ability to think
outside of existing sets atiles It requires someone to evaluate the particulars of a
concrete situation from different sides and in different ways so that new rules can be
conceivedn light of the particularsfa given case. Where universals are notgefined
and determined in advance, judgment will involve a level of creativity in order to go

beyond given rules and create new universals.

As we saw in our discussion of metdes the sets of rules availabfor political
decisioarmaking will beincomplete A fully comprehensive set afilescannot be fully
defined given the complexities and predictability of political problems. Political de€ision
making will, therefore, not jushvolve determinant judgmeir the application of given
decision rules but a large role for reflective judgment and the creation of new rules to fit
the citation. Imagine, for instance, thatobustness rule has been selected to deal with a

political prablemi say adecision aboutwhich infrastructure policy should be adopted
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given a range of future scenarios which include different growth rates and population
increases. It ithenfoundthat more than one policy achieves the set safety target in the
highest number of scenarios. Ta@re two policies with the highest level of robustness.
However, each policy achieves the target in different scenarios from the other one. Now
the robustnesrule does not provide a way of choosing between these policies in such a
citation. The set of\ailable rules is limited. Taking a decision will, therefore, involve
some kind of reflective judgment which can go beyond this existing set of rules. Decision
makers will need to consider the particular features of this situation and determine which
are he most important and salient. They will need to consider qusstich as, do either

of the policies meet the target in the most plausible of scenariosReDmblicies only

miss the safety target by small margins? Or does either have any scenarioswvithi

the target is significantly missed and therefore has the possibility of a catastrophic result?
There is no preletermined rule which captures the parfars which confront the
decision makersdefore the problemarises. They will,therefore need ¢ establish
universals to fit the situation and in light of a consideration of the different relevant factors.
The decision will, therefore, involve reflectivather than just determinant judgment.

Taken togetherthen judgment is a mental activity ofpplying general rules to
particulars butlso possibly creating rules to fit a particular problem. Given the limits of
decision rule approaches to political decisions, such decisions will require some prior
process which caaxercisesuch judgment. Ofourse,we are nowconfrontedwith the
queston of what form this prior process should take. This question will be taken up in the
next chapter which will argue for democratic deliberation. This chapter, however, has
shownwhy decisioamaking cannot be fullyaduced to decision rules and Ipasntedto
the need for some decisiomaking procedure which has priority over rules andsedect

apply and create them.

4.9 Conclusions

This chapter has moved our discussion from knowledge gatheudegigionmakingand
hascritique decision rule approachtsdecisioamaking. In doingso, it has included in
the epistemic analysis a prominent decigioaking approach which has previously been
left out by epistemic democrats. Decision rules have been develap@tneo-classical
economics and decision thgpiand have come to form the bases of prominent policy

tools such as costenefit analysis and precautionary principles. Although ignored by
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others, this chapter has engaged with these approaches and argued taatrtbipge the
primary decisiormaking pocedure of political problems. These rules cannot account for
all the different features of political problems and cannot, therefore, be relied on to make
good decisions in many cases. Although such rules haveudesy some prior decision
making procedre is required to exercise judgment in the application of these rules to

particular problems.

At the beginning of this chapter, it was also suggested that including decision rule
approaches in our analysis wouldaalselp usto understand bettevhy deliberation is
required for political decisions. So far, however, we have only gone so far in showing
this. This chapter has takes from the limits of rules to the need for a prior process of
judgment. The next chaptdérowever, will takeusfurther byarguingthat there is a strong
connection between judgment and deliberation. From there it will mount a case for the
epistemic value of inclusive democratic forms of deliberation compared to others. So
while we have seethe limits of rules and the need for agp process of judgment, the

next chapter will turn to the epistemic case for democratic deliberation.
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5 The Epistemic Value of Inclusive Deliberation

The last chapter left our discussion of knowledge gathenmigbegan our investigation

of decisioamaking on the basis of a given set of knowledge. It examined the limits of
decisionmaking approaches, such as doshefit analysis and precautionary piphes,
which are based on decision rulésargued that d@sion-making could not be reduced
solely to a matter of rules but instead required a significant role for judgment. Decision
making requires a prior process which can exercise a mental actmigygl @t applying
general rules to the particularsabgivenpolitical problem. It requires a procedure which
can exercise thactof judgment in applying and sometimes creating rules in the light of
the particular features of the political problems beimgetl. This chapter moves on to
consider this prior procedeirand particularly deliberative forms of decisimaking. It

will begin by giving a general account of deliberative decisimking and drawing a
connection between the exercise of judgment andptbeess of deliberation. Good
judgment willbe argued tolavays involvea form of deliberationin consideringhow to

use and createules, and in deciding how to acthis, hopefully straightforward,
connectiorbetween judgment and deliberation shows hy decisioamaking needs to
take a deliberative form, sonmiig many in the debate have previously just assumed.
Beyondthis, howeverjt does not takeis very farin trying to determine the particular
kind of deliberation we want for political problemsdbes not tell us whether we want
deliberation which is fily inclusive of all member of a population or society (democracy),
or deliberation which is more exclusive and only includes some subset of the demos

(oligarchy, autocracy agpistocracy)

The mgority of the chapter will, therefore, be concerned with guestion of the
epistemic value of inclusive forms of deliberation such as deliberative dem®ciioy
chapter will consider two prominent arguments, one from Helen Landemore (2013a,
2013b) andhe other by James Bohman (2006), which hattemptedto explain the
epistemic abilities of inclusive democratic deliberation and its epistemic superiority over
less inclusive forms of deliberation. These arguments aim to defend a weaker and a
stronger chim. The weaker claim is that inclusive deliberation hasesparticular or

unique epistemic properties which can be explained formally, while the stronger claim is

83 Thechapter will use the terms inclusive deliberation and democratic deliberation interchangeably.
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that inclusive deliberation is epistemically superior to deliberation between any subset of
society (autocracy, oligarchgtc). So, according to thweeaker claim, we havepo tanto
epistemic reason in favour of inclusive deliberation, while on the stronger claim, inclusive
deliberation is all things considered the most epistemically val@iadoreof deliberation.

As well as their prominence,areasoor consi dering Landemor e
is that they are not based on considerations of knowledge gathering and are, therefore,
relevant to our discussion in this latter half of the thesisre levels of knowledge are
taken as given. Importantlihe twoargumentslso defend both the weaker and stronger
claim without reference to any motivational differences between alternative forms of
deliberation. These accounts, therefore, attemgo toeyond the argument that inclusive
deliberation will sinply be better motivated towards the interests of society compared to
more exclusive forms of deliberation, such as autocracgligarchy, which may be
motivated towards the interests of an eliteup. They attempted tground the non
motivational episteia abilities of democratic deliberation. This is a necessary part of any
epistemic account of democratic deliberation, as the intention and motivation to act in the
public interest (whatever thatight be) is useless without the competence to achieve this
end (Fuerstein, 2008)f successful, the arguments of Landemore and Bohman would
demonstrate the epistemic abilities and the superiority of inclusive deliberation

independently of the issue of mattions.

It will be argued in this chapter, howeveratimeither of these two accounts can
satisfactorily deliver on the stronger or weaker claim. They cannot establish inclusive
d el i b eeapiatemiccupedosty, nor can they formally explats particular(although
not necessarily superior) epistemioperties. In the case of Landemore, however, it will
be argued that her account does point in the direction of an argument for the weaker claim,
based on the epistemic value of cognitive diver3ibe rest of the chapter will then take
this as a startingpoint for putting forward a new account of the epistemic value of
inclusive deliberation. This new account will be more modest in that it will not attempt
to ground the stronger claim about theséginic superiority of inclusive deliberation
independentlyf motivations. It will, however, be argued to ground the weaker claim that
it can formally explain the particular and valuable epistemic properties that democratic
deliberationpossesseand thatthese properties exist independent of motivations. The
ability to ground the weaker claim is itself an advantage of this new account. However, it

also opens up the possibility that the superiority of democratic deliberation can be
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defended once motivatioheonsiderations are fiatroduced. The end of the chapiel,
therefore, discuss the prospect of combining the new account with motivational
arguments, and the extent to which this can support an epistemic case for deliberative

democracy.

It will conclude that although a purely epistemic argument falls shiod o
completeinstrumental defence of democratic deliberation, we have no good or clear
reason to rejedt in favour of more exclusive forms of deliberation. Inclusive deliberation
will be argued ¢ be epistemically superior to its traditional alternatifeegocracy and
oligarchy)i even with idealised assumptions in their favioand that we have no reason
to think that less elite but still nesemocratic forms of deliberation (limited epistognac
areepistemicallyany better. The chapter will, theredprargue for the strong conclusion
that we have no epistemic reason to reject democratic deliberation even in respect to its
best alternatives. This produces a robust reply to democratic sceptiosish to reject
democracy on epistemic grounds but alsggests thagpistemicvalues can play a very
significant role in a wider justification of democracy. Given that democratic deliberation
is found to be at least as valual@pistemicallyas its alternatives, very weak non
epistemic values would be suffiaieto tip the balance in favour of democracy. These
implications of the argument of this chapter will then be discussed further in the following

concluding chapter.

5.1Deliberation & Judgment

In the previoushapterwe saw that decisiemakingcould nd be reduced to decision

rules but instead requires a prior process which can exercise judgment in the application
of rules. As we saw, judgment is a mental activity coremith how to apply and create
rules in order to fit thearticularsof the problen being faced. In thisection,it will be

argued that there is a strong and hopefully straightforwearthectionbetween the
exercise of judgment and the process of deditben. To the extent that good judgment
involves a consideration and reflectiondifferent features of a problem, it will involve

the consideration and reflection on reasons, and as a result the activity of deliberation.
Deliberation is, therefore, a press of judgment formation. Before drawing this
connection, however, we first nead account of deliberation as a decision procedure.
This account will benadeat a very general levednd questions about which form of

deliberationshouldbe preferred wil be leftfor later.
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Deliberationis a form of decisioimaking where the main mieanisms for taking
decisions are reason aatjument (Chambers, 1996, 20@»hen, 1989; Dryzek, 1990,
2000; Elster, 1989; Habermas, 1984, @9%anin, 2005). Deliberatiomvolves the
consideration of reasons for and against alternatives courses ofatitisra process of
reasongiving where competing arguments are set out and considered. This consideration
of reasons can take place internally in the mind of a singigidugl, through what
Goodin (2003) <call s 06del debxternalyamonygagvoup.hi n
This latter external or collectiwaeliberationinvolves the giving of arguments and reason
within a verbal exchange. Group deliberation &shas been pointed to repeatedly in this
thesisi based on linguistic communicatiomportantly, however, deliberation is more
than a simple verbal exchange. Actors reading a script to each other are participating in a
verbal dialogue but not deliberatiitandemore & Mercier, 2012; Mercier & Landemore,
2012). Instead, deliberation inwels not just the giving of reason but also the weighing
and reflection on those reasons in the minds of deliberators. Deliberation involves the
genuine and meaningful consrdtion of different arguments or reasons rather than just
their exchange. Toengag i n del i beration is, therefor
of ment al activitydé or a o6distinctive mo
arguments and reas® for different positions which are then considered by other

deliberators who welgin their minds what other people have said.

Deliberation is a decision procedure and therefore has as its subject a particular
decision. Reasons are given for and agfaalternative positions or, when actions are to
be taken, alternative coursesaation. This process can again happen internally within a
single individual or externally with others. When deliberation is external, however,
deliberators will aim to giveheir reasons which catonvinceothers of a particular
position or course of actio They will attempt to persuade othevigh reasons. If this
persuasion isuccessfulthen other deliberators will accept these reasons as their own. If
it fails and othedeliberators are not convinced, then they must give their own ceunter
reason/arguents for not accepting it. This will again be done with the purpose of
persuading the first deliberator. Deliberation, therefore, becomes an argumentative
exchange about cqmeting reasons. This process of argumentation is, however, distinct
from a processf bargainingChambers, 1996, 2008phen, 1989; Dryzek, 1990, 2000;
Elster, 1989; Habermas, 1984, 1996; Manin, 2005). Deliberators do not attempt to coerce
or threaterothers to take a position or action, but rather attempietsuadehem with
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reasonskt i nvolves Ocommunicatived rather th
attempt to track the o6force of the bette
changes theiposition, then this should be because they accept the reasorhigo

decision and not that they have been bribed or coerced.

Deliberators attempt to persuade others with reason, and they do this with the aim
of reaching some final decision. This final decision may not be reabhéd, is still
aimed for.The idealmethodof arriving at this final decision is to reach a consensus or
full agreement between all those involved. In such a situation all are persuaded in favour
of one alternative. Achieving consensus should not, however, be sesrgag@menodf
delibeative cecisionmaking. This requirement would make deliberation an unpractical
decision procedure in most cases and would all but rule it out as a form of political
decisionmaking. In the cases that consensus is not reached an alternative stopping rule
will be needed, the most common of which is a majoritarian®o8ome approaches to
deliberation and particularly deliberative democracy rfhay may be argued tb rule
out voting as an alternative to consensus. This would, for instance, be the cassesif it
thought that the | egitimacy of a decision |
1990: 665%°. Here, however, consensus will not be seenrag@iremendf deliberation.
Instead, deliberation can be as a process which, in the case ofepedisgreement,
canselect between alternative decision rules in the case of persistent disagreement and
the options which are to be included. This can, for instance, have the advantage of
avoiding possible irrationalities produced through forms of eggjion(Miller, 1992).
Although decisions may, therefore, end in some kind of vote, such voting must be
preceded by a rational discussion which aims to persuade and convince, and this
discussion should be seen as central to the decision procedure. iBilendaocedure is,
thereforeenstitcth é&stabpased t(oChawmbtear s, 2

Important to our discussion the factthat deliberation should be seen as a
decision procedure with clearconnection to judgment. Judgment is a mleataivity
which applies, modifies and creates general rules in light of particular features of a

problem being faced. It involves the consideration of alternative general rule, of the

80t her stopping rules include, -Oppewirt imar o (i Wri feslé
85t is generally too strong an interpretation efiberative democrats that claim that they require complete

consensus. Normally deliberative democaoouddbesthebel i e\
object of a free and reasoned argumenban g e qual s 6, aouldined) withtthe appnovald me e t
of all affectedd (Cohen 1989: 22; Habermas, 1990:
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particular features of a problem, and how general rules can be apphesearticulars.
Judgment, or at least good judgment, involves the weighinghe$e different
considerationgnd therefore a form of deliberation. It is a mental activity which weighs
alternative considerations. What are the important featurestabfian? What rules may

be applicable to these features? Do rules need to be modified or created in light of these
features? These differecvnsiderationecome reasons for alternative courses of action
which can form the basis of deliberation, eitheternally or externally These
considerations are reasons for or against the application or modification of a certain
general rule, and therefore a certain course of actions. Theseaaomsvhich can be

weighed and debated, and can therefore form theatuofdeliberation.

