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SEN’S ‘BASIC CAPABILITY’: A THEOLOGICAL APPRAISAL

Edward Carter, St George’s Chapel, Windsor

1. Introduction

This paper is concerned, at its most fundamental level, with the arena of moral
philosophy, and of the respective places within that arena which the separate disciplines of
economics and theology might be seen to occupy. The different stances taken by the
proponents of these two disciplines imply the possibility, at least, of some kind of relationship
between them, and it is proposed to explore here this possibility with particular reference to
the work of one leading economist, Amartya Kumar Sen.

If moral philosophy might be characterised as consisting of reflection upon human
character and conduct in its broadest sense, both the ethics of economics and theological
ethics should be understood to have taken separate steps, by which distinctive focus is applied
to the basic moral philosophical task. Economics is concerned with the study of how society
decides what, how and for whom goods and services should be produced. The ethics of
economics takes up the normative strand of this study, concerning itself with the way in
which such decisions should be taken, and the moral questions involved. Theological ethics,
in turn, addresses the moral philosophical questions with reference to God, using the tools of
spirituality, divine revelation and natural reason. The potential for dialogue between the two
exists, and Sen’s work provides the possibility of a fruitful starting point.” In particular, his
‘basic capability’ approach, and the challenge to utilitarianism which it contains, offers a
good point of purchase for just such a dialogue.

2. Utilitarianism in Economics and Sen’s Challenge

Utilitarianism was championed in the nineteenth century by Jeremy Bentham, John
Stuart Mill and Henry Sidgwick, amongst others. It is from Bentham, for example, that much
modern philosophical utilitarian vocabulary, including the concept of minimisation and
maximisation, is drawn. Early utilitarian thought made reference to pleasure-maximisation,
but the ambiguity of the term ‘pleasure’ has led to its replacement by the concept of
‘preference satisfaction’ in contemporary versions of the theory. Most simply stated,
utilitarianism can be seen to be the intersection of two different philosophical theories. The
first is that of consequentialism, which argues that actions should be judged on the basis of
their consequences, while the second is that of welfarism, which argues that value should be
assigned to states of affairs on the basis of welfare, or, alternatively stated, of the satisfaction

! Begg, Fischer & Dornbusch, Economics, p.2.

> Amartya Sen has worked as a professional economist all of his life, always from within an
academic context, beginning his career as an undergraduate in Cambridge in the 1950s. As
winner of the Nobel Prize for Economics in 1998, his work has been acclaimed as being of
particular importance, both by his colleagues in academia and by those concerned with the
application of economic theory in practice. The citation accompanying Sen’s Nobel Prize
made mention of his efforts to combine tools from economics and philosophy, thus restoring
an ethical dimension to the discussion of economic problems.
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2 Edward Carter
of preferences.’

It is an often asserted claim that modern economic analysis is overly influenced by
utilitarianism, with its focus upon ends-based self-maximising human behaviour. The so-
called ‘Chicago Project’ contains what might be seen as the most strident and extreme
expression of this utilitarian philosophy within contemporary economic thought, with the
central assumption that every aspect of human behaviour is characterised by a conscious
calculating of the benefits and drawbacks to the self which might be expected to result from
every action.* Such utilitarianism within economics is often traced back to Adam Smith, and
the refinement of his ‘invisible hand’ into the complex, positivistic analysis which
characterises a good deal of contemporary economics has been well documented.”

While many would agree that the insights provided by this richly developed analytical
tradition have been significant, not least in the understanding of market theory, concerns have
also been raised, during this development of utilitarian thought, voicing the view that flaws
lie within it.° Taken together, these concerns form a serious critique of neo-classical

3 See the discussion in eds A. Sen and B. Williams, Utilitarianism and Beyond, pp.3ff, which
also helpfully sketches out the way in which utilitarianism takes a severely restricted view of
personhood, and of the rights of individuals.

* Gary Becker, a Noble Prize winner in the early 1990s, and working within the Chicago
Project, suggested that even marriage and divorce should be seen as best analysed using a
utilitarian framework; see Donald Hay, ‘On Being a Christian Economist’ in eds D. Hay and
A. Kreider, Christianity and the Culture of Economics, pp.168-170, for a fuller exposition of
this strand within modern economics.

