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It is very welcome to see a foundational panel debating openly the problems and promises of current attempts to develop and apply objective and subjective Bayesian methods. These papers, and recent ones, seem indicative of a far less confident and far more diffident Bayesian than we have seen in the past.  I argue that this warrants revisiting some of the fundamental reasons for turning away from standard frequentist error probability (sampling theory) methods in favor of a variety of Bayesian frameworks in the first place.
As one learns from these papers, many Bayesian statisticians these days, seem to favor the use of objective Bayesian priors, if only because of the difficulty of eliciting subjective priors, but also to avoid letting a scientists subjective beliefs overshadow the information provided by data.  But attempts at objective priors are open to their own difficulties. Conceding that "non informative priors do not exist" (Bernardo, 1996), it is proposed that there are conventional choices of prior distributions for parameters of statistical models that reflect a lack of subjective information.  Berger here recommends that at least for practical and sociological reasons we may call them "objective". However, these objective priors require consideration of the statistical model leading to violations of the likelihood principle and the stopping rule principle — long embraced as fundamental for, and as logically entailed by, the Bayesian paradigm (cf. Berger and Wolpert, 1984).   A reasonable question to ask in 2005, therefore, is what advantages, practically or foundationally, the Bayesian paradigm offers.  Bayesians have long argued for foundational superiority over non-Bayesian frequentists on grounds that they uphold, while frequentists violate, the likelihood principle (LP) and coherency.  Given that objective Bayesians (O-Bayesians) at least are prepared now to violate these principles, those arguments can no longer be sound, even from the Bayesian standpoint.  At the very least it would seem incumbent on Bayesians to revisit the criticisms of non-Bayesian frequentists (or sampling theorists) which I will here call error statisticians. 
It is important to emphasize that error statisticians never regarded violating the LP, or being Bayesian incoherent, as problematic for them, Quite the contrary, it is upholding these strictures that are problematic for the error statistician: the LP is shown to be incompatible with the goals of controlling and evaluating error probabilities — and thus incompatible with objectivity, as understood by error statisticians.  (Error probabilities always concern the distribution of a statistic, and thus necessarily consider outcomes other than the one actually observed, in conflict with the LP, and the stopping rule principle SRP.)  Now that the O-Bayesian concedes that violating the LP is necessary for objectivity — there is an odd sort of agreement between the O-Bayesian and the error statistician. 
Is the objective Bayesian now conceding that the error statistician was correct all along? 
Do the concessions of  diffident Bayesians bring then into the error statistical fold?  
Almost surely the answers to both these questions are no.  From the error statistician's point of view, the O-Bayesian rejects the LP for the wrong reasons, or rather, in violating the LP (in attempts to achieve invariant priors) the O-Bayesian still does not (obviously) provide methods that uphold the error statistician's requirements for objective control of error probabilities.  Although controlling error probabilities entails violating the LP, the converse is not true.  It's not at all obvious that the violations the O-Bayesian for attaining invariant priors lead to satisfying the error statistical demands.  In that case, O-Bayesians would not live up to the error statistician's requirements for genuine objectivity (which is not regarded as being merely a rhetorical flourish).*
Use of Bayesian tools is now sufficiently widespread to call for a level-headed comparison of the frequentist and Bayesian paradigms; the comparison, moreover, must consider not the straw men we see in "behavioristic" caricatures of frequentist methods, but rather current error statistical practice and advancements. With the preponderance of foundational discussions of recent years being focused on Bayesian methods, it may well be that not everyone, even among those whose thoughts turn to foundational issues these days, is fully aware of the arguments that initially served as the springboard for the widespread use of Bayesian methods, whether serious or "casual". 
*A distinct group of O-Bayesians might take as a criterion for priors that satisfactory error probabilities result; those O-Bayesians would seem to fall under the error statistical paradigm.