Of coursejudgments can be made quickly draphazardlyand therefore without
any meaningful consideration of important reasons. It can involve little in the way of
deliberation. However, gooddgmentshouldinclude genuine refletion ard weighing
of competingreasons for and against the application of particular rules. Deliberation is,
therefore, a process of judgment formation. It is a mental activity or form of reasoning
which allows participants to consider the features afodlpm ad come to a judgment
about how to apply more general rules. This kind of judgment formation can be performed
by a single individual or collectively by a group. Whether internal or external, however,

good judgment will be arrived at through a foofrdeliberation.

We can now see why political decistamaking should require deliberation. Such
decisions cannot be reduced to rules and instead require some prior procedure which can
allow for the exercise of judgment. Deliberation is just such as puoeeoitical
decisionmaking requires deliberation as it is a process of judgrioentation. Other
writers concerned with the epistemic valued#mocracyi andparticularly democratic
deliberationi have tendetb assume that political decisiomaking $iould beconducted
deliberatively. They do not consider ndeliberative alternatives, such those based on
decision rules, but insteddcuson the question of numbers (Anderson, 2006; Bohman,
2006; Landemore, 201%8) That is, should deliberation take gésbetwen the many or
the few? The same can also be said of some epistemic critics of democracy (i.e. Brennan,
2016). Here, however, negeliberative alternatives have been considered, @md
argumentas been made in favour of deliberation as a politieaision procedurelt is

8 These epistemic democrats do, of course, also consider vote aggregation.
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throughthe limits of rules and the need fprdgmentthat we can see thesed for

deliberation.

5.2Deliberation among whom?

We now have an epistemic case for why deliberative forms of degisading are
required for political matrs. This case, however, only takas so far. Although
deliberation is required for the exercise of gpattymentthis does not tell us what kind

of deliberation we need. Deliberation can be inclusive of all members of the demos
(democracy), or it couldrdy involve asubsebf that population (oligarchy, autocracy or
epistocracy). We are not yet irpasitionto say anything about the particular spmic

value of democratic deliberation as compared to these more exclusive alternatives. There
is a history of epistemic or prot@pistemic arguments for democratic forms of
deliberation, going backtleast as far as the Greeks (AristpBelitics IIl; Dewy, 1981a,
1981b; Mill, 2015, Aristotle, for example, famously argued for what Waldron (1995)
has called he O6doctrine of the vmary,dwhonareonbt ag h e
individuals excellent men, nevertheless can, when they have come togethetter than

the few best people, not individually but collectively, just as feasts to which many

contriut e are better than feasts provided at

11: 1281a441281b2).

There are, however, a number of problems with many of the past arguments for
the epistemic value of democratic deliberation (Landemore, 201Bz)y Fmany of them
do not provide any formal explanation or mechanism of the epistemic merits of
deliberation and therefore do not giwgs any confidence that these benefits will hold
more generally. Aristotl e6 snotbyimdlfprgvieao f t
formal mechanism whickxplains how epistemic improvements occur when the many
are broght together, and therefore we cannot tell if this same effect will be true of
political deliberation. Secondly, many of these arguments dielhas what is distinctive
about inclusive democratic deliberation as opposed to deliberation more genegaity. A
Ari stotl ebds an alappepyt@pplyjustab much teaagsotp ofwiogardhsl
coming together as it does to a group of citezeThirdly, some of these arguments rely
heavily on the knowledge gathering abilities of democracy. Thisisinstance, one

possible interpretation of Aristotl eds

87 For an overview of this history see Lamdore (2013a: Chapters 3)
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therefore improving ¥#. Knowledgegatheringalso plays a role in more recemguments
such as Fue Hewewi, thi$ lwalf of thetide8isas. moved away from the
issues of knowledge gathering. Our discussion is now taking the level of knowledge as
given and investigating which demas-making procedure is best placed to take decisions
on the basis of this knowledge. This is done becausabihty to gather knowledge does

not necessarily translate into an ability ke good decisions. Perhaps democratic
deliberation should act l&ka focus group whose knowledge is extracted to form the basis
of decisions taken by more able elites. Finalpme of these arguments rely on
differencedn motivation between democracy and its alternatives. They rest on the claim
that a group of citizes) or their representatives, are more likely to be motivated in public
interest or common good (whatever thight be) than an oligarchy or aristocracy which

is more likely to be motivated by its own group/geterest. Motivations alone, however,

are nt enough to defend inclusive formsd#liberation, as good intentions mean nothing
unlesswe have thecompetence required to achieve our ends (Fuerstein, 2008). What we
need is an understanding of what the epistemic properties of inclusive deliberation ar
independent of motivations we are to see why inclusive deliberation is likely to produce

good deisions.

The next few sections will discuss two more recent epistemic accounts of
inclusive deliberation which attempt to dmeyondthose of the pasfThese are the
accounts of Helen Landemore (2013a, 2013b) and James Bohman (2@E6jicuar,
the following sections will be concerned with the ability of these accounts to defend a
weakerand a stronger claim. The weaker claim is that inclusive datiba has particular
(although not necessarily superior) epistemic properties which can be fornpdined,
while the stronger claim is that these properties make inclusive deliberation epistemically
superior to deliberation between any subset of thea$ (autocracypligarchy or
epistocracy. Landemore and Bohman aim to defend both of these claimatimapt to
do so without anyeferenceto the question of differing levels of motivations or differing
levels of knowledge. That ighey argue that the epistemic properties of inclusive
deliberation make it superior to deliberation between any subget démos, even if that
subset is equally well motivated in respect to the public interest or common good, and is

equally well informed. This chapter Wdrgue, however, that neither of the accounts can

8 Fordiscussionadf he di fferent ways that Aisdesandemdreg@s3a)ar gur
and Waldron (1995).
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satisfactorily defend the stronger or weaker claisas.demore, however, will be shown
to point in the direction of an argument for the weaker claim based on the benefits of
cognitive diversity, and the lowing section will then offer an alternative account which

pursues this line of argument further.

5.3 Bohman & Robust Deliberation

We can start with Bohmanés (2006) episte
account the epistemic value ofndecratic deliberation is linked to the benefits of
diversity. It argues that the epistemic propertied superiority of inclusive deliberation

can be found in its ability to utilise a diversity of perspectives in order to produce

decisions whicharemoer obust 6 t han ot her forms of d

A robust decision i s onediwhfiecrhe nits pdearcse
(Bohman, 2006: 187). According to Bohman (2003, 2006), perspectives are particular
points of view which emerge from the rangel &md of experiences people have. They
emerge from the alternative social roles and positions pesk®ein society. Given that
they are based on the exercise of a particular social position they may be shared by certain
people in society, but they witlot be shared by &1l These perspectives are distinct from
values oropinionsand ar e r dt tpeori ndpr adt iviaewd whi ch
against which reasons are evaluated, recognised and produced. While reasons are the
items which are consided in deliberation, perspectives are cognitive capacities of the
deliberators. It is perspectiveswhicmf or m r easons and give tl
is not the same as saying that people with different experience simghspdifferent
facts abouthe world. Rather than referring to alternative information, perspectives refer
to the background aganhwhich people with different experiences interpret information
and reasons, and recognise them as important. A perspective allows a person to recognise
particular features of situations, produces distinctive reasons and comes to see certain
reasons as naaingful. People with a certain perspective will, therefore, produce reasons
and see certain reasons as important while people with different perspegliyeoduce

alternative reasons and see alternative reasons as important.

What, however, is the linbetween perspectives and the epistemic value of

inclusive forms of deliberation? Democratic deliberation, according to Bohman, is

89 people do not need to regard themselves as part of a particular social group in order to shaetiagersp
(Bohman, 2006: 178).
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epistemically valual®l because it can utilise a diversity of perspectives to produce
decisions which are more robust thaodh of more exclusive forms of deliberation.
Inclusive deliberation allows a greater diversity of perspectiveeliberateon a social
problem than itsnore elite alternatives. The decisions which are taken will, therefore,
have been informed and testaegainst this greater diversity of perspective, and will be
supported by the different sets of reasoning which emerge from them. Deliberators will
producedifferent reasons and consideration due to their differing perspedcivethey

will also recognisélifferent reasons as important. Decisions which emerge from inclusive
deliberation will, therefore, be tested against and supported by diverse setsooiimg

which emerge from different socipérspectivesTo illustrate this, Bohman (2006: 180)
descriles debates around medical testing in the early days of the HIV epiderfirst,At
patients were not included in decisions about the testing of expéaintengs to treat

HIV and the decisions which were takiemolved requirementgor very high levels of
statistical significance in random control trials. These standdrdeiever were
unacceptable from the point of view of patients (who toackstrict heir use of other
treatments when involved in trials). When texisionmakingprocess was later opened

up to include patients, these concerns were voiced so that standards of validity, which
was the main concerned of doctors and researchtphael balaned with considerations

such as the speed at which drugs became available, as well as safety and effectiveness. In
the later more inclusive form of decisiomaking, a greater diversity of perspectives was
utilised so that reasons, which would haveemegedbefore, could come into contact

with the perspectives of doctors and researchers. The decisions which emerged from this
more inclusive andnultiperspectival deliberation were therefore supported by a greater
range of perspectives. The deciss may nothave been optimal from any particular
perspective, but t h e gensetleat they were aceeptédrbyg & u s t ¢

diversity ofperspectivegach with their owiparticularset of reasoning.

Bohman is not arguing that deliberation wilateto the ptimal or best decision,
but rather robust decisions which are 0a
(Bohman, 2006: 187). More preciselydacisioni s r obust , firstly,
which formed it was inclusive of a rangepsrspectie sa&nd secondl vy, i f
of that process could be informed by the broad scope of reasons originating in those
perspectiveséb ( BlBoh Bahman, in2lWsieb delibetaBo@ )is. both
epistemically valuable and superior to alteived becausit is able to test policies against
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a diversity of different perspectives. The merging outcomes will, therefore, be supported

by the alternative forms of reasoning which these perspectives produce.

This kind of robustness, Bohman (2006: 1Gl@)ms, isepistemically valuable as
it is analogous to robustness within the
In thesciencesit is taken that a conclusion is strengthened if it is supported by relatively
independent techniques and thes. In plysics, for instance, Feynman (1965) argued
that a physical law derived from a number of alternative mathematical calculations
relying on differentixioms,js stronger than those derived from calculations with the same
axioms. In the latter caslee failureof one or a set of axioms would lead gieg/sicallaw
to be completely unsupported, while in themer,the law continues to be supported even
if one set of axioms was to fail. Generally, as long as no theory is thought to be
significantly beter than ag other, a conclusion or finding which is support by a range of
alternative scientifi¢heories is stronger and more reliable than a conclusion or finding
which is supported bfewer or just one scientific theoryhe former is more robust than
the latter Robustness in the sciendeand the philosophy of sciente s o6 wi del y u
a criterion for the reality or trustwor:
(Wimsatt, 1981: 144).

Bohman argues that same can then be said of roblitstglaledsions produced
by a democratic deliberation involving a diversity of perspectives. The outcomes that
emerge will be supported by the reasoning of a range of different perspectives each of
which gives the decisions its own independent suppBdisman (206) thinks that it is
not possible to select in advance which perspectives should be included in political
decisionma ki ng as there i s si mpthayis,politicalisguesg at a
when it comes to political decisienaking.lIt is not pssible to select the most valuable
or important perspectives as there are too many different and varied issues to determine
which perspectives will be most relevant. Given that we do not know which perspectives
are more relevant or reliable advance, &lperspectives must be treated as equally
valuable. We have, therefore, a situation analogous to theirsciencesinclusive
deliberation produces decisions which are more robust across a divestgpéctives
and should, thereforbeviewedas sronger and more reliable. The epistemic properties
and the epistemic superiority of inclusive deliberation can be formally explained through
an analogy between democratic deliberation and scientific inquiry. Bohman (2006: 187)

argues tad avidenedthati srasses various theoretical approaches is often
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considered wellerified in the sciences, robust reasons that cross various perspectives

provide the strongandwedlle st ed basis for ongoing demo

5.4 Deliberation as Scentific Inquiry

Can Bohmands epistemic account of democt
stronger claim as he argues? That is, can it show the formal mechanism behind the
specific epistemic properties of inclusive deliberation, and can it showptiseemic

superiority of inclusive deliberation when it comes to political problems?

Let usbegin with the stronger claim that inclusive deliberation is superior to any
form of deliberation involving only a subset of the demos. For the sake of arglenent,
us assme for now that inclusive deliberation does, through involving a diversity of
perspectives, achieve outcomes which can be said to be more robust than others. Does
this show the superiority of democratic deliberation? The problem with this angusn
thatit focuses solely on the single dimension of perspectives and does not demonstrate
why this dimension is epistemically speaking the most important. The problem can be
seen if we begin to pulipartthe analogy between inclusive deliberation anikntific
inquiry. If our focus is on scientific theories and whether they support certain conclusions,
then the quality of these theories is what should coneeifiwe are in a position where,
to the best of our knowledge, these theories are equaditl; thena conclusion supported
by a range of such theories is epistemically preferable. The conclusion has the epistemic
virtue ofrobustnes®n its sideandthis is enough to telisthatit is stronger than other
less robustonclusions However, this is becae in such a case the quality of these
scientific theories is our only relevant epistemic dimension. When it comes to deliberation
about political and social problems, however, thguad status of deliberat®rd
perspectives is not the only relevant facReliberation involves people and not just their
perspectives. We should, therefore, also be concerned with the differing individual ability
of these people when it comes to reasgreindc o n ¢ | u s i oQertaid individtiais n g 6
with the same, or equallyaluable, perspective may have different ability levels when it
comes to Otestingdo t hirgividubdlsmaybebetteiavpeodusimgl ut i
and considering reasorsnd determining the extent to which they support alternative
policies. Booma n 6 s ar g u meestisolely lorotheedimension of perspectives.
This means that even if we grant that conclusions supported by a diversity of perspectives

are more robust ian epistemically important senghisdoes not establish that they are
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epstemically superior. Bohman does not establish why a robust decision accepted by a
diversity of perspectives is epistemically preferable to a less robust decision accepted by

a smal number ofperspectivesbut by people with higher levels of individudlilgty.