> This development is set out well by Scott Meikle, ‘Quality and quantity in economics: the
metaphysical construction of the economic realm’ in ed. U. Miki, The Economic World View,
pp.32-54.

% The main strands of thought within this critique are, on the one hand, a demonstration of the
weak points implicit within utilitarianism, for example the tendency to ignore individual
rights, and, on the other hand, the assertion that a false anthropology is implied by utilitarian
behaviour, either couched in terms of a suspicion that concepts such as loyalty or trust cannot
be adequately catered for within utilitarianism, or arrived at through specific studies of human
nature, a number of which have shown that students of neo-classical economics are the only
group within society that demonstrate behaviour which approximates to the ‘rational self-
interest’ of utilitarianism: see Marwell and Ames, ‘Economists Free Ride, Does Anyone
Else?’, Journal of Public Economics 15, pp.295-310; Hausman and McPherson, ‘Taking
Ethics Seriously: Economics and Contemporary Moral Philosophy’, Journal of Economic
Literature 31, pp.671-731; Frank, Gilovich and Regan, ‘Does Studying Economics Inhibit
Cooperation?’, Journal of Economic Perspectives 7, 2, pp.159-171. Significant also is
Graham Loomes’s conclusion, after many years of work in the field of the study of personal
self-optimising behaviour, that the utilitarian foundations of modern economic theory are
seriously flawed; see his ‘Probability versus Money: a Test of some Fundamental
Assumptions about Rational Decision-Making’, Economic Journal 108, pp.477-489. For one
approach which explores a way ahead within economics, given that the rationality assumption
associated with utilitarianism is insecure, see Kahneman, ‘New Challenges to the Rationality
Assumption’, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics 150, pp.18-36. For two
examples of theological critiques of utilitarianism see Gorringe, Capital and the Kingdom,
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economic theory, and it is within the context of this general critique, and the proposed need
for a different economic world-view, that Sen’s work must be understood.’

One of the more prominent ways in which Sen has exposed the weakness of
utilitarianism has been in his work on equality, and it was under this general heading that his
‘capability approach’ received its first airing, in a lecture entitled Equality of What?, given on
22nd May 1979 at Stanford University.® The subsequent two decades have given him plenty
of opportunity to refine this theme, and to respond to comments made by others.” It is
proposed to set out briefly here the key aspects of Sen’s theory, and the conceptual space
which it seeks to occupy, before proceeding to a theological appraisal of this influential body
of work.

In his 1979 lecture, Sen considers, and rejects as unsatisfactory in turn, the possibilities
of Utilitarian Equality, Total Utility Equality, and Rawlsian Equality."® In his criticism of the
utilitarian approach Sen notes the lack of respect which the theory has for the individual,
based on arguments in terms of liberty, but takes the main reason for its rejection as being the
variations between human beings, since different people could well be expected to have

pp-34-37, and McFague, Life Abundant.

7 Sen’s specific contribution to this critique includes notably his ‘Rational Fools: A Critique
of the Behavioural Foundations of Economic Theory’, Philosophy and Public Affairs 6,
pp-317-344.

® This lecture is reprinted in Sen, Choice, Welfare and Measurement, pp.353-369.

? In addition to ‘Equality of What?’, the main sources from which a coherent picture of Sen’s
work on the ‘capability approach’ can be formulated are: Commodities and Capabilities; ‘The
Standard of Living’ in ed. Hawthorn, The Standard of Living; ‘Development as Capability
Expansion’ in eds Griffin and Knight, Human Development and the International
Development Strategy for the 1990s; Inequality Re-examined,; ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in
eds Nussbaum and Sen, The Quality of Life; Development as Freedom. These seven texts,
which cover the period 1979 to 1999, will be taken as providing the primary source material
for the appraisal of Sen’s ‘capability approach’ in this paper, although much of his other
published work also sheds light in this area, as do interviews which he has given.

