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								Discussion	of	the	follow
ing	hypotheHcal	claim

s:	
	§ 

Claim
	1:	‘Behavioural	econom

ics	can	adequately	m
odel	hum

an	behaviour’	
	§ 

Claim
	2:	‘Behavioural	econom

ics	and	theology	can	have	a	shared	anthropology’	
	§ 

Claim
	3:	‘Theology	as	a	discipline	can	dialogue	w

ith	behavioural	econom
ics’	

Topic	of	dialogue	-	Behavioural	Econom
ics	and	Theology:	a	dialogue		

§ 
O
ur	star9ng	prem

ise	is	that	behavioural	econom
ics	can	provide	valuable	insight	on	the	drivers	

of	hum
an	behaviour;	

	§ 
How

ever,	theology	asks	the	ques9on	of	w
hether	all	that	is	observable	cons9tutes	suffi

cient	
insight	and	the	extent	to	w

hich	it	is	adequate;	

§ 
W
e	therefore	ask	w

hether	insights	based	on	the	observable	can	be	enough.	
	



	“Preferences	are	revealed	by	ac0ons”	
Social	preferences	and	norm

s	
§ 

Social	preferences:	a	regard	for	the	w
elfare	

of	others	as	a	principle	of	ac9on	
§ 

Social	norm
s:	conform

a9on	(devia9on)	
yields	u9lity	(disu9lity)	

Social	and	self	im
age	

§ 
Social	im

age:	w
hat	does	m

y	ac9on	signal	to	
others	about	m

y	type?	
§ 

Self	im
age:	w

hat	does	m
y	ac9on	signal	to	

m
yself	about	m

y	type?	
§ 

Generally:	is	m
y	ac9on	consistent	w

ith	m
y	

type	as	perceived	by	others/self?	
God	im

age	
§ 

W
hat	w

ould	Jesus	do?	(John	14:9)	
§ 

Am
	I	right	in	God’s	eyes?	

§ 
Equivalence:	is	m

y	ac9on	consistent	w
ith	

m
y	type	as	perceived	by	“God”?	

			 Claim
	1	-	Behavioural	Econom

ics	and	Theology:	a	dialogue		

	W
hat	is	real	and	w

hat	is	observable?	
§ 

As	Chris9ans,	w
e	im

plicitly	acknow
ledge	

that	not	all	that	is	real	is	observable	
§ 

Any	em
pirical	science	w

ill	therefore	be	
lim

ited	in	its	ability	to	describe	that	reality	
§ 

Em
piricism

	should	not	be	discarded,	but	
reduc9onism

	ought	to	be	avoided		
W
hat	is	truth?	

§ 
Christ	is	the	incarna9on	of	truth,	and	
therefore	the	star9ng	point	for	any	
discussion.	Anything	else	is	a	deriva9ve,	i.e.	
epistem

ological	
§ 

N
ot	so	easy	to	define	w

hat	cons9tutes	
devia9on	from

	Christ’s	behaviour	–	danger	
of	ignoring	incarna9on	and	reduce	
Chris9anity	to	a	set	of	social	norm

s	
§ 

Truth	is	held	in	a	m
ore	com

plex	ecology	
than	current	approaches	in	behavioural	
econom

ics	can	adm
it.	

			

Behavioural	econom
ics	can	adequately	m

odel	hum
an	behaviour	



Claim
	2	-	Behavioural	Econom

ics	and	Theology:	a	dialogue		

	Econom
ist’s	reply:	

Individual-level	analysis	convenient	
• 

Sin	can	be	represented	by	inten9ons	and	
ac9ons	that	deviate	from

	God’s	w
ill,	i.e.	

God	im
age!	

	M
athem

aHcal	m
odels	are	tractable	

• 
The	“truth”	need	not	be	detached	from

	
God,	e.g.	if	the	m

odel	accom
m
odates	God	

im
age…

	or	is	there	m
ore?	“God’s	hand?”	

	Revealed	preference	approach	tests	
predicHons	
• 

As	w
ater	reflects	the	face,	so	one’s	life	

reflects	the	heart.	Prov	27:19	
• 

	The	test	m
ethod	neither	interferes	nor	

conflicts	w
ith	“freew

ill”		

	Theologian’s	criHcism
:	

IndividualisHc	approach	problem
aHc:	

§ 
O
ur	nature	is	affected	by	sin,	both	in	w

hich	
w
e	par9cipate	and	are	affected	by	(e.g.	St	

JP	II’s	‘structures	of	sin’)	–	em
ergence	vs.	

atom
ism

	