Bohmandéds anal ogy between deliberation
short in an important way when it comes to establishing the stronger claim about
democraticdeliberation. While in the scientific case it is reasonable to prefentre
robust conclusion when all theories are equal, this is@extssarilghe case fopolitical

deliberation, as individual ability and not jystrspectiveare epistemically revant.

PerhnapsBoh mandés ar gument can, hovaenvliéer , S
inclusive deliberation can produce robust decisions which are epistemically valuable in
an importantsense, then this would explain why democratic deliberation has particular
epistemic properties which other forms of deliberation do not. Demodiilweration
may not be epistemically superior, but it does hzarticular and unique epistemic value
in that it can produce robust decisioiifie problemhowever is that when wegain
examine the analogy between deliberation and scientific inquirycamefind good
reasons to be sceptialthe ability of the robustness account to also establish the weaker
claim. In the scientific arena, a conclusion being supported by muitigependent
scientific theories is certainly an epistemic virtaadit certainlyincreases the strength
of that conclusion in important ways. There are, however, good reasons to question
whether thepracticeof democratic deliberation can really achidghies same epistemic

virtue in the political domain.

Consider arinclusive deliberative forum made up of a hundred people all with
different social perspectives. These people deliberate and arrive at a consensus about
which policy should be taken so thhis policy is supported by all perspectives present
(we can assume compdetonsensus for the sake of simplicity). What we have here is in
an important respect, disanalogous to a situation where you have a number of scientific
theories supporting the samenclusion. The source of these disanalogies comes from
the fact that wera not dealing with alternative abstract and formalised theories but rather
with people. When it comes to a scientitieory,we can normally have a high level of
certainty about wéther the theory, given a particular definition and formalisation,
suppors particular conclusions and not others. This is most clear in the case of

mathematics. Mathematicians can normally have a high level of certainty and a high level
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of agreement abowuthether or not a set of axioms do or do not lead to a particular result.
The same thing is generally true, although perhaps not to quite the samecéxitirer
scientific fieldswheretheories arevell-definedand formalised.

The same thing cannot, Wwever, be said about our inclusive forum dealing with
a political issue. Wen it comes to the connections between perspectives and solutions to
political problems therés significantly less certainty about whether a perspective really
supports a particutgpolicy when an individual accepts it in deliberation, compared to
whethe a formal scientific theory supports a scientific conclusion. In social and political
problemsthere is significant space for disagreement about the correct solution to a
problem een within a particular perspective. Perspectives, according to Bohman, are
practical points of view which emerge from the kinds of social experience people have.
Although we might well expect there to geeaterlevels agreement between those who
sharepatticular experiencesthere is no reason to think that there will not Jbd
significant disagreement. Social and political problems are complex and uncertain, and
even those with similar experiences getspectivesnay differ greatly on what they
perceve to be the best course of action to take. Although people with sperspectives
may evaluate reasons in more similar ways to those outside of their perspective, there will
still be significant space for disagreement. The implication of ithihat when an
individual in our inclusive forum comes up with reasons and dedimesupport a
particularsolution we cannot have any certainty abadnetherthere is actually a strong
connection between their perspective andsthietion It could be that if dters with a
similar perspective had the chance to deliberate they wchddse to supportan
alternativesolution They maybelievethat their perspective, and the reasons it produces,
lead in a different direction. The presence of disagreement meansetlta@nnot have
certainty, as in the case of scientific theories, thattmelusion is really supported by
the perspective in question.

The problem facing this robustnesmscountis the epistemic equivalent to one of
the problems facing descriptive forntd representation in democratic theory. Just
because members of a partansocial grou@re includedn the decisiormaking process,
does not mean that all members of this group are represented as those included may
express reasons and views which othembers of their group do nenhdorsgLafont,
2015). Those included mand up supporting policies which othergheir social group

would not themselvesndorsef they had the chance to be includ&tnilarly, including
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people with a particular social perspective in the decisiaking process doesot
guarantee that thisapticular social perspective actually supports the conclusion made by
that process, as others not involved may in fact disagree. We, therefore, baveagmn

to question whether inclusive deliberation can really achieve the epistemic virtue of
robustnes as it is found in the sciences. In politidaliberationwe do not know whether

the decision produced is actually supported by a range of pengpgctis those present

i n deli beration may not fully or adedequat
diverse deliberative forum with more people who share perspectives may actually be
preferable. If there happens to be agreement among peoplsimitar perspectives then

this may at least give us more confidence that those perspectives suppotictheand
therefore more confidence that robustness has increased. In terms of robustness then, we

may actually prefer less diversity.

The robustass argument may be defended by attempting to scale up deliberation
in order to increase the number obpk with a given perspectiveingincluded, and
therefore the number of people accepting the final solution. There are, however,
significant practichlimitationson the number of people who can be included in genuine
faceto-face deliberation. This pracal limitation would appear to frustrate any attempt
to include dargenumber of people from all the social perspectives which exist in society.
Furthermore, even if facto-face deliberation could involve a large enough number of
people, it would becomunclear in cases of disagreement which policy is actually the
most robust. If deliberation ends not in consensus but in a vote (as it often ill)f th
will be unclear whether the majority involves a greater diversity of perspectives than the
minority, rather than simply high numbers with fewer distinctive perspectives. Scaling up

deliberation therefore, does not seem to be able to help the rasssaccount.

The disanalogies between democratic deliberationsarehtific inquiry create
significantpr obl ems f or Bohmands robustness aco:¢
stronger and weaker claims abantlusive deliberation. Firstly, even if demuatic
deliberation can achieve the epistemic virtueralbustnessjt is unclear that this
demonstratests superiority over deliberation between a subset of the demos as the
argument does not account ébiferencesn individual ability. Secondly, it ialso unclear
that democratic deliberation can actually achieve the epistemic virtue of robustness as,
unlike the case of scientific theories, we cannot be sure that the acceptance of a

conclusiongolutionin political deliberation really demonstrates tié supported by the
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relevant perspectives. The argument cannot, therefore, grounduferiority of

democratic deliberation nor can it explain its particular epistemic properties.

5.5Landemore & Cognitive Diversity

An alternative account of the epstic value of democratic deliberation is given by Helen
Landemore (2013a, 2013b). Like Bohman, Landerbetieves that this epistemic value
emerges from a form of diversity, in her case cognitive diversity. Her account is, however,
more ambitiousthanBolemn 6 s i n t hat it explicitly atH
the most important epistemic dimensi@nd therefore more important than individual

ability. That is, the account attempts t

Landemor e derpretsdetiberatiort as a process of collectw®blem
solvingwhereparticipants aim to arrive at thedt possible solution to political problems.
It is often thought that what is most epistemically valuable to a group of praioeers
is individual dility. The best problersolving group is the group that is comprised of the
best individual problersolvers. Landemore, however, argues that this conventional
wisdom is incorrect, as it fails to see the role of cognitive diversityh e &6 e mer gen
cd l ective intelligenced (Landemore, 2013c:
high ability bu also people who think differently. Cognitive diversity refers tateiety
of mental tools that human beings use to solve problems or make ipreglintthe world
(Landemore, 2013a: 89; Page, 2007). This refers not so much to differences in kepwledg
but rather the diff e mndvidhalsusetocagproactpiobleens.t o0 o |
Thesetoolboxes ncl ude, a o6diversity of perspect.i
and problems), diversity of interpretations (the way of categorizingaditipning
perspectives), diversity of heuristics (the way of generating solutions to problems), and
divers ty of predictive models (the way of i
102; Page, 2007). Having a different cognitivelbox allows saneone to think about a
problem in a different way to others and come up with different solutions aimed at

addressing it.

Landemore uses a number of examples to illustrate the importance of cognitive
diversity toproblemsolving In one, she describespaoblem faced by a New Haven
neighbourhood of recurring muggings on a local bridge (Landemore, 201340200
Residents in the area arrangednaetingbetweenthemselves, representatives of the
Mayor, and the New Haven Police in order to address thislgmn. The firstround of
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deliberations between these groups ended with the decision to post a policéhear at
place where most of the muggings were occurring. This solution, however, was found to
be ineffective as the muggings simply started to occthharhours when the car was not
present at the bridge. After deliberating alternative strategies, suchstagpan
undercover police officer at the location, someone suggested installing lights on the
bridge to deter the muggings which were happenirgiaft dar k. Thi s sugc
everyone as far superior to the previous solutions, and it quickly gamered o n's e n s u
(Landemore, 2013a: 101). A technician from the city, however, pointed out that the high
voltage railroad track under the bridge meéat it would not be possible to have electric
lighting. Just as this solution seemed to have failed, andgiderator inquired about

the use of a solgrowered light as an alternative. This appeareahdstpeople to be a

good solutionbuta city accantant explained that it would be much too expensive to buy
asolarpoweredight. Finally,onemore delibeator asked if it would be possible to apply

for some stimulus money to cover these extra costs. The problem was finally solved.
Landemore points tbhow it was the cognitive diversity of this group which led it to solve

the problem. It was utilising the €@rentproblemsolving approaches of the residents,

the police, technicians, accountants and public officials, that allowed them to move from
the siboptimal solution of theolicecar to the optimal solution of the solar powered street
light.

Through examles like this Landemore helps us to see how cognitive diversity
can be helpful tgproblemsolving Alone, however, they do not formally explain the
benefits of cognitive diversity, nor do they explain why we should think that these benefits
are generalizae across political and social problems. Landemore, therefore, provides a
formal explanation to support these examples by drawing on the techoitabf Hong
and Page (2004; Page, 2007). Hong and Pag
T h e o r(@TA)ao formally demonstrate that, under the right conditions, a group of
cognitively diverse problersolvers are better than a set of high abpitgblem solvers.

The logic behind the mathematics of the DTA is that a group of high individual ability
problem solvers will think in similar ways, while a diverse group with lower average
ability will think very differently, and this cognitive diversitgore than compensates for
the reduction in individual ability. If problem solvers think in the same way they

will arrive only at their highest common local optima. Local optima refer to the solutions

of each individual deliberator after considerihg problem. If the group thinks similarly
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then they will look for solutions in the same places and thereforee at a similar local
optima. The group will therefore get stuck on these common solutions rather than
achieving the global optima (the besiugimn). The group, therefore, performs little better
than any one individual within the group (Page, 208#grnatively, a diverse group of
deliberators think very differently so that their local optima will also differ. They will
search for and find &ations in different places, recognising when a better solution has
been offered by a fellow deliberator,catherefore move towards better solutions. This
diverse group will not get stuck like a homogenous group on some shared solution. They
search for adh find solutions in different places and therefore increase the chance of
finding higher optima than a growghich only looks in one place. The group therefore
Ohas the possibility of guiding each oth
o pt i rfLanaemnore, 2013a: 103). The logic of the DTA can be seen in the New Haven
deliberators. If only the polidead been involved in this discussion, then they would have
got stuck on their shared local optima of policing strategies. These solutions were,
however, insufficient to address the problem and therefore far from the global optima.
However, because the gnowas actually diverse, other members who thought differently
about the problem suggested alternative solutions. They had local optima whiaddiffer
from that of the police, such as the lighting solution, and this allowed the group to move

pastthepole 6 s | oc al optima towards the gl obal

Hong and Page formalised this logic mathematically in the DTA andestibiat,
under the right condititzs, random selection of diverse probtsolvers can outperform
a group of the best individual problesolvers (Hong & Page, 2004; Page, 2007). There
are four conditions specified in the DTA in order that diversity trairaipility and
Landemore argues thatl @re plausible in the context gfolitical problems. These
conditions arehat(1) the problem being facesldifficult enough (2) all problem solvers
need to be rel at i v;43) problemmsalvets should thidkiferentlyt o o d
from eachother but should still be able to recognise the best sojwimhfinally (4) the
population from which pridem solvers are taken should be large and the group of
problem solvers should not be too small (Landemore, 2013a:102; for more see Page,
2007).

Landemoretherefore, bases her formal argument for the epistemic superiority of
inclusive deliberation on the DTA. She argues that it is better to have an inclusive group

with cognitive diversity than an elite group even if that group is of highétyakiven if
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we could select an oligarchy of the mamtelligent (a generous assumptiothlis would

not give us better problesolving as such an exclusive group is likely to think in similar
ways (or at least comes to think in similar ways) and thexdézls the more important

value of cognitive diversity. Landemore (2013a: 108; 2013b) also prefers to use random
sortition, such as that used in mpublics, rather than use representatives in order to
select participants for a deliberative assembhe practice ofelecting representatives is
likely to compromise cognitive diversity as running for election tends to select people of
certain soci al and economic status. The
selecting people from certain backgnals (Landem®, 2013b: 1218). This is empirically

the case in many democragié®wever even under morileal circumstancest seems
plausible that elections would select for certain characteristics (such as a type A
personality) over others, and theref reduce agnitive diversity. Random sortition,
alternatively, aims to recreate the cognitive diversity which exists in society at the smaller

scale.

It may be argued that the DTA supports the case for oversampling certain
cognitive skills rather tharnoenpletely radom and inclusive selection. If we know that a
deliberative assembly is going to faceesmonomicproblem, then would it not be better
to select for cognitive diversity around this subjetki®s could be donby selecting a
diversity of peoplavith a divesity of economic perspectives (relassical, Keynesian,
Austrian, Marxist etc) rather than others. Landemore, however, argues that selecting for
certain kinds of cognitive diversity faces a number of significant challenges. Firstly, there
is the problemhat cognitive skills do not always fit into clearly defined and identifiable
categories (such as Keynesian and Marxist) and therefore it is difficult to identify how to
select particular cognitive skills. Secondly, and more importantly ailsis not posble
to predict the relevant dimension of cognitive diversity in advance of forming a general
assembly. Political and social problems are highly unpredictable, so it will not be possible
to determine which kinds of political problems will occin the futue. This
unpredictability frustrates any attempt to specify which forms of cognitive diversity
should be included in a deliberative ass
which part of the demos the right kind of ideas are goilgtome 6 (ote,a2818a m
112). Thirdly, even if we could determine the relevant dimension of cognitive diversity
in advance, and we could clearly identify the relevant categories of cognitive skills for

this dimension, there is no reason to think that anedave seleted for this dimension
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(say economic) that this kind cognitive diversity will be helpful and not counterproductive
when it comes to the mawyherkinds of problems the assembly will face (environmental,
health, education, crime etc). We dherefore bder off not attempting to engineer
cognitive diversity, but instead,relying on random selection to reproduce the more

general diversity which exists within society.