1 Utilitarian Equality, as understood within the discipline of economics, is achieved when
the marginal utility gain achievable by all economic agents across all goods and services is
equalised. As Sen explains: “The equality that utilitarianism seeks takes the form of equal
treatment of human beings in the space of gains and losses of utilities. There is an insistence
on equal weights on everyone’s utility gains in the utilitarian objective function. ... The
egalitarian foundation is, thus, quite central to the entire utilitarian exercise.” Inequality Re-
examined, pp.13-14. Total Utility Equality equalises the total utility secured by every
economic agent. Rawlsian Equality equalises the ownership of certain social primary goods,
which for Rawls himself are rights, liberties, power, opportunities, income, wealth and the
bases of self-respect, unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the
advantage of the least favoured person within any pairing. In general a ‘primary good’ is
supposed to be useful, or at least not harmful, to anyone, regardless of their plan for life or
their conception of the good. It is worth noting that Sen and Rawls have engaged in extensive
dialogue, and that Rawls, in his most recent reply to Sen, states that his framework ‘does
recognise the fundamental relation between primary goods and persons’ basic capabilities’,
Justice as Fairness, p.169.
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different utility functions with regard to income. At this stage in his argument he is not
challenging the utilitarian view that happiness, or pleasure, is the sole ingredient of well-
being, although this is a view which he is opposed to, but rather is demonstrating that even
with utility as the sole measure of value, utilitarian equality is flawed as a concept, on logical
and technical grounds, when it is inspected with reference to matters of equality. This is
because distributional inequalities are almost bound to arise, once one relaxes the assumption
that each person has an identical utility function. Sen demonstrates, therefore, that in the real
world of diverse human beings the concept of utilitarian equality is starved of any real
correspondence to egalitarianism."’

The total utility equality approach answers this particular criticism, but, as Sen goes on
to observe, it brings with it problems of its own. Such an approach lacks concern both for
questions as to intensity of need on the part of individuals, and for the fact that many people
may have their interests overridden in the desire to promote the interests of the single worst
off individual. However, in noting that utilitarianism is in fact a special case of the welfarist
view, that the goodness of a situation should be judged by the goodness of the utilities in that
situation, Sen then turns his attention to the question as to whether utility, understood as
desire-fulfilment, is adequate as the basis of an informational system in the context of
economic decision making, and in particular opens out the question as to the relationship
between utility and moral worth. In addressing this question, Sen points to the relevance of
certain types of non-utility information to moral judgements, raising the examples of
libertarian considerations, the notion of ‘urgency’, and the question of exploitation.'” While
accepting that desire-fulfilment plays a part in any calculation of well-being, Sen concludes
that what is needed ‘is the denial that a person’s well-being be judged exclusively in terms of
his or her utilities.”"

As an example of a theory of equality which is not based upon utility, Sen takes the
work of John Rawls, founded upon primary social goods. Sen’s criticism of Rawls’s primary
social goods approach, while noting its lack of interest in the diversity of human beings and
their different needs, is focused upon what he takes to be the fetishism of the Rawlsian
framework, when he claims that ‘Rawls takes primary goods as the embodiment of
advantage, rather than taking advantage to be a relationship between persons and goods.’"*
Sen asserts that this relationship between persons and goods does need to be examined; it
cannot simply be assumed to be linear. The utility approach of welfarism, and thus
utilitarianism, is one way of explaining this relationship, in terms of the potential which
goods, income and wealth have for satisfying human desires, that is, in providing utility, but
Sen has already rejected this understanding as insufficient.

In seeking to make a step forward in this area, Sen argues that attention must be paid to
what he terms ‘basic capability’, the ability of a person to do certain basic things such as
move about, meet one’s nutritional requirements, clothe and shelter oneself, and participate in
the life of the community. This, he suggests, follows in a Rawlsian line of thinking, but shifts
attention from the primary goods themselves onto the relationship between the goods and the

"' See Sen, Choice, Welfare and Measurement, pp.354-358.
2 ibid., pp.363-364.

B ibid., p.364.

' ibid., p.366.
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people who use them. Sen is cautious at this stage not to claim that the idea of basic capability
can provide a sufficient basis on which moral judgements concerning equality can be made,
since it makes no reference, for example, to issues of exploitation or discrimination, but he
does claim that it is superior to the other indices of utility and primary goods."