M
athem

aHcs	as	irreducible	truth:	
§ 

M
athem

a9cs	useful	in	helping	m
odel	som

e	
aspects	of	hum

an	behaviour,	but	danger	of	
w
an9ng	to	reduce	hum

an	beings	to	a	truth	
that	is	detached	from

	God	and	the	
Incarna9on	

PredicHve	approach	denies	hum
an	freedom

:	
§ 

The	predic9ve	criterion	denies	the	
possibility	of	free	choice	by	reducing	
intrinsic	preferences	to	predicators	of	
choice	rather	than	possibili9es	

Behavioural	econom
ics	and	theology	can	have	a	shared	anthropology	

	



Claim
	3	-	Behavioural	Econom

ics	and	Theology:	a	dialogue		

	So	w
hat	if	a	com

m
on	ground	is	established?	

How
	can	such	dialogue	be	“fruiYul”?	

	• 
Econom

ic	m
odels	are	largely	“atheologic”	–	

w
ould	this	“correc9on”	add	value?	

• 
Econom

ists	generally	know
	nothing	about	

theology	–	w
here	should	w

e	begin?	

• 
Behavioural	econom

ics	discards	the	
necessary	condi9on	of	ra9onality,	so	how

	
m
uch	closer	does	this	draw

	us	to	the	
“com

m
on	ground”	

• 
Assum

p9ons	and	m
athem

a9cs	are	m
erely	

m
ethods	that	help	econom

ists	reason	

	A	fruiYul	dialogue	is	possible	if	both	
disciplines	can	find	som

e	com
m
on	ground:	

	§ 
A	richer	understanding	of	reality,	w

hich	
w
ould	m

ake	know
ledge	based	on	w

hat	is	
observable	only	par9al	rather	than	
deduce/induce	absolutes;	

§ 
Theologians	w

ould	need	to	engage	w
ith	

em
piricism

	w
hilst	also	holding	onto	

Scripture	as	revealed	truth;	
§ 

Closer	agreem
ent	on	anthropology,	w

here	
hum

an	beings	are	not	necessarily	ra9onal	
agents	but	rather	capable	of	free	choice	in	
a	nature-grace	econom

y;	
§ 

Avoid	problem
a9c	assum

p9ons,	including	
individualism

/atom
ism

,	m
athem

a9cs	as	
irreducible	truth,	and	the	predic9ve	
criterion	for	any	research;	

		

Theology	as	a	discipline	can	dialogue	w
ith	behavioural	econom

ics	



IN
CARN

ATIO
N
AL	RO

LE	M
O
DEL	PARADIGM

	
	
§ 

God	created	us	in	his	im
age;	

§ 
The	truth	about	ourselves	lies	in	as	m

uch	
in	ourselves	as	in	Scripture	(/Tradi9on)	

§ 
W
e	are	created	good	and	naturally	tend	

to	the	good	but	w
e	are	affected	by	sin;	

§ 
Diffi

cult	to	iden9fy	sin	because	(a)	our	
ow

n	blindness	and	(b)	em
ergence	–

individual-society	(i.e.	‘structures	of	sin’);	
§ 

Truth	about	ourselves	cannot	be	so	
easily	reduced	to	a	set	of	preferences;	

§ 
Christ	is	the	incarna9onal	role	m

odel	
from

	w
hich	w

e	deviate,	but	that	role	
m
odel	cannot	be	so	easily	system

a9sed	
through	norm

s;	
§ 

BEHAVIO
U
RAL	M

O
DELS	CAN

	O
N
LY	HELP	

U
S	U

N
DERSTAN

D	AN
	O
BSERVABLE	AN

D	
THEREFO

RE	PARTIAL	ASPECT	O
F	TRU

TH	
	

GO
D	IM

AGE	
	§ 

Level	1:	a	theologically-grounded	set	of	
social	preferences	and	norm

s	drive	
behaviour	insofar	as	the	decision	m

aker	is	
indoctrinated	and	acculturated	in	the	
Chris9an	tradi9on	
	->	This	can	be	m

odelled	by	extending	
	exis9ng	behavioural	m

odels	
§ 

Level	2:	God	leads	behaviour	insofar	as	the	
decision	m

aker	is	spiritually	sensi9ve	and	
obedient	
	->	How

	do	w
e	m

odel	this?	
§ 

Level	3:	God’s	interven9on…
	

§ 
Econom

ic	relevance:	social	interac9ons,	
consum

p9on,	savings,	vo9ng,	charitable	
giving,	voluntary	w

ork,	ethical	investm
ent,	

professional	prac9ce,	for	exam
ple	

Conclusion	–	A	God	im
age?	Tow

ards	an	incarnaHonal	paradigm
	w
ith	lim

ited	m
odeling?		