5.6 Deliberating with Oracles

Through the DTA t he nmstoldafend theneaker @rsd steormgero u n
claims about inclusive deliberation. It attempts to show not only that inclusive
deliberation has particular epistemic properties as a result of cognitive diversity, but also
that these properties are superior to dedibhen between a subset of the demos, even if

that subset has higher individual ability. There are, however, important problems with
Landemoreds use of the DTA which ridéthee i m

stronger and weaker claifh

Theprddo |l ems with Landemoreds use of the
its applicability to political and social problems. As we ha&een,there are four
conditions which need to be met in order for the DTAfply Conditions (1) that the
problem shoulde difficult, (2) that deliberators should have some level of individual
ability, and (4) about the size of the population should be large and the pisdiieny
group not to small, will not be disputed hereow¢ver, the main problem facing
L a n d e maccoumt@fsinclusive deliberation is that condition (3) is highly problematic
when it comes to applying the DTA in the political donfaiiThis assumption states that
while deliberators must think differently ergiufrom one another to ensure diversity,
these differences do not stop them all betgpable of recognizing the best solution
when they are made to think about(itandemore, 2013a: 220). The second part of this
assumption, which Landemore and Pagel(20) el sewhere refer
assumpi ondé, is actually a highly demanding

% The mathematicsupporting the DTA are controversial. Thompson (2014) argues to have found seven
errors in the theorem all of which she claims are sufficient to show that it cannot prove what it sets out to
prove. Brennan (2IB), a critic of Landemore and democracy gankerl vy , makes much of
critique. However, the theorem has been defended elsewhere, and it has been argued that the critique does
not fundamentally challenge the central thesis that diversity trumpsy giilehn, 2017). The critique

made in this kapter does not rest on any dispute about the internal validity of the DTA. Rather it focuses

on whether it can be applied to the political domain.

91 Gunn (2014) and Quirk (2014) have also questioned thkcapility of the oracle assumption to padii

problems.
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the existence of an oracle which is a 6ms
the correct ranking ofanypromosgl s ol ut i ons 6 ( Landthecasese &
of deliberationthe assumption requires that if the true value of y solution is greater than

the true value of x solution, then each individual deliberator will recognise that y is ranked
highertharx . That 1 s the fAbestt @odlultd onL arnucsd md
It is this assumption which allows a diverse grouglegisionmakers who are given

enough time, to arrive at a consensus on the option which actually has the highest true
value. As deliberators with different cognitiveolboxesoffer up new and alternative
solutions, it is the oracle assumption whallows all deliberators to recognise when a

better solution has been offered, and therefore allows them to move past theptiota

towards a consensus around the glaptima. If they cannot recognise the better solution,

then they may get stuck much below the global optima and possibly below the common

local optima of a high ability but low diversity group.

When it comesto political and social problems, howeveéhis assumption
becomes highly questionaBfe The assumption requirébat all parties to a political
deliberation are able to recognise the true value of any policy suggestion aimed at
addressing a political pptem. This was the case in the New Havenbéehtion where
new solutions O0struck everyone as far su
of a 6consensusd6é (Landemor e, 2013a: 101)
problems are much moommplex and uncertaithanthat faced by th residents of New
Haven. If, for instance, we move from the problemmafggingsin a single site to the
more general problem of crime in New Haven can we expect that the best solution to this
problem will reallybe obvious to all? The larger problem ofnte is a much more
complex issue. It involves not only many alternative poligtrgtegiedut also policy
areas whiclaffectthe social determinants of crime, such as education, housing, welfare,
substance mige and other areas of public health. Itighly unlikely that thetruly best
combination of policies across these different areas can be recognised by all participants.
It is highly unlikely that deliberation about a political problem such as this ewtl ko
the o6eur ekad mo meen the bedh police as ésvweguirgddoy the DSTA
(Landemore, 2014: 220).

92 This chapter will not dispute that the oracle assumption may hold for other types of problems, such as
those in mathematics and the sciences.
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Consider environmental problems as another example. As we have seen, these
problems involve high levels of uncertainty about the future effettenvironmental
harms,andthe policiessimedat addressing them. When uncertainty is high, however, it
Is not clear (even with the help of decision rules) that the true value of a policy will be
recognisable. Landemore and Page (2014: 9) argue thgtoaeewill agree that an
environmemti alalbbyessol ution is better tha
may well be true. However, there is likely to be reasonable disagreement about which
solution is actually the moshvironmentallysustainableLimited knowledge allows for
many plausibleinterpretationsof the problem so that there is no reason to think that
everyone will necessarily recognise the single best solution. To rely on the oracle
assumption is, therefore, to either underestimate tloertainty and complexity of
political problens or t o overesti mate deli berators
complexity. Without this oracle assumption, however, the DTA cannot show how a
diverse group of deliberators can arrive at the optsuohltion, and therefore there is no

reasona think that diversity will necessarily trump ability in the political domain.

Landemore and Page (2014; Landemore, 2014) have attempthdreup the
oracle assumption in the context of political problenstly, they argue that deliberation
does nbrequire perfect oracles. Suppose there are five possible solutiar@ablem
and that a true oracle would assign these solutions values of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Now suppose
there is no oracle, but each persealdle to assign them values with an erfdess than
a half. In thiscasegveryone would arrive at the correct ranking even without a true oracle.
This, however, does not appear to help the case for the DTA very much. Essentially it is
still requiredthat deliberators can make the correct aatiranking of policies, which
itself seems very unlikely in the political domain where problems are complex and
uncertain. Secondly, they argue the oracle assumption does not mean that the problems
being faced a trivial or that the solutions need to ®/mus from the beginning. Rather
it is through the giving of arguments and reasons that deliberation renders previously
unnoticed and unrecognised solutions obvious. It may be that a solution becomes obvious
only after deliberation. Again, however, thises not seem to do much to support the
DTA applicability to the political domairnt may well be possible thakeliberation can
do this, and it may be that once a complex solution is explained it becomes more obvious

than it was before. This does not, hoee giveusreason to think that an oracle will
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always, or even mostly, be possible for political and soc@llpms where the outcomes

of alternatives policies are themselves debatable and contested.

The problems with the oracle assumption mean we gawd reason to question
t he applicability of Hong and Pageods D
implicatons of this for Landmoreds account wl
claims about inclusive deliberatidiThe most immediate implicatios that the account
can no longer establish the superiority of democratic deliberation over deliberation
betweenany subset of the demos. It was the DTA that demonstrated that cognitive
diversity was more important to problem solving than individual abilitgemonstrated
that diversity trumps ability. Without it, Landemore cannot establish that a cognitively
diverse problerrsolving group is preferable to a high ability probteoiving group and,
therefore, cannot defend the stronger claim. What, howalseyt the weaker claim? It
might be thought that even without the DTlAandemore can still explain the partiaul
epistemic properties of inclusive deliberation. She argues that the cognitive diversity
present in inclusive deliberation is important to grqaroblem solving, as it allows
deliberators to look for solutions in different places and find alternativeeaias This
logic was well illustrated, for instance, in her example of the New Haven deliberation.
Although she cannot defend the stronger cladims, appeal to cognitive diversity may be
able to account for the particular (although not superior) epist@muperties of

democratic deliberation even without the DTA.

Landemore certainly points to something epistemically significant in noting the
cogritive diversity present in inclusive deliberation. Without the DTA, however, her
argument does not appear tdfsiently establish the weaker claim. Cognitive diversity
seems to be valuable, but once we are for
does not make it clear why we should think that it is always valuable across political and
social problems. Inases such as the New Haven deliberation, cognitive diversity was
certainly helpful in solving the problem, because deliberators looked forcswuth
different places. Perhaps in other cases, however, this would not be the case. Perhaps
there are casesh&re having more cognitive diversity adwbthing to the deliberation or
having people who think similarly is an advantage to solving the proMéthout the
DTA we do not have a formal explanation for why we should generally value more
cognitive diversiy in the political domain. It is not clear why we should always prefer a

more cognitively diverse assembly of deliberators to a less cognitlixeyse assembly.
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Landemore does seem to be pointing to something important in cognitive diversity, but
to fully establish the weaker claim requires some further argument. To make a case for
the weaker claim seem to require a clearer explanation of wishawdd always prefer
greater cognitive diversity across political and social problems. The next section will,
therefore, attempt to develop a new epistemic account of democratic deliberation which

can deliver this further argument and defend the weakien.cla

5.7 A New Epistemic Account of Democratic Deliberation

So far, we have seen that the accounts of battdemore and Bohman fasmgnificant
problems when defending the stronger and weaker claims about the epistemic value of
inclusivedeliberation This section will aim tgut forward an alternativeaccount. This
account will be more modest than the prergidwo as it will notattempt todefend the
stronger claim about the necessary superiority of democratic deliberation (at least not
independentlyof motivations. It will, however, be argued to be able to explain the
particular (although not necessarily psuior) epistemicproperties of democratic
deliberationindependentlyof levels of motivation and knowledge. It will, therefore,

ground the weakeclaim which neither of the previous accounts could.

This new account t akes [Wdieersithagite stagtings ap
point®. As we saw in the last section, Landemore pointed in the direction of an argument
for the epistemic properties democratic deliberation based on the benefits of cognitive
diversity to group problem solving. The problent feer account, however, is that her
chosen formal mechanism of the DTA cannot hold in the political sphere, and therefore
cannot explain why weheuld generally prefer greater cognitive diversity in the political
domain. Cognitive diversity does, howeveppear to be an important factor in
deliberative problem solving. The question then, is can a new account provide an
alternative formal explanan for the benefits of cognitive diversity, which can show why
we could generally prefer a more diverse assgnobldeliberators to a less diverse
assembly of deliberators? This section will attempt to provide such an alternative, which

is based on the egiemic link between diversity and diminishing returns to type.

9 Thenewaccount wil| thereforeadopt a concejain of deliberation as problem solving rathigan testing
as found in Bohmarit will also, like Landemore, simply adopt the account of cognitive skills found in
Page (2007).
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The link between diversity and diminishing retsito type can be illustrated with
a simple example, adapted from Page (2011) for our purposes. Imagine that a political
community who, unbeknovstito them, is about to face a nogelitical problem that will
have to be dealt with through their main poét institution, a small deliberative assembly.
For simplicity, letus assume that there are only four kinds of cognitive skills present in
this community. There are four unique cognitive toolboxes in their population. Each
member of the community eithéias cognitive toolbox A, B, C, or D. Of course, any
actual political community will have a much greater range of cognitive skills, and they
will not neatly fall into clearly defined categories like these. However, these simplifying
assumptions are helpftd our example and do not undermine its applicability to more
realistic situations. dble 1 below shows numerical values for the contributiordenbs
each cognitive tool box to theroblemsolving group. Not all cognitivaoolboxesare
equallyuseful forall kinds of problems, so we can assume that they will make different
levels of contribution to this decisianaking process. In thisase A makes the greatest
contribution to this novel political problem and D the smallest contribution. The table
also beaks the contributions down for each additional person with the &mi®x
Importantly, the value of these contributions decreases with adelittonal person with
the same cognitive skills. The first person witiolbox A, for example, makes a
contribution of 50, the second of 20, and the third of 10. There are diminishing returns to
cognitive skills when it comes foroblemsolving®*.

Table 1 Diversity & Diminishing Returns to Type
Cognitive Person Person Person
Toolbox #1 #2 #3

A 50 20 10

B 30 20 10

C 20 20 10

D 20 10 10

The presence of diminishing return is an intuitive assumption. When we add the
first mathematician to a problesolvinggroup, for instancehis produces a great benefit.

They bring a whole new set of cognitive skills to the table whiaknot there befce.

% Notice that all cognitive skills make at last some positive contributionthéfefore have an assumption
similar to the seond assumption in the DTA that all deliberators need to be relatively smart. That is, they
must be able to make some contribution to the problem.
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They bring whole new ways of thinking about the problem, and whole new solutions.
When we add the second thematician to thegroup, this is again a benefit. Two
mathematicians areertainlybetter than one. The contribution they make, however, is
going to be less than the first. They wekrtainlyadd to problensolving, but they will

not be bringing a wholaew set of cognitive skills the group did not have before. There
are then, diminishing returns to adding mathematicianptoldemsolvinggrow. Every
additional mathematician makes a positive contribution (at least until the group becomes
too big andmpractical), but each makes a slightly smaller contribution than the last. This
same effect can be seen when we again considering the New Hevaple The
technician from the city added much to deliberation as they were able to point out the
problems olusing electric lighting, a contribution whittelplead to the finasolutionof
solarpowered lighting. However, once that technician was ireddughd able to point out

this problem, a second technician was not required to do so. The second technitdan wou
not, therefore, be able to provide the same value of contribution as the first, as the first
had already provided those particular skills.@tirse, a second technician may have
been able to contribute in other wags, their contribution will still be positive and
perhaps even large. However, their value to the proBlaming will be less than the first
technician, and the same can be saithercity accountant and the representatives of the
police. There will generally be diminishing returns to ciiye toolboxes when it comes

to problemsolving.

This means that diminishing returns will be present for the different cognitive
toolboxes present in our political community, as is represented in the table. Now, given
this situation; what kindfaleliberative assembly would we want this political community
to have when the novel political problem finally arises?usetonsider three alternative
kinds of assembly. The first kind is the
cognitivediversity as it is made up of three people each witlifferent cognitive toolbax
The second is the 6Mogs$diveradasitcArgamethméelpgogle wh
with two different cognitive tool boxes |
Assemb | y 6 wi t hdiverseat it i madd up afghree people all with the same
cognitive toolbox Now we can start to seghy cognitive diversity is epistemically

valuable given the presence of diminishing returns.

Consider calculating the overaltoblem-solving contributions made by those in

the Diverse Assembly. This will involves adding three numbers from the Person #1
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column. An assembly involving three people wittmlboxesA, B and C, for instance,
will have an overall problersolving value of 00 (50+30+20). It is important to see the
Person # column is the highest value column. Because of diminishing returnsithenP
#2 and Person3tcolumns will have lower values for any one particular cogntbe#ox
than the Personl#(olumn The contibutions made by all the deliberators in the Diverse
Assembly, therefore, come from the highest value column, no matter wbagtitive
toolboxes they have. Now consider calculating the ovpralbblemsolving value made
by those in the Moderate Assemblyis will involve adding only two numbers from the
high-value Person #1 column and one from the lower value Person #2 cdhiamn.
instance, an assembly made up of two peopletatitboxB, andone withtoolboxC will
have an overall value of 90 (30+20+2Binally, consider calculating the overnatbblem
solvingvalue of the Homogenous Assembly. This involves taking only anger from
the highvalue Person #1 and then one from each of the loalele columns. For instance,
an assembly consisting of tergpeople withtoolbox A will have a total value of 80
(50+20+10).