By taking an imaginary example of a contented cripple, Sen can advocate his case as
follows:

‘If it is argued that resources should be devoted to remove or substantially reduce
the handicap of the cripple despite there being no marginal utility argument
(because it is expensive), despite there being no total utility argument (because he
is so contented), and despite there being no primary goods deprivation (because
he has the goods that others have), the case must rest on something else. I believe
what is at issue is the interpretation of needs in the form of basic capabilities.’'°

In the years following his 1979 lecture, Sen has clarified and evolved this central
insight, both in terms of the conceptual heart of his theory, and in terms of the linguistic tools
he employs. Of central terminological importance is the difference between ‘capabilities’ and
‘functionings’. Sen describes ‘functionings’ as being ‘the various things a person may value
doing or being.’'” His claim is that ‘functionings are constitutive of a person’s being, and an
evaluation of well-being has to take the form of an assessment of these constituent
elements.”'® A person’s ‘capability’ is taken to be ‘the various combinations of functionings
(beings and doings) that the person can achieve. ... the ‘capability set’ in the functioning space
reflects the person’s freedom to choose from possible livings.”"” This implicit
interchangability between ‘capability’ and ‘freedom’, understood as choice, becomes more
notable in Sen’s later work.*

"> Sen often illustrates the contrast between the utilitarian, Rawlsian and capability models
with examples presented in the form of parables. For one such illustration, see Sen,
Development as Freedom, pp.54-55. It is interesting to note, also, that Sen is keen to claim
roots for his basic capability approach in the work of Adam Smith, see ibid, pp.73-74.

' Sen, Choice, Welfare and Measurement, p.368.

7 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.75.

'8 Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.39 (italics original).

¥ ibid, p.40.

%% See especially Sen, Development as Freedom. This association of the capability approach
with freedom demonstrates clearly why Sen must argue against Rawls’s primary goods
approach, with its fixed idea as to the ingredients constituting a well-lived life. Sen also
contrasts the notion of freedom with the selfishness implied by utilitarianism: ‘The restriction
of having to assume self-interested behavior can be removed if our primary concern is with
substantive freedoms that people enjoy (no matter for what purpose they use these freedoms),
not the extent to which their self-interests are fulfilled (through their own self-interested
behavior).” ibid, p.118. Further to this point he also states as part of his criticism of the
assumption of universal self-centeredness that ‘values do have very considerable reach in
influencing the behavior of individuals’, ibid, p.279. Selfishness is, of course, connected
strongly to the doctrine of the Fall, and positive theological appraisals of capitalism make
explicit this connection, as, for example, in the work of Brian Griffiths, when he argues that
‘not the least of our problems in attempting to apply the Christian faith to social and
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3. Four Key Questions

By questioning some of the central assumptions usually made within economics, the
hint is given that Sen’s work might, at root, be engaged in a fundamental re-casting of
economic thought. Ultimately, Sen has been keen to press his capability approach into
practical use’', and others have followed in like manner.”” However, of more concern in this
paper are the conceptual aspects of his theory, and the need to uncover what exactly it is that
Sen is seeking to say about human well-being. It is clear that he is not content with the
utilitarian idea, that happiness or desire-fulfilment can provide the only measure of well-
being. He is also concerned to argue that measures of well-being which are completely reliant
upon opulence, whether with regard to primary goods or to total income, or indeed other
indications of wealth, are lacking in some important aspect. Careful exposition of Sen’s
thought is needed, however, when it comes to forming a view as to what he actually argues

for.

It is proposed, then, in this paper to engage upon a theological appraisal of Sen’s work
in the field of ‘basic capability’ by means of a careful examination of four key questions
which, it is suggested, are thrown up by his theory. These key questions do not necessarily
arise out of any internal inconsistency within Sen’s thought, and, indeed, relate to matters
which, in various ways, he has himself recognised and commented upon. They are, however,
four key questions which, once addressed, might help in an exploration of the substance and
scope of Sen’s criticisms of utilitarianism, as appraised theologically. It should also be
possible to gain some clarity when it comes to considering the alternative possibilities that
potential problems raised by these questions are either merely linguistic, or more fundamental
and conceptual in nature. Put another way, the task is to be one of exploring the content of
any apparent resonance between Sen’s ‘basic capability’ approach and the, theologically
understood, notion of a well-lived life. The four key questions can be set out as follows.

First, a question arises on the matter of ‘freedom’. It is clear that Sen uses the idea of
freedom in a particular way, tightly related to the concept of choice. In this he appears very
much to be aligned with main-stream economic thinking. In theological terms, the idea of
freedom is associated with human dignity, as being made in the image of God, but connects

economic life is that the fashionable words of Christian theology which are so much the
currency of current clerical comment - love, peace, justice, compassion and fellowship - need
to be taken alongside those unfashionable expressions which seem to be in such scarce supply
- sin, judgement, evil, lust, hell.’, in Morality and the Market Place, p.15. However, it is
agreed that there must be more to the general picture than selfishness alone, and that, in
particular, a role for justice must be allowed for.

*! See in particular Dréze and Sen, India: Economic Development and Social Opportunity.

** See, for example, Alkire, Valuing Freedoms, for an application of Sen’s thinking to an
Oxfam project with rose-growers in India. Other examples of such studies include:
Chakraborty, ‘On the Possibility of a Weighting System for Functionings’, Centre for
Development Studies, Working Paper No. 286; McKinley, ‘Measuring the contribution of
culture to human well-being: cultural indicators of development’ in UNESCO World Culture
Report: Culture, Creativity and Markets, pp.322-332; Qizilbash, ‘Pluralism and Well-being
Indices’, World Development 25, pp.2009-2026.
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also to an objective sense of truth, while questions relating to choice and vocation are also
pertinent. However, there remain interesting nuances within Sen’s approach to freedom as a
concept, such that the question remains open as to whether a theologically informed
understanding of freedom could be seen to sit comfortably alongside his proposals.

Secondly, Sen leaves his theory deliberately open when it comes to the specification of
desirable functionings. He seems specifically to resist any attempt to employ language about
particular virtuous functionings, which, in contrast, would be something which a
theologically informed understanding of virtue would seek to do. The question here, then,
relates to the need to discover the basis of his argument on this matter, and to discern whether
the discordance is truly fundamental or not.

Thirdly, despite his critique of utilitarianism, and not withstanding his focus upon
‘beings and doings’, there appears to remain a strong consequentialist strand within Sen’s
work, in particular his fondness of describing functionings as ‘achievements’. It will therefore
be important to locate Sen within a discussion of means and ends, and to test Sen’s writings
against a theologically informed understanding of such matters. The question as to the role
which Sen is assigning to his functionings, and so their place within a theological world-view,
might then be addressed.

Fourthly, in taking his starting point as a consideration of equality, Sen betrays the fact
that measurable quantities of ‘things’ are of particular interest to him. This, again, is very
much a feature of economic theory in general, but connects to an important discussion
concerning value, and in particular the distinction between ‘exchange value’ and ‘use value’.
The question here revolves around the discussion as to whether value is best seen as being
derived in some subjective manner, or whether it is in some sense given. It will be necessary,
then, to uncover what exactly it is that Sen understands when it comes to the matter of value,
and its relationship to his concern for equality, as well as the role for value within his broader
characterisation of human well-being. This aspect of his thought will also need to be assessed
alongside a theologically informed understanding of value.

These four key questions, as sketched out above, remain sufficiently distinct for an
appraisal of each in turn to be attempted. However, they clearly relate to one another in
various substantial ways. The connection, it might be suggested, lies within the general
subject of ‘virtue’, and it comes as no surprise, therefore, to learn that Sen’s work has been
noted as having a considerable resonance with Aristotelian thought.”> While Sen himself was
not initially aware of this resonance, it having been pointed out to him he was quick to
acknowledge it and to embrace it in certain respects. At heart, the harmony of thought here is
to do with Sen’s proposal that human functionings, their beings and doings, are fundamental
to the very nature of human well-being, the Aristotelian eudaimonia.**

» See in particular Nussbaum, ‘Nature, Function, and Capability: Aristotle on Political
Distribution’ in Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy - Supplementary Volume 1988, pp.145-
184.