From thissimpleexample, we can see the formal explaraf why cognitive
diversity is valuable to collective problesolving. Calculating the overaproblem
solving contributions fora Diverse Assembly wililwaysinvolve takingmorenumbers
from thehigh-valuecolumn than it does for calculating the totélithe Moderate or the
Homogenous Assemblies. This is tmichevertoolboxes happen to be included in the
different assemblies.Aa result, a Diverse Assembly is more likely to have a higher total
problemsolving value than a Moderate or Homogenous #dde. The epistemic
benefits of cognitive diversity are therefore explained through the relationships between
diversity and diminiking returns. Diversity is able to exploit the presence of diminishing

returns in order to produce epistemic benefits.

It is important to see that this argument is reliant on the fact that we do not know
the political problem which is going to be face@dvance. If we knew the exact problem
and could make some reasonable claims about (1) the initial contribution of each
cogntive toolboxand (2) the exact rate of diminishing returns, then it may not be best to
go for diversity. If for example, our smaidblitical community knew the full contents of
the above table then they would know that an assembly involving two peopteaiiibx
A and one with toolbox B would have the same total value as an assembly involving three

people with toolboxes A, B and The example, however, assumed that the community
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did not know the problem they were about to face, and therefore did not(khake

initial contributions or (2) the exact rate of diminishing returns. What they do know is
that diminishing returns are ped, and therefore a diverse assembly will be best. As
both Landemore and Bohman have already argued, the unpredictaldlitiyvansity of
political problemaneanghat it is not possible to specify the exact political problem that
will be faced in advarecof it arising. Inpolitics, we are therefore in the same position as
our small community. We cannot specify the problemwieface in advance so we
cannot specify either (1) the initial contributions of each cognitive skill set or (2) the exact
rate ofdiminishing returns. Even if we did know theoblem,it still might not be possible

to specify these factors as it can beffidult to specify cognitive skills into clear
categorie®. However, it is certainly not possible without knowing the problem hkvhic
needs to be solved. Given this and the fact that we do know that diminishing returns is
present, the best thing to do isselect a deliberative assembly with a large amount of
cognitive diversity as this will have the greatest chance of having theshigbtal
problemsolving value. We want to pick the more inclusive forum with higher cognitive
diversity as this is more ldty than the others to have higher total probkstving
contributions. Theargument therefore, holds under the same conditiasghose of
Landemore and Bohmarthatis, for a general assembly where political problems cannot

be specified in advance.

The simpleexamplgustgivenalso assumed that diminishing returns to cognitive
skills began at the second person. This may, afsey not be the case. Although it is
reasonable to think that diminishing returns will be present at some point, it mag not
present from the very start and where is begins may actually vary from problem to
problem. Diminishing returns to cognitive dkilwill be present after N people with a
particular cognitive skill set are included, but N may be greater than one andffeay d
depending on the particular problem. Does this change our argument in a way that means
we would not want to pick the most énse assembly? The answer to this is no, for the
following reason. As we have just seen, in the political domain we wilbeaible to
specify the problem in advancandwe will not, therefore, have access to information
about (1) the initial contributio of each cognitive skill set and (2) the exact rate of
diminishing returns. This means that we will also not have informatmut the value of

N. If we cannot specify the problem, the contributions of cognitive skills, and the rate of

% As we saw above, this is a point highlighted by Landemd&32)
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diminishing returs, then we will not be able to specify the person at which diminishing
returns willbeginfor each cognitive skill set. Weeartherefore, still in the same position

as our small community. We do not know the problem, but we do know that there are
differert cognitive skills sets which will face diminishing returns. As a result, the best
thing to do is still to make sure that ttheliberative assembly is diverse. This can be done,
as Landemore suggests, by random sortition which attempts to recreate thiecogn

diversity within the population.

This new account of del inthaitfadusemnrthedr aw
relationship between cognitive diversity and collective probsetaing. The epistemic
properties of inclusive deliberation dezifrom the cognitive diversity it possesses, and
it is this diversity which can exploit the presencdiafinishingreturns in order to benefit
group problerrsolving. Like Bohman and unlike Landemore, however, the new argument
does not suggest that delibeors will always recognise the best or more optimal solution.
The new argument does not, therefore, rely on an oaaslemption. Although the new
account does require that deliberators will be able to engage in deliberative problem
solving, and therefer abl e t o be responsive to Ot he
not require the stronger oracle assumption asdan the DTA. Landemore and Page
(2014:6)havec | ai med t hat oO0the force of the bett
assumptia. However, it is possible to appeal to the benefits of arguments without
assuming that deliberators will necessarilyognise the true value of all solutions or that
it should always lead to the best available solutiorac@demicseminars, for instance
participants exchange arguments andnterargumentdor different positionsandthis
often helps them to refine tingesearch. This does not, however, necessarily mean that
the seminar will, given enough time, result in everyone recognising thesiueof those
positions. The force of the better argument may lead people to correct misinterpretation
and bad forms atasoningit may lead people to account for factors that were previously
unaccounted for, and it may be able to lead people to clibegeninds. However, this
is all possible without any strong oracle assumption wsiiateshat people will always

reqognise the true value of an argument.

Landemoreds insight is to see that th
derived fromthe benefits of cognitive diversity. However, once the DTA was abandoned
we lacked a clear reason for think that we $thalways prefer a more diverse assembly

to a less diverse assembly. The new account developed in this chapter, however, has
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provided segh a reason. It is, therefore, able to defend the weaker claim about inclusive
deliberation. The particular epistemimperties of inclusive deliberation derive from its
possession ofognitive diversity which is able to exploit theresence of diminishm
returns. Inclusive forms of deliberation allow for greater levels of cognitive diversity, a
property which, due to dimishing returns, has particular epistemic value for political
problemsolving. The new account can, therefore, defend the weakertblainmclusive
deliberation has particular epistemic properties, independently of the question of
motivations and knowbtige gathering.

It does not, however, defend the stronger claim that these epistemic properties are
necessarily superior to those of theliation involvingonly asubset of the demos. The
reason for this is that t heleepisteamicdimdansion.l i k e
It explains the epistemic benefits of cognitigiversity but does not show why this
epistemic dimension is nexgarily more important than the epistemic dimension of
individual ability. It does not show why diversity trumps abiliBerhaps a less diverse
group with higher individual ability would be better problsoivers than anorediverse
group (or perhaps thether way around). So, while the new account can defend the
weaker claim about inclusive deliberation, it cannot deteedstronger claim. This fact
certainly gives the new account an i mport
It can explain whynclusive deliberation has epistemic properties in the political domain
while the others could noHowever,being able @ defend the weaker claim may also
produce an additional advantage. Establishing that inclusive deliberation has valuable
(although nonhecessarily superior) epistemic properties opens up the possibility that we
can ground a strong case for democratich@etitiononcethe question of motivations is
reintroduced This is a possibility which will be returned to later. First, however, a

possble objecion to the new account must be addressed.

5.8 How do Citizens Actually Deliberate?

The last section aimed to explain the epistemic properties of inclusive deliberation and
relied on theoretical arguments to do so. This theoretigainaent, however, assumed

that citizens can deliberate in a reasonable way and that there are no nggatiges
produced through their deliberation. It assumed that interaction between deliberators does
not create negative epistemic effects (such aspgpmlarisation and social domination)

which corrupt and distort the problesnlving process. It may be jeloted then, that such
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effects are in fact likely to be present when citizens actually deliberate, and that they will
remove any epistemic value whiaty have been present. Of course, it is possible that
inclusive deliberation will have epistemic benedtgen with negative synergies, as the
benefits of diversity may more than compensate for these negative effects (Page, 2011).
Alternatively, it couldalso be the case that there are positive synergies created through
deliberation which only add to the ef@mic value of inclusive deliberation. The
possibility that there are significant negative interactions with the practice of citizen
deliberation or hat citizens are unable to deliberate reasonably, does however require
consideration. This section willheérefore, address these concerns by looking at what
empirical research on citizen deliberation has to say about these possibilities. Although
the empiical literature is not conclusive, it suggests that there are good reasons to be
optimistic about the epiemic quality of citizen deliberation between citizens if the design

and structure of deliberation is appropriate.

The empirical literature onctie ns 6 del i berati on is | ar
be on the citizen deliberation within mipublics, sich as deliberative polls, consensus
conferences, and citizens assemblies. Thesepublics have a number of differences in
their design.However, they all selecttheir participantsby random or near random
sortition, andhereforerepresent similar ingtitions to those suggested by the theoretical
argument of this chapter. They also, however, offer some of the best evidence in favour
of high qualitycitizen deliberation, and provide the most conducive settings for effective
citizen deliberation. Minpublics involve structured forms of deliberation where citizens
are provided with information and give extended time (deliberations are often conducted
over multiple days or months, and in some cases over a year) to consider and discuss a
policy issue with ach other. Determining deliberative quality within ramiblics is not,
however, an easy task. For example, it is not possible to evaluate therdisei@s this
would presuppose better procedure for arriving at the correct political decisions. There
are, however, some forms of evidence for their deliberative quality. One piece of evidence
comes from observers of mipublics T who include researehs, stakeholders,
government representatives and politiciamgho have testified to the level of congielé
judgment, competence, and consideration they saw in citizens deliberation (Coote &
Lenaghan, 1997; Smith, 2009). Another set of evidence commsBtlais et al (2008)
analysis of the deliberation of the British Columbia Citizens Assembly, set upsialeon

a reform in the electoral system. Their study tracked participants through a number of
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surveys conducted over their ydang deliberations. The f ound t hat t he ¢(
Assembly members made choices that reflected adeéihed set of critéa appropriate

to the choice of an el ectoral systemd (B
used to evaluate the alternative electoradtesys remained stable throughout the
assembly. However, they changed their preferred electoral systdmyagdined new
information and determined how the electoral systentedfivith their criteria. The
researchers concl ude tmaket redsonbbée am snteléginlb | y
choicedo (Blais et al, 2008: betafivé pollswhenei s i
it is found that participantsdé policy at
deliberation, and their policy attitusl@n collections of values become more corrected

with empirical premises (Fishkin & Luskin, 2005).

Worries have, however, been raised about the effect of certain social dynamics in
citizen deliberation, which can produce negative synergies andaeeliberative quality.
Two often discussed negative synergy which have been foundfdot citizen
deliberation are group homogenization and polarisation (Sunstein, 2000, 2002, 2009).
Homogenization refers to tipenomenomthat deliberation will tentb lead participants
to accept the dominant growgpinion. So, for example, if the donaimt position is to
reduce environmental regulation or increase public spending, then deliberation will tend
to produce greaterconformity to these dominant group positions Polarisation,
alternatively,refers to the effect of deliberation tending to move groups towards more
extreme versions of the shared or dominant positions. So, for example, a group of
conservativeminded individuals will become more conservative aftéeliberating
together,while a goup of liberaiminded individuals will become more liberal after
deliberating together. It may be that a group actually homeg®ni polases towards a
betterpositionor even the correct decisipeither because thaariginal dominant view
was corretor it was a moderate version of the correct vielmwever, homogesation
and polagationhavebeen found taffect group discussions irrespective of gagticular
shared position they begin witiTherefore, if theseffects are present and strong,

deliberation cannot be expected to lead to better or correct decisions any more than chance.

Although these are certainly real phenomea which can negativelyaffect
deliberative quality between citizens, theaee good rea®ns to believe that an
appropria¢ly designed and structured mpblic can significantly reduce their risk and

magnitude As Sunstein (2002) hgmintedout, there are two mechanisms which can be

177



seen to create homogseation and polagation. The firstis the desire of people to be

ace pted by members of a group which <crea
dominant position (group homogeation) or take a more extreme version of it (group
polarisation). The second is that a greater volume adarawill be given in favour of a
groupbés dominant position which wil!/l rei
increased support for their pexisting positions. Both dhese mechanisntan, however,

be reducedhroughstructuralfactors in delilerative design, the most importasf which

IS increasing the diversity of the group and therefore the inclusion of opinions and
interests (Chappell, 2001; Fishkin, 2018; Fishkin & Luskin, 2005; Morrell, 2014, Mini &
Wong, 2017). Such diversity reducesiabpressure to conform to a cart opinion and
increass the range of reasons which are considered. The random or stratified random
sampling methods used by mimiblics to select participants can create such diversity

and therefore help to reduce homoigation and polasation (Luskinet al, 2017). Group
polarisation is therefore much less likely to occur in npoiblics compared tdike-
mindedgroups, something which is noted by Sunstein (2000: 116) in his discussion of
deliberative polls. As well asicreasingdiversity, there are aumber of other factors

which can help reduce the risk of polarisation. Gronetral (2015), for instance, argues

that having clear discussion rules, trained moderators, and the provision of information
can also reduce tlaance of polarisation (also déishkin & Luskin, 2005).1 fact their
study found that including factors in th

even in likeminded groups.

Similar structural factors can also help address other possiigiativesynergies
considered already in chapter 3. These negative effects result from the cognitive biases
of deliberators, and include such things as the tendenayote favourably evaluate
information and reasons which support their own position coeap@ that opposing’i
However, increasing group diversity can again help to reduce such effects as increasing
the range of opinions and interests which are heard and considered can chedks people
cognitive bias towardsa particular positior{Landemore& Mercier, 2012;Mercier &
Landemore, 2012; Mini & Wong, 201L7orrell (2014) argues that increasing empathy
in the groups can also reduce effects from cognitive biases wihirpublicsand that

% Studies which questioned the prevakewé this bias in the political domain where discussed in chapter
3. These biases catsobe another reason for polarisation (Sunstein, 2G8@everthey can be a general
negative influence on the ability of deliberation to track the force of thedrgatment even without
polarisation.
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this canbe donehrough deliberative design. For instaegmpathymay be increased by
allowing not only fact angtatisticsbut also stories ahe affectedparties on both sides,

or having thosaffectedgive testimony. There is also plenty of evidetita citizens do
change their mind through deliberationmini-publics, and are not therefore completely
cognitively entrenched within a certain position (Goodin & Niemeyer, 2003; Luskin et
al., 2002; Smith, 2009). Citizens are, for instance, found tpoféen change their minds

in citizers juries and delibative polls after engaging in deliberation about an issue
(Fiskin, 1997; Fiskin, 2009; Fishkin & Luskin, 2005; Coote & Lenaghan, 1997; Mclver,
1997; Stewart et al, 1994). Although opinion change doestell us that citizens are
necessarily moving towascepistemicallyoetter positions, it does suggest that cognitive

biases in favour of original opinions are not dominant.

Another particularlypernicious cognitive biais a bias in favour of accepgrihe
views and reasons of mopeivileged or socially dvantagedackgroundgfor example,
white, male, middle/upper class) over those of deliberators froome socially
disadvantaged backgrountb example,nonwhite, female, working class) (Sanders,
1997; Fricker, 2009; Young, 1990). A significant present¢hese biases would lead
del i beration to track oO6dominationd withi
(Luskinet al 2017). However, as we saw in chapter 3, structural factush as triaed
moderators and placing less prg&n consensus are also able to significantly reduce
these effects of domination, and there is evidence that such biases are much less
significant in structured forms of deliberations such as 4mitlics, as compad to
unstructured deliberations such as jury delibenat (Fiskin, 2009, 2018; Luskiet al
2017, Siu, 2008)n one study of deliberative polls, for instance, no particular pattern of
movement towards the positions taken by advantaged or privilegegsgwas found
(Fiskin, 2009; Siu, 2008). In half theses studied, deliberators moved in the direction of
the positions of advantaged groups (in this case white, male and educated), and half the
time deliberators moved away from the positions of advadtagyoups. One of the
structural factors pointed to amportant to reducing these influences, as well as
polarisation and homogesaition, is less emphasis being placed on consensus. This
suggests one advantage in npiblics such as deliberative pollsdatitizens assemblies
which end in a secret poll/votegmpared to consensus conferences where citizens are

task with producing shared recommendations.
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Homogensatiorn/polarisation and cognitive bias/domination can, therefore,
negatively affect delibative quality. However, there are a number of structiaetbrs
which are present in wetlesigned minpublics which can help to reduce their threat.
There have been a number of studies of single deliberative events which dispute the
presence of these gative effects (Luskin, Fishkin, & Jowell 2002; Fishi&nlLuskin,
2005; Fishkin et al. 2010; Fishkiet al 2011; Smith, 2009, Blais et al, 2008). More
recentlyand significantly, Luskiret al(2017)analysed?1 deliberative pools including
372smallgroupand 139 policy 1 ssues, snaohrdutinelp und
homogerse or polarse attitudes nor does it routinely drive them towards those of the
socially advantageddéd. Where such effects
daintdand therefore did not significantbffectdeliberation Although this study cannot
establish that therare no distorting factors present within deliberation, it does suggest
that the social dynamics and mechanisms behind some of the main worries about citizen
deliberation (homogenization, polarisation and domit i on) &édmust not b
t he Ilhiaoornebsofs the observed attitude change
with the idea that the participants-are
32). These results are again attritoutie structural features of deliberative poltglather
mini-publics, reinforcing the fact that achieving effective citizen deliberation rests in
large part on theeliberativedesign. Individuals can be influenced by biases of different

kinds; howeverthey reason and deliberate best together undestsred conditior¥.

The fact that diversity is one of these important structural features actually
suggests an additional advantage of inclusive forms of deliberatios@mwerofits more
elite nonrdemocatic alternatives. If homogersation'polarisaton and cognitive
bias/domination are more likely and more significant when grougsoanegenoughen
it would seem that elite forms of deliberation such as those of autocracy and oligarchy
will be more at isk of such effects. Deliberations within mimiblics which randomly
select their participants in order to recreate the diversity which exists in society, may then

be in a better place to avoid the negative synergies produced by social dynamics than

97 As mentioned in chapter 3¢ idea that people reason better in groups is supported by a grivevitgie

in cognitive psychology Although this disciplinéhas led the way in many ways in showing the limits of
human rationality it has started to move away from a focus on individual reason to reasoning within groups.
Influenced by evolutionarypsychologythis new $rain of research suggests the idea that hgnaae
actually collective reasoners rather than individeasomrs and that although theyedimited in respect

to the latter they are effective group problem solvers. See for instance, Mercier and Erbe2@17),

and Sloman and Fernback (2017). For a discussion of this research in relation to deliderabcratic

theory see Chambers (2018), Landemore and Mercier (2012), and Mercier and Landemore (2012).
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someof its more elite nosdemocratic alternatives.sAwell as exploiting the presence of
diminishing returns to type, the diversity within inclusive deliberation may, therefore,
also have the added epistemic benefit of being less susceptible to some of éhe mor
troubling social dynamics which can negativaffect deliberative quality.

Sturgis et al (2005), however, push another challenge to the quality gbatinc
deliberation which is not based on negative synergies. This challenge questions whether
the decisions taken by these assemblies will diffitaen the selection sample changes,
and therefore the decisions will be dependent on who is actually picked to deliberate. The
empirical evidence on this question is contested (see Fishkin, B8ith, 2009).
However, we can ask the more fundamental goesdf whether this is a reasonable
standard by which to judge the epistemic competence of citiasad deliberation as
compared to its alternatives. Firstly, it seems just as likely that deliberation bethween
exclusive groups such oligarchs or episatg, would also come to different decisions
depending on who is selected to participate. There is no reason to think that any form of
deliberation will always result in the exact same decision when theipartis are altered.
Secondly, the presence offdring decisions is not inconsistent with the claim that citizen
deliberation has epistemic value. Good political decisiaking doesot have to be
about arriving at the one correct or optimal answengae, but can be about increasing
the chance fogenerally picking better answers. Democratic deliberation can provide a
greater chance of producing better decisions without always making the exact same
decision. Differing results between assemblies wadtl therefore compromise any

claim about the @ptemic value of citizen deliberation, or any other form of deliber&tion

The empirical literature on citizen deliberation is, of course, not fully conclusive.
The claim of the section, however, is that therent research gives good reason to be
optimistic about the ability of citizens to deliberate in a reasonable way and without
significant negative synergies, at least within well designed-puhlics. Effective
deliberation is not necessarily eaapd good structural design is very importanthie
achievement of deliberative quality. However, we have good reason to think that as long
as deliberation is structured appropriately, citizens can effectively deliberate with each

other.To the extent thahe empirical literature on citizen deliberatis still incomplete,

%8 |fthere are large differences betweenugrs, then this objection may have more force against deliberative
polls as an alternative to convent@ipublic opinionpolling, as it would question they are really finding
t he d&pb@ibrhdrce i nformed opinioné& ather than just th
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the theoretical work of this chapter can be hypothesis generétisgecifies a formal
mechanism which suggests that there should be epistemic benefits to the cognitive
diversity presnt in inclusive citizen deliberation. Such apbthesis can, therefore,

inform future empirical work on citizen deliberation.

5.9 Reintroducing Motivations

The section before last suggested that the reintroduction of motivation into the analysis
may hep support the epistemic case for inclusive dehition. The motivational
argument in favour of democratic forms of deliberation is based on the plausible claim
that an exclusive group is less likely to be motivated to act in the public interest or
commongood (whatever that might be) than an inclugiveup. That is, democracy is

said to be better motivated to solve the problem under consideration. This argument is
made in relation to the incentives facing exclusive and inclusive forms of government. If
decisiorrmaking is reserved to a particukrbsebf the population then that subset will

have the incentive to rule in the interest of that particular group rather than in the interest
of all. They will not be accountable to nor will they nee@dovincecertain portions of

the population. As a resulihey will have little incentive to act in the interests of those
excluded and largencentiveto act in the interest of those include. In a democracy,
however, all are includedndtherefore decisiomaking will not face the same perverse
incentives (omt least not to the same extent). Decisiwaking will be accountable tl

and will have to convince all through a process of inclusive deliberation. There may, of
course, be cases of persistent minorittegch can leave the majority in a similar pamsit

to those in nomdemocratic regimes. The motivations argument, however, is only that
democracy can be generally expected to be more motivated in the public interest than
nondemocracies, not that it canvee face incentives not to. The general clainthaf
motivational argument, therefore, is that democracy is generally better motivated to solve

political and social problems than its more exclusive alternatives.

The strength of this claim will be consiéer further below however, it is
important firstto see the general limitation facing motivational arguments. As Fuerstein
(2008) hagpointedout, the problem with this prdemocracy argument is that motivations
alone are not enough to explain good deaisi@king. By themselves, better motivations
canrot explainthe epistemic superiority of democracy as they gso reason to believe

that democracy has the namotivational epistemic abilitie® actually achieve the good
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ends it aims farlf it does nohave these abilities, then all the best intentions in the world

will not lead you to make good decisions to any higher degree than pure chance.

This chapter, however, has developed an account of inclusive deliberation which
explains whyt should be expzted to have particular epistemic properties when it comes
to political problemsolving. The aim of this chapter has been to argue that, independently
of motivational issues, inclusive deliberation can be expected to have valuable epistemic
properties. hdusive forms of deliberation involve high levels of cognitive diversity, and
such diversity is valuable to group problawlving because it is able to exploit the
presence of diminishing returns to type we saw, this argument by itsedirmot show
the superiority of inclusive deliberation. It gives us no reason for why the epistemic
benefits of cognitive diversity outweigh the epistemic benefits of individual ability. It
does not tell us why diversity should trump ability (it also dogsallonvhy ability trumps
diversity). However, what we now have is the other half of the epistemic case for
democracy which was missing from the purely motivational argument. The motivational
argument suggests that democratic deliberation will be bett¢ivated than mar
exclusive deliberation, while this chapte
will have particular epistemic properties which will allow it to achieve the things it is

motivated to achieve.

Combining these two arguments gives an epistemiccase for deliberative
democracy along the following lines. Increasing the inclusiveness of deliberation may
decreasedhe individual ability of the group, butilbhcreasesboth the level of cognitive
diversity and the level of motivation swlve the prol@m. On the other hand, increasing
the exclusiveness of deliberation magreasethe individual ability of the group, but it
decreasedoth the level of cognitive diversity and the level of motivation to solve the

problem.

Just how strog is this epistaic case for democratic deliberation? The argument
certainlydoes not amount to a proof that democratic deliberation is superior at political
problemsolving. It does not logically rule out the possibility that some more exclusive
group carnnclude greatelevels of individual ability, angtetstill manage to retain enough
motivation and diversity that it cavutperforminclusive deliberationThe question then,
is how likelyis this possibility When it comes to dmatvescr ac.y
such & autocratic and oligarchic deliberation, the epistemic case for deliberative
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democracy appears to be strong. These traditional alternatives are very exclusive forms
of decisioamaking involving a relatively small subset of the populationterms of
motivations then, they will have a very strong incentive to act in the interest of this small
subset and not in the public interest. They will be completely unaccountable to the vast
majority of the population and will, therefore, have vetdiincentive tact in the public
interest rather than the interest of the elite group which is included in the procedure. This
incentives argument is supported by empirical research on real wold autocratic and
oligarchic regimes which suggests that sustimes providdess in the way any basic
goods and services to their populations than democracies. These goods include general
access to education (Acemogiual 2013; Harding & Stasavage, 2014; Gallego, 2010),
nutrition and calories (Blaydes & Kays&Q11; Sen, 1999)reduced infant mortality
(Franco et al, 2004; Kudamatsu, 2012), kepectancyand health policy (Besley &
Kudamatsu, 2006; Franco et al, 2004), as well as safe water, public sanitation and
pollution controls (Deacon, 20°°. The very éte nature of hese regimes also means
that they will likely possess very low levels of cognitive diversity. Reserving political
decisionmaking to such a small group will likexcludea large amount of cognitive
diversity which exists within the widgropulation. Thes traditional alternatives will,
therefore, likely have significantly lower levels of motivation and cognitive diversity
compared to a democracy. It is therefore unlikely that the increases in individual ability
provide by even an idealis@érsion of autoracy and oligarchyirf other wordsregimes

where powers actually giverto those with geaterindividual ability as opposed to those

who are part of the ruling social class or family) will compensate for these significant

deficits.

Against these tradiinal rivals then, the epistemic case for deliberative democracy
appears to be strong. This epistemic case is much less secure, however, if we consider
some less elite nedemocratic alternatives. Brennan (2016), for example, suggests a
limited form of epstocracy which involves excluding only those who are in the bottom

five percent in terms of individual ability from decistamaking. In the case of

% Referencing these goods is not meant to take a stance on the independent standards of correctness by
which outcomes are judged (although these good would be consistent with many)thRgthes evidence

of theclaim that democracy will have greater mvation and incentive to provide for the general interest

rather than just for the interests of soméeadiroup.

100 Determining if the benefits are due to democratic institutions rather than other factors is of course
difficult, and there is therefore s disagreement (for a dissenting view see Mulligan et al, 2004). For
evidence of that citizens parficat i ng in inclusive deliberat-s on ma
interested judgments see Ackerman & Fishkin (2004), Parkinson (2006), and Zv0i.
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deliberation, this would involve excluding people in the bottom five percent of ability
from the sample popation from which deliberators are randomly sele¢tedMany
epistemic democrats have not considered such a limited form of epistocracy, and they
have tended to treat the epistemic case for democracy as equivalent to showing that
democracy W outperform aitocracy or oligarchy (i.e. Landemore, 2013a). However, an
epi stemic case for democracy must def enc
cannot be satisfied by only considering very elite alternatives to democracy. Although
limited epstocracy of thdorm proposed by Brennan involves a much lower level of
exclusion than the traditionallternativesit is still an undemocratic regimendit is
troubling as it actually makes for a much more difficult epistemic comparison with
democracyFirstly, the fat that so much of the population is still included means the
claims that it will have far lower levels of motivation than democracy, is less plausible
than in the case of autocracy and oligarchy which involve much more elite groups. This
is not to say thathere will not be any motivational loss, particularly if it excludes
particularly underprivileged and therefore less educated social groups, but only that it will
not be as significant as that found in the case of traditional alterntdidesnocractf>.
Secondly, the fact that it only excludes five percent of people means that it will not
compromise cognitive diversity to anywhere near the same level as an autocracy or
oligarchy. Again, this is not to say that theradgeduction Theremay well be, andhis

will be particularlytrue if low individual ability happens to be correlated with particular
cognitive skills. However, this loss will be significantly less than that found in traditional
alternatives. Limited epistocracy does nogréfore, risk compromising motivations and

cognitive diversity to the same extent as autocracy or oligarchy.