** In this regard, Sen writes: “...the effect of ‘other-regarding’ concerns on one’s well-being
has to operate through some feature of the person’s own being. Doing good may make a
person contented or fulfilled, and these are functioning achievements of importance. In this
approach, functionings are seen as central to the nature of well-being, even though the
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The potential discovery of a connection between economics and virtue theory should be
seen as exciting. The possibility is raised that a robust and intellectually coherent theory of
economics, which pays proper attention to the profound aspects of human life and of human
well-being, is being proposed. In essence, then, the following question is posed: does Sen
really have a place for virtue? Furthermore, if virtue, as a concept, is somewhat abstracted
from time and place, the subsequent, and more challenging, question might also be put: does
Sen have a place for vocation?” Therefore, as the four key questions, set out above, are
addressed in turn, these central matters of virtue and vocation will form the backdrop to the
discussion, providing the reference points employed in the appraisal which follows.

4. Sen and Freedom

Freedom, as was noted above, is understood by Sen to relate to the breadth of personal
choice. His favourite example of an instance within which freedom, or choice, plays a
demonstrably central role is that of starvation and fasting.”® The observable result of both
might be the same, while the key difference is that of the freedom to follow a particular
course of action. To follow Sen’s terminology, the person who is starving has a restricted
capability, while the person who fasts is taking advantage of their wider capability set, or
freedom, in choosing a particular functioning with respect to food. This example
demonstrates Sen’s essential point, that freedom, understood in this way, is a central and
intrinsic contributor to well-being. In an early form of his thinking in this area he puts it in the
following way:

‘To consider acts of substantial choosing as being among the relevant
‘functionings’, is supportable also from the point of view that the quality of life a
person enjoys is not merely a matter of what he or she achieves, but also of what
opinions the person has had the opportunity to choose from. In this view, the
‘good life’ is partly a life of genuine choice, and not one in which the person is
forced into a particular life - however rich it might be in other respects.”*’

The maximising behaviour associated with utilitarianism finds it hard to reflect such a
central role for freedom, since the ‘best’ outcome is the only yardstick that counts, and there
must only be a single ‘best’ outcome.”® However, Sen is careful to note that freedom is not

sources of well-being could easily be external to the person.” ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in
eds Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, p.36.

> It might be suggested that vocation should be understood as conveying the idea of a unique
and unrepeatable history, and so, for the Christian, as involving an obedient response to God
within the historical context of a lived-out life. If “virtue’ is characterised as being a concern
of moral philosophy, then it is possible to understand ‘vocation’ as being the related concern
of theology. The two clearly connect, but a tension is provided by the uniqueness and
historicity implied by vocation.

*® For instances of this example see Sen, ‘The Standard of Living’ in ed. Hawthorn, The
Standard of Living, p.37; Inequality Re-examined, p.52; ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in eds
Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, p.40.

"' Sen, Commodities and Capabilities, pp.69-70.

*% Sen calls this the instrumental view of freedom, and suggests that such a view is severely
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just a matter of the number of choices; the value attached to those options, and the scope of
freedom to choose amongst them, must also be taken into account.”

Sen’s conception of capability expansion is, however, apparently not dependent entirely
upon even a real and meaningful increase in freedom and choice. He acknowledges the
possibility of non-choice factors in the determination of capabilities, for example in a
person’s metabolic rate, although his theme is still one of ‘expanding the limits of choice’*°,
and also discusses at some length the thought that more freedom of choice can act against a
person’s well-being.’' However, on this latter point he goes on to argue that: ‘Some of the
perceived conflict between freedom and advantage arises from an underspecification of
freedom... The problem relates to the inescapable requirement of valuation involved in the
assessment of freedom.”** It is possible, then, for Sen to attach value to a state of affairs by
which one is free from having to make choices. In so doing, however, he reveals the
understanding that ultimately value is enhanced by freedom, properly understood, and the odd
hints he gives that more might be involved are not developed. For example, there is no proper
exploration of the possibility of non-choice capabilities as characterised by habit or by duty.