The problem for the limited epistocracy, however, is that it also offers much less
in terms of improvements in individual ability. Le$ assumeas we have thrahout,
that there is an accurate and uncontroversial procedure which can determiné geople
actual level of ability and therefore who actually falls into this bottom five percent. The
problem, even for this idealised version of limited &ggacy, is thatt does not offer

much in the way of improvements in totadividual ability compared to fully inclusive

101 Brennan (2016: 184) suggests this limited form of epistocracy in relation to voting ragimer th
deliberation, but we can adapt it for our purposes.

102Brennan (2016) applies to studies which suggest that as long as a group is large enougiliteople

not to vote in their selinterest. However, it is not clear that this effect will hold im lbng run for a society

which institutionalises epistocracy, as in the long run the enfranchised group may develop a group
consciousness and thereforgraater idea of its interest over the unfranchised.
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democracy. Giverthat faceto-face deliberation can only involve a certain number of
participants, the number of deliberators who ldan a democragcbe randomly selected
from the bottom five percent will be very small. It will, on average, be only five percent.
I n an assembly of one hundred people, for
therefore only change five deliberegsacompared to democratic assembly, while in an
assembly of four hundred it would only change 20 deliberators. This alternative only
involves changingmall numbers of peoplevhich cannot be expected to make a large
difference to the total levels of iividual ability in deliberation. This can be seen even
more clearly when weealisethat some of the people who are removed, will only be
replaced by people in thmttomten or twenty percent of ability. So, although this limited
epistocracy may not do as much to compeamcognitive diversity or motivations
compared to the traditional alternatives, it would also do very little to improve levels of

individual ability.

It is not therefore clear that suchiraited form of epistocracy will produce any
epistemic improvemestover inclusive deliberation. There is likely to be little difference
between a democratic deliberative assembly and a lingfestocraticdeliberative
assembly, in terms of any of our variables (motivations, cognitive divarsiindividual
ability), as the laer will only change a small number of deliberators. As a result, there
will likely be little epistemic difference between them. Of course, eaftes of limited
epistocracy can attempt to play around the percentage that is exidwudddr to poduce
greater improvements in individual abilitiilowever, as they increase tlpisrcentage,
they also increase the risks of compromising motivationstlamdbenefits of cognitive
diversity. It is therefore unclear that either democracy or limited epétpcis

epistemically superior to the other.

A purely epistemic argument for deliberative democracy over its alterriative
which combines the benefits obgnitive diversity with motivational argumerntgannot
then be fully conclusive. Although in theseaof the traditional alternatives (autocracy,
oligarchy éc) the epistemic argument for deliberative democracy is strong, it is less clear
that deliberave democracy is epistemically superior to a limited form of epistocracy.
Any epistemic difference beeen these two forms of deliberation is likely to be small,
and it is unclear on which side the improvements lie. A purely epistemic argument cannot,

therefore amount to a full or staradone justification of democracy.
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A purely epistemic argument for degratic deliberation can, however, claim that
there are no good or clear reasons for rejecting inclusive deliberation in favour okeven it
best alternaties. This puts democracy in a much better epistemic position than many
would have thought and producasstrong defence of democracy against its epistemic
critics. A purely epistemic analysis has found that deliberative democracy is epistemically
superiorto its traditional alternatives, and at least as good as its best alternatives. This is
also argued wike granting the generousassumption that these ndemocratic
alternatives will actually be able to select for higher levels of individual ability.Witis
be a surprising conclusion for many who hope to reject democracy on epistemic grounds.
However, t will also be surprising to those democrats who believe that a justification of
democracy must be heavily reliant on procedural values. If there ageadboor clear
epistemic reasons to prefer even the best alternatives to democracy, then only very thin
nonepistemic values would be required to tip the balance in its favour. Even if someone
only has a very small concern for the equality or freedom esguelsy the procedure,
then this would be enough when combined with epistemic values to justify déiieer
democracy. These points will be discussed further in the next chapter. However, for now
it should be recognised that democracy has been shownatobeong way f r om
the incompetent manyd®é and t her efalritdhhashi gh
been shown to have significant epistemic properties which compare very favourably to
its alternatives. Such epistemic properties can therefmy much of the weight in a

wider justification of democratic rule.

5.10Conclusions

This chapte started by drawing a connection between judgement and deliberation. It
argued that if decisiemaking is to exercise gogddgmentthen it needs to invee a

form of deliberation. Combined with the previous chapter then, we now have an epistemic
argumenfor why political decisiormaking should be deliberative, something which was
simply assumed by many in the debate. The chapter then moved on to ciribiler

were any particular epistemic properties to inclusive forms of deliberatitiar
critiqueing the arguments of Landemore and Bohman, a new and original account of
inclusive deliberation was developed which explains its epistemic propertiegtitiheu
relationship between cognitive diversity and the presence of diminishing refiniss.
accountfirstly explained the particular epistemic value of inclusive deliberation, and

secondly, opened up the possibility of combining these properties witivatiarial
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arguments. Combining the benefit of cognitive diversity with increased motivations, the
chager concluded that democratic deliberation is epistemically superior to many of its
alternatives, and that there is no clear epistemic reason to rajecavour of even its

best alternatives. This was argued for even with the generous assumptiometieat t

alternatives could effectively select for higher levels of individual ability.

This and the proceeding chapters therefore produce a stephgto democratic
sceptics who wish to reject or restrict democracy on epistemic grounds. It finds that we
have no good or clear epistemic reason to favour any of the prominent alternatives to
democracy. It also demonstrates that epistemic values cam glansiderable role in a
wider justification of democratic rule. These two important implications of ttstespic
theory of deliberative democracy developed in this thesis will be discussed further in the

following, concluding chapter.
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6 Conclusions:Replying to Democratic Sceptics
& the Epistemic Theory of Deliberative
Democracy

This thesis started by digssing a growing scepticism about the ability of democracy to
make good decisions and provide valuable goods to society. This scepticism was seen t
come from a number of directions, such as from a sympathy for autocrats\arieets,
economic calculatigror the more knowledgeable. \Atbver the particular anglénere is

an increasing number of critics arguing that democratic institutions are unlikely to make
good decisions or lead to good outcomes in terms of justice or the common good. In the
face of sgh rising democratic scepticism, this thesis has develapexpistemic theory

of deliberative democracy. It set out to conduct an epistemic analysis of deliberative
democracy which compared and contedstto its supposedly more able alternatives. In
doing so, it aimed to discover the particular epistemic erigs of deliberative
institutions and map the possible role epistemic values can play in a wider justification of
democratic rule. The epistemic theory it developed came to the conclusiontibaghlt

a purely epistemic justification of deliberative dmracy falls short, we have no good or
clear epistemic reason to reject it in favour of even its best alternatives. Such a conclusion
mounts a strong reply to those critics of democracy who arguét tshould be rejected

or restricted on epistemic growdwhile also suggesting, against much of democratic
theory, that epistemic values can play a very significant role in an argument for
democratic rule. The rest of this conclusion will discuss thegdindings in more detalil

and point to further avenue$ research which emerge from them.

6.1 The Epistemic Properties of Deliberative Democracy

The first aim of an epistemic theory of deliberative democracy waketerminethe
epistemic properteof deliberative democratic institutions and how they gan@to its
alternatives. The thesis started this task by considering the epistemic property of
knowledgegatheringand engaged with a class of democratic scepticism which comes
from Hayekian supporof the market. The epistemic case for markets over demypc

which has been advanced by Hayek and his predecessors hasignaiicantinfluence

on the expansion of market mechanisms and presents important challenges to epistemic

democrats. These argemts had so far gone without reply, but this thesis mduate
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strong defence of deliberative democracy against itaradket critics. By developing

the concept of low feedback goods, markee&se showrto face significant limitation

when it comes to polital and social problems. Low feedback goods will oftendyeral

to such problem, but markets are unable to deal with the particular knowledge burdens
they produce. The thesis, therefore, undermined the epistemic case for markets by arguing
that they araunable to provide a broad range of important goods. ingdso, it also
produced a new and original way of thinking about market failure. There are a number of
different categories of market failure which are commatigoussion®f markets. These
include externalities;sommonplaceesources, and asymmetriédmmation. The problem

of low feedback goods introduces a new category of market failure to this list with its

own set of implications for how we think about markets.

An interesting avenue for firer research would be to draw out these wider
implications in more detail. Here the focus was on the significance of low feedback goods
for the relationship between markets and deliberative democracy. Future research,
however, could aim to compare and trast it with other forms of market failure in order
to beter understand the nature and scope of the prodfeminstance, externality or
common pool resource problems emerge because of an absence of or an inabilitg to secur
markets and property righits certain goods. Alternatively, the problems associatiéd w
low feedback goods are present even when markets can be fully established. It therefore
introduces a different form of market failure in the sense that it is a problem internal to
the market proess itself, rather than a failure to fully realise maiR&tThe problem is
produced because of the particular structure of deemigking in markets and the limits
of price signals. Considering the relationship between different forms of market failure
may, therefore, produce interesting findings and impbeetifor the concept of low

feedback goods developed at the beginning of the thesis.

Low feedback goods were used here, however, to argue for the priority of
deliberative democracy over markétsthe political domain. Doing this also involved
showingthat deliberative democracy could acquire the knowledge needed to deal with
such goods. On this side of the argument, the Hayekian analysis of the decision of

knowledge beconsarery constructive imelping us understand the knowleelggthering

103 Other problems which may be seen as intermaharkets may include issues of economic cycles and
crashes, or critiques of markets based around limits to growth.
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abilities d deliberative democracy. Hayek highlighted that the ability to gather
knowledge must include the ability to access local information and this took us in the
direction of a deliberative system. lag/only through a systemic approach to deliberation
that we could see how democratic decisimaking could gather knowledge which was,

to different extentsdispersed through society. An engagement with Hayekian theory
therefore also played a constructinage in the thesis. It led to the development an
epistemicmodel of a democratic deliberative system, where institutions in public space
were seen to gather and aggregate knowledge which could not be accessed by a unitary
model of deliberation. There hadtrbeen much engagement from epistemic democrats
with thesystems approach to deliberatibilwever this thesis showed that the approach

is vital to understanding the knowledge gathering abilities of demo®fadgreater
engagement between these tliteratures may then have further benefits to better

understandig the epistemic value of democratic deliberation.

The model of a democratic deliberative system was also compared to two
alternative deliberative systems, one of which terminated in the decaidioasket actors
and the other in the decisionsaitizensin a referendum. Through thesemparisonsye
saw the importance of taking decisions witfonumsrather than by individuals. Doing
so decreases thifficulty of communicating relevant knowlgd, reducing the epistemic
and cognitive burdens placed d@ecisionmakers, and increases the quality of knowledge
communication. In terms of direct democratic voting, these arguments undermined the
epistemic defences of procedures such as refarehlithough defended by many
epistemic democrats through such fsmas the jury theorem and miracle of aggregation,
this analysis suggests that mass votes will not be able to communicate é@ngiugh
quality information to citizens so that they can make direct efifiective decisions on
policy. Unlike the arguments of decratic sceptics, this critique did not point to an
abandonment or restriction of democratic decisimaking but rather to aalternative
form of democracy In fact, as will be discussed below]at to an alternative form of

democracy which also gave a very significant role to citizens in degisamg.

There iscertainly a range of further research to be done on an epistemic
understanding of a deliberative system. For example, the thesis®the knowledge

gathering and aggregation role of public space institutions at a rather general level.

104 For an exception see Kuyper (2015).
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Researclinvestigating this role at a more specific level, perhaps engaging with particular
case studies, would help tesunderstand the flow of kmdedge through the deliberative
system in more detailSuch research could focus on particular examples of scientific
bodies, think tanks or campaign groups and ar&lg® they process information in order

to determine the quality of knowledge gatherinthia the system. An alternative area of
research would look moreosely atthe transmission between public and empowered
space in epistemic terms. How do particular institutions within public space aim to
communicate their knowledge to empowered insahstand what channels are available

for them to do so? Is it the case that only certain kinds of institutions get access to
empowered space, and how may this affect the kind of information which comes to
influence democratic decisiemaking? As well as thissue of transmission, an important
area of research would be to look at the deliberative quality of public space itself, and
how this affects the gathering of knowledge. As noted in chapterugsiaféecting the
deliberative quality of public space meot directly addressed by the thesis. There are,
however, important issues in this area. For instance, do certain institutions dominate this
process and does this promote certain kinds of knowledge, what is the rule of media
institutions in communicati political relevant knowledge in public space, and is there
particular forms of knowledge which are likely to be lost or fail to be captured by

knowledge gathering institutiofs

A different avenue of research which is suggested by the epistemic actaunt o
deliberative system is the relationship between such as system and the institutions of
science. Scientific knowledge and institutions were introduced into the system model in
order to account for how scientific knowledge can come to influence dencalgeitions.

There may, however, be a number of ways that the institutions of science could interact
with a wider deliberative system. Berg and Lidskog (2018) for instance, have discussed
howa democratisatioaf science could help to increase deliberatjuaity at the system

level. Work in science and technology studies has, for instance, argued for a
democratising of science through an increase in inclusion when it comes to the
construction and evaluation of scientific knowledge (Liberatore & Funtovide@s;

Jones, 2014; Ravetz, 1999). Such a move could, according to Berg and Lidskog, allow
for a greater range of view and perspectives to be heard in areas such as environmental

governance where political discourses are necessarily rehestdientificclams. There
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may then be further ways of exploring the relationship between science and the

deliberative system and how this affects deliberative quality around political issues.

One part of the system model the thesis did give particular attentioasttihev
need for an epistemic filter. Because of the imperfection of public space, the knowledge
claimsit producescannot be taken as given. The problem of knowledge gathering must,
therefore, account for how information can be filtered softiggtquality knowledge can
come to influence decisions in empowered space. By considering how different forms of
deliberation could fulfil this function, the thesis argued that citizanglay asignificant
role in this process. Deliberation cannot determine th#-tralue of the knowledge
relevant to political and social problems. Instead, deliberation needs to be focused on
secondorder evaluations of the trustworthiness of knowledge sources rather than with
truth. Recognising this was argued to radically chamgp@ we should include in
deliberation on epistemic terms. We often think that when it comes to getting quality
knowledge into politicablecisionmaking,we should include the more knowledgeable,
whether they are experts or civil society groups. When dalibe is concerned with
trust, however, knowledge of the content of knowledge claims comés tf less
importanceahan epistemic independence from those being evaluated. General citizens are
therefore in a much stronger epistemic position than theytnbgthought to be in.
Unlike representatives of public space institutions who have strong commitments to
knowledge sources, citizens can exercise a much greater level of epistemic independence
and impartiality. This thesis, therefore, suggests a muchegrede for citizens in the
knowledgegathering component of political decistomaking than would often be
thought.

There are, however, further questions to be asked about how the role for citizens
should be best institutionalised. Shouldat, instarce, take the forms of an independent
citizens assembly which is soleyoncerned withselecting trustworthy sources of
knowledge, or should those citizens also be involved in deemaiangitself? The later
may allow citizens to come to a wider undarding of an issue before taking a decision,
but it would alsaisk overburdeninghem. Alternatively, the role of citizens may be best
institutionalised not in an assembly at all, but rather by engaging citizens in existing
bureaucratic institutions whicgather knowledge and inform decistamakers. Boswell
and Corbett (2017) have discussed how bureaucratic institutions may be made more

deliberative by expanding inclusion. Perhapen, citizens can be brought into existing
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procedures of knowledge gathey within bureaucratic institutions. In the case of
deliberative minipublics, the selection of knowledge sources and expert witnesses is
often conducted by an independent board, so another alternative could be to integrate
citizens into similar mechanisreet up for particular topics. Selecting the best way to
involve citizens in determining trustworthy sources of knowledge @fittpurse, involve

further consideration of competing epistemic, practical and procedural values which

further research couldvestigate.

On the epistemic property of knowledge gathering then, deliberative democracy
was found to have significant epistemic value. Compared to markets, a deliberative
democratic system was seen to be able to gather the knowledge requieadividhd
social and political problems, and against those who think accessing knowledge requires
only the more knowledgeable, we also found that citizens can have an important role in
helping to determine the trustworthiness of knowledge claims. This,iegweas only
part of the picture when attempting to analyse the epistemic properties of democracy. The
second half of the thesis, therefore, moved on to determine if deliberative democracy

should make good decisions on the basis of gathered knowledge.

It started by considering decision rule approaches which can be found in policy
tools such as costenefit analysis and precautionary principles. Like markets, however,
these decision rules have tended not to be considered in relatiehbteration despite
their common use in public polity?. This thesis brought the two together arguing firstly
that social and political problems cannot be reduced to a matter of decision rules, and
secondly, that such rules catill be useful to decisioimaking as long as they are
embedded withina wider proces®f deliberation. The decision rules developed by
decision theory and nedassical economics cannot be relied on to make good decisions
as they cannot account for all the features of political probl By representing
information, relevant tradeffs and alternativstrategiesthey canhoweverbe useful to
decisionmakers. What is needed is a prior process of deliberation which can exercise
judgment in the use and application of sudles There naythen be interesting ways to
think about how decision theory can be combined with certain forms of deliberation.

When it comes to value questions the use of analytic metrics, such ascniterita

105There is a large debate about the use ofloesefit analysis and deliberation when it comes tdintpa
with value questionm public policy( f or exampl e, Barry, 1999; Jacobs,
2017; Smith, 2003)
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valuation tools, in aiding deliberation has been welllered (Burges®t al 2007). The
thesis, however, suggests that analytic decision rules could also be integrated into
deliberation in interesting ways in order to help deal with issues of uncertainty and
improve its epistemic quality. For example, thensase analysis found in robustness
rules may be able to help deliberators to think through complex and uncertain problems,
by breakingthem down into alternative scenarios which can then inform their decisions.
So although the thesis critiqued and poirttethe limits of decision rule approaches as
primary decision procedures, it also pointed to how they may be able to aid deliberation

in particular ways.

What these critiques also did waelp us to understand the importance of
deliberation to politicatlecision-making. It was through the limits of rules and the need
for judgment, that deliberation was seen to be required for good demsiking. The
final task of the thesis was then to analysis the particular epistemic properties of inclusive
deliberaton as compared to deliberation between any subset of the demos (autocracy,
oligarchy or epistocracy). After critigug the arguments of two prominent epistemic
democrats, the thesis put forward an original and what it argued to be a preferadet
of the epistemic properties of inclusive democratic deliberation. According to this new
account, the epistemic value of inclusive deliberation is that it possesses high levels of
cognitive diversity and high levels of motivation to act in favour of the gémterest or
the common good. Motivational arguments are commomgtrumentalaccounts of
democracyhowever alone they lack the resources to show why democracy will be able
to achieve what it is motivated to achieve. The epistemic theory develapesfillbd this
gap. It argued that the cognitive diversity found in inclusive deliberation is able to exploit
the presence of diminishing returnstigpein order to produce epistemic benefits. Other
things being equal, we should prefer a cognitively digeforum to onewhich is
cognitively homogenous. When we combined this new argument for cognitive diversity
with motivational ones, we found that deliberative democracy is likely to be epistemically
superior to its traditional rivals (autocracy and arisdog) and epistemically similar to
its less exclusive alternatives (limited epistocracy). Decisiaking throughnclusive
deliberation was therefore found to have significant epistemic value. Its ability to combine
cognitive diversity with increased meaétion allows it to perform well in comparison to
even the best nedemocratic forms of deliberation, and eventhwithe generous

assumption that these alternatives can effectively select for higher ability members
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What is particularly interesting aboutdlaccount is that it pointed to the epistemic
value of direct citizen deliberation. Following Landemore, it wgsi@d that the best way
to secure cognitive diversity was through random sortition which aims to recreate the
diversity which is present in thgopulation. What we have then, is not just a case for the
epistemic value of democratic deliberation, but fareci democratic deliberation as
found in institutions such as mipublics. Earlier in theéhesis,direct democracy in the
form of referend was rejected because of issues of limited knowledge. The thesis
thereforesided somewhat with some critics of demamy who attack the decisianaking
of individual citizens (although they do so for different reasons). However, the epistemic
theory of thishesis argues not for rejecting or restricting democracy but for an alternative
form of citizencentreddemocracyCitizens are not necessarily bad decigioakers as
the democratic sceptics arguather, particular institutional designs do not allow them
access knowledge and engage in considered deliberatioeferend, citizens will
struggle to acquire inforation and effective deliberation while these problems can be

overcome in structured democraiecumssuch as minpublics.

Additional questims can still be asked about how to institutionalise citizen
decisionmaking so as to proote deliberative qualityOwen and Smith (2018) for
instance, suggest a large pool of 6000 randomly selected citizens should be constructed
from which smaller pools cethen be selected for particular issues. They also suggest the
frequent rotation of members and role holdersriher to protect against the capture of
members by vested intere$fs More research should, therefore, investigate a number of
alternative instutional designs which combine the random selection of citizens and
structured deliberation. Of course, the exte which any kind of citizen deliberation can
produce epistemic benefits is also an empirical question. For this reason, the empirical
reseach on deliberative miapublics was discussedndit was argued that they gives
reason to be optimistic in e¢habilities of citizens. The extent to which such empirical
research is incomplete, the epistemic theory of deliberative democracy can also be
hypothesis generating. It has pointed to a particular mechanism for increasing the quality
of problemsolvingin deliberation, and future empirical work can help to investigate this

claim.

106 Owen and Smith adwate these designs in reply to an alternative proposal by Gastil and Wright (2018).
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Putting the analysis together then, the epistemic theory of daiNeedemocracy
amounts a strong reply to the sceptics of democracy considered at the beginning of the
thesis. Interms of knowledge gathering, a democratic deliberative system was found to
be well placed to access and communicate relevant knowledgeisemdesakers and
citizens were found to have an important role to play in this process, helping to determine
the trustworthiness of knowledge sources. In terms of decisiaking itself, inclusive
forms of deliberation were found to be able to combine itogrdiversity and increased
motivation, which give it epistemic properties which were superior to many of its
aternatives and no worse than others. Against the rising number of democratic sceptics
then, the epistemic theory of this thesis argues thdiave no good or clear epistemic

reason to reject democracy.

6.2 The Epistemic Justification ofDemocracy

The analysis of the thesis was aimed not only at better understanding the epistemic
properties of deliberativedemocracy and replying to dematitasceptics,but alsoat

better understanding the role epistemic values may be able to play inrgustdieation

of democratic rule. It wanted to answer the question of what weight epistemic values are
able to carry in an argument for democracy, amatwveight must be carried by other
nonepistemic values? As we saw in the introduction there arendberof different
positions which can be taken on the role of epistemic vafu@® purely epistemic
accounts which only involve epistemic valuegureproceduralist accountshich give

no role to them at all. What then does the epistemic theory dfedaiive democracy

developed here have to say about this debate?

The epistemic theory found deliberative democracy to be epistemically superior
to manyof its rivals (autocracy and oligarchy) and epistemically very similar to its best
alternatives (limtied epistocracy). lthereforesuggests that epistemic values can play a
very considerable role ia justificationof democratic rule. Deliberative demacy, at
least in the form suggested here, was found to be better than or as good as its prominent
alternatives and we, therefore, have no clear reason to think that any of these alternatives
would have greater epistemic value. Democracy is thereforeofanfr b e i ng O r ul €
i ncompetent manyod6 and as a resul tluesheavi | y

do not have to see it solely as a fair procedure for political decisions, but also as a set of
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institutions which comparévourablyagainst othes when it comes to making good

decisions in terms of justice and the common good.

Democracydbs epi stemic usalltheway. Ve donnott |, h
have any epistemic reason to reject democracy over its best alternatives, buteor d
have aBong epistemic reason to favour it. When it comes to limited forms of epistocracy,
itis unclear whether they or democracy will produce better decisions and better outcomes.
A purely epistemic argument cannot, therefore, amount to a fulltawdalone
justification of democracy. A purely epistemic analysis cannot clearly demonstrate the
superiority of democracy over all possible alternatives, so cannot fully establish why we
should favour it. Instead, the epistemic theory of deliberative dexog suggestthat

some norepistemic values are required to ground democratic rule.

Although a justification cannot rely on purely epistemic values alone, the
epistemic theory of théhesis doesuggestthat only very fine or weak neapistemic
values vould be requed to establish a mixed justification. Deliberative democracy was
not shown to be epistemically superior to its best alternatives, but its best alternatives
were also not shown to be epistemically superior to deliberative democracy. Given the
similar epstemic values, it would therefore only take very fine procedural arguments to
tip the balance in democracyodos favour. |
small value in the fairness or equality of the decision procedure ortththege to b at
least some kind of disrespect in excluding people from decisions which bind or affect
them, then we would have reason to support democratic procedures over all others. Given
the similaritiesbetween democracy and its best alternativeerims of epiemic value,
democratsvould only be required to defend thin procedural valuenaée a case for
democratic rule. As long as they can establish some value in the fairness of democratic
decisionmaking, then this would be enough to producei@sssful mied account of

democratic rule.

This does not mean that the hest things consideredaccount of democracy
should only include thin procedural values. It has not been the aim of this thesis to take a
position on what a complete theory ofitecracy show look like. Rather it has aimed to
determine the epistemic value of deliberative democracy and map the possibilities which
exist for such values in a wider justification of democratic rule. We may, therefore, think

that the all things consided accountof democracy would be lacking without including
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thicker procedural values and appeals to such things as political equality. What this thesis
has shown, however, is that such thick procedural values are not necessary and that thin
non-epistemicvalues are dticient to establish a mixed justification of democracy. This

IS because epistemic values alone can carry much of the weighjustification of
democratic rule, showing that we have no clear epistemic reason to prefer any of its

alternaties.

The factthat the thesis suggests procedural values of some kind will be required,
points towards an important area of further research. The epistemic theory of deliberative
democracy has suggested the kinds of institutions which should be prefeteeats of
epstemic values. However, it does not tell us how such values should be balanced against
other important democratic goods. If a wider account of democracy must involve non
epistemic values, then how do epistemic values support or conflicttmade other
democratic values, and how should they be balanced against one another?

The epistemic analysis of the thesis did, for example, give a prominent role to
random sortition and mirpublics in terms of decisiemaking. Although these
institutions ae generallyseen as democratic, they have been atetfor not fully living
up to certaindemocratic values (Lafont, 2015). The use of random sortition to select
members rather than the election of candidates has been argued to fail to provide
importart democraticgoods such as accountability and representation. There may,
therefore, be a conflict between these other democratic values and the epistemic values
explored in the thesis. Similarly, this thesis has argued against the epistemic value of
directdemocratic wting through such mechanisms as refeaeiad they cannot gather
relevant knowledge to decisionakers. Refererad however, allow for mass and direct
participation in democratic decisionaking in a way that is simply not possible for a
deliberative assebiy such as a mifpublic. Again then, there may be a traafébetween
competing epistemic and democratic values. The purely epistemic analysis of this thesis
does not, however, tells us how we should manage these cases of conflict. U fatuse
the episemic dimension of democracy and therefore does not provide the tool we will
need to balance and traddf epistemic values witlothers such as representation,
accountability, and participation. @burse epistemic and other democratic vauaay
not always conflict. A key aim of this thesis has been to argue that epistemic values

support deliberation between citizens, an idea whicilso supportetly a number of
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other democratic values. tmsesvhere conflict is present, however, the &msic theory

of the thesis does not provide the tools required to manage theffade

An important area of further research is to put the epistemic analysis of this thesis
into a wider context with other possibtpmpetingdemocratic values. Such resdarc
would attenpt to determine the extent to which such values support or conflict with each
other, and in the cases of conflict, determine how they should be balanced andffraded
It would be interested in the relationship between the different valdestaat this neans
for the kinds of institutionalorumswe should prefer. For example, when considering all
values together, should we support similar institutions to those defended by a purely
epistemic analysis or ones which differ in important ways@rAdttively, @ we want to
combine institutions with strong epistemic abilities with other democratic institutions
within the deliberative system, in order to fulfil a whole range of democratic goods? For
instance, should we think of ways of connectingepistemic abiities of minipublics
with representative assemblies or refegnhich may be able to provide other values
such as representation and mass participation? Or are the disruptive and possibly
discursive forms of representation found in rpoblics combind with participation
within public space, sufficient aiheir own to account for all democratic goods?

An important directiorfor future research is therefore to consider the epistemic
theory developed here in the context of other democratiees. It wold explore the
relationship between these alternative values and what this means for the kinds of
democratic institutions we should favour. What we have achieved in this thesis, however,
is to provide an epistemic theory of deliberative demogrvhich prduces both a strong
reply to the rising tide of democratscepticism,and demonstrates the significant role

epistemic values can play in a wider justification of democratic rule.
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