In his most recent treatment of this precise area, Sen is able to write: ‘A person’s
“capability” refers to the alternative combinations of functionings that are feasible for her to
achieve. Capability is thus a kind of freedom: the substantive freedom to achieve alternative
functioning combinations (or, less formally put, the freedom to achieve various lifestyles).”*?
In the light of the above discussion, it would seem possible to argue that Sen has here
somewhat over-interpreted his own position, by explaining ‘alternative functioning
combinations’ as being characterised by ‘various lifestyles’. A combination of functionings
conveys the idea of a market, where choices are taken about which goods and services are to
be procured. A choice made in one way today can easily be made in a different way
tomorrow. It might be suggested, however, that a lifestyle is rather different. It corresponds
more to a career, or to a way of life which cannot be changed from day to day. The choice to
become a teacher, for example, is one which shapes a person’s life. It would seem that Sen
does not have in mind such a ‘life-directing’, or vocational, choice when he talks about
alternative functioning combinations; the illustration he gives at this point is once again that
of fasting and starving.**

A theologically informed understanding of freedom would, in contrast, need to
incorporate ideas of vocation and duty. At root, it can be argued, such an approach is based, at
least in part, upon the biblical injunction, that ‘the truth will make you free’”, a statement

incomplete, see ‘Development as Capability Expansion’ in eds Griffin & Knight, Human
Development and the International Development Strategy for the 1990s, p.49.

** See “Capability and Well-Being’ in eds Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, pp.34-35.

3% Sen, Commodities and Capabilities, p.27.

*! Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.59 & pp.62-64.

2 ibid, p.64.

3 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.75.

** The discussion here relates to David Scmidtz’s suggestion of ‘maieutic ends’, different to
both final ends and instrumental ends, an example being a career or a committed relationship,
see Rational Choice and Moral Agency.

%> John 8:32.
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which, as the context makes clear, is founded upon the injunction that true disciples of Jesus
must continue in his Word.*® The Christocentricity of such an understanding of freedom is
fundamental, but the underlying approach, which sees freedom as something which comes
with ‘ought’ or ‘should’ statements is of significance in itself. It is only someone who has the
freedom to choose that can sensibly be addressed with the demand that he or she should
follow a certain course of action.

As Iris Murdoch put it, albeit non-Christocentrically: ‘freedom is not strictly exercise of
the will, but rather the experience of accurate vision which, when this becomes appropriate,
occasions action.”®” The need to puzzle over choices concerned with different possible actions
is, therefore, under this view, not a sign of personal freedom, but instead an indication that a
person has not fully grasped the accurate vision, the truth. To put it another way: ‘Only those
whose desires are in order can know what freedom is as well as what restraints and obstacles
to freedom are all about.”*® As Nigel Biggar writes, when commenting on the hypothetical
‘happy fool’, whose desires are not in order, and so whose view of freedom is restricted: ‘We
could also reasonably doubt their well-being because of their lack of freedom; because of
their being driven by physical and psychological passions; because of their inability to pay
attention to anything other than the next drink or the next fix.”*’

To speak theologically about ‘accurate vision’, or of having one’s desires in order, is to
speak of the Christian life, shaped by scripture, reason and tradition. Sen is not a Christian,
and indeed is often sceptical when it comes to matters of religion in general.*” However, there
are indications that his thoughts on freedom might resonate, at least in part, with a theological
world-view. It is clear, for example, that he is particularly interested in promoting the
importance of education, and, in general terms, of people being well-informed.*' Here there is
at least a hint that freedom is not merely to do with a radical choice-maximisation, but also
might contain within it the associated need for personal growth and moral formation. In this
regard, Sen makes most strongly the point that for a democracy to function properly, informed
discussion and debate within a context of widespread public participation and dialogue are
important.42 There is a sense, then, that for Sen freedom must be seen within a social
framework, but it remains true that the element of choice is dominant. It is of significance that
he can claim the role of a universal value for democracy, and that the democratic process

3% Beasley-Murray comments as follows on this point: ‘The primary duty of a believer is
indicated in the exhortation of Jesus, “Remain in my word.” That is the mark of a real
disciple. Metunze signifies a settled determination to /ive in the word of Christ and by it, and
so entails a perpetual listening to it, reflection on it, holding fast to it, carrying out its
bidding.” in Word Biblical Commentary - John, p.133.

7 Murdoch, The Sovereignty of Good, p.67.

¥ In A New Dictionary of Christian Theology, p.217.

% Biggar, Good Life, p.21.

* For examples of this scepticism see Development as Freedom, p.13, p.32 & p.282.

*I See especially Sen, ‘Development as Capability Expansion’ in eds Griffin and Knight,
Human Development and the International Development Strategy for the 1990s, p.55, where
he suggests that the ability to exercise freedom may be ‘directly dependent on the education
we have received’, and promotes the need for ‘informed and intelligent evaluation’ of the
lives we might choose to live.

2 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.158.
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should be seen as having a ‘constructive function in the formation of values.”* It would seem,
then, that the notion of a virtue of well-informedness, while present, is in danger of being lost
under the weight assigned by Sen to freedom and democracy.

There is, therefore, a tension within Sen’s thinking, created by his different strands of
thought when it comes to freedom. The element of personal formation is there, but it exists
within a framework which does not appear to be securely earthed to any universal set of
values, except that of democracy, or choice itself. One might then ask of Sen the question as
to whether he believes that virtuous behaviour is a matter of free choice. The matter of
choosing a lifestyle is ostensibly of importance to Sen as having real value*, as is the need
for society to be free and open in its collective decision-making as to ‘what they want and
what they have reason to accept.’® Tt is less clear as to how the collective nature of value
formation is actually to operate within the context of free participation, although it is
noteworthy that Sen can write that freedom ‘does impose on the person the duty to consider
whether to do it or not, and this does involve individual responsibility.”*® It is perhaps true,
then, that for Sen the importance of personal free choice is balanced to an extent by the notion
of duty, and of the kind of objectivity which well-informed collective decision-making might
introduce, even if he makes no reference to the life-directing, vocational choices, which were
pointed to earlier.

There is, in fact, an even more fundamental question at stake here, relating to choice
and virtue. Is it correct, we might ask, to speak of a virtue as informing a well-made choice?
Alternatively, is it better to refer to a virtue as the thing chosen (one of the ‘alternative
functioning combinations’, as Sen would put it)? The first of these questions can be re-stated
as follows: ‘Does it make sense to talk about choosing well?” The answer might be that it
does not, since, in the abstract, a choice is simply a choice between two equally attractive
possibilities. An apple or an orange are both enjoyable as a piece of fruit, with only personal
preference to divide them. However, once differences are introduced, the notion of choice is
reduced. If the apple is known to be fairly traded, and, what is more, unlike the orange has no
pesticides impregnated within it, these being known to have a high probability of making one
ill, then the choice begins to make itself. In more general terms, the introduction of good and
evil acts to reduce choice. While it would be too strong to state that choice is completely
abstracted from value, it is nevertheless the case that choice tends to abstract from value.

In applying these insights to Sen’s work, it is apparent, first, that he places great stress
upon the freedom to choose different lifestyles, as characterised by alternative functioning
combinations, but also, secondly, that such choices are not simple, or abstracted from value,
since they rely upon the virtue of well-informedness. Mainstream utilitarian economics does
not, it would seem, have a place for a putative virtue of well-informedness, conceived of as
being prior to choice, since any notion of being well-informed relates only to personal
preferences. If, therefore, Sen does in fact hold to the prior virtue of being well informed and
discerning, and so to a unitary idea of virtue, then he has made a significant and potentially
fruitful philosophical step away from utilitarian economics. The crucial question remains as

* Sen, ‘Democracy as a Universal Value’, Journal of Democracy, 10:3, p.16.
* See Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.52.

* Sen, Development as Freedom, p.32.

¥ ibid, p.284.
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to how committed Sen is to this unitary conception of virtue. Such a question becomes
especially pointed when Sen’s tendency to view freedoms as quantifiable is noted.

In this regard, Sen proposes the idea of “efficiency in terms of liberty’*’, and of ‘valuing
liberty’*®. He is ready to speak of the room that there is ‘for explicit valuation in determining
the relative weights of different types of freedoms in assessing individual advantages and
social progress’®, and, while he is keen to point to the ‘freedom of individuals to live long
and live well*’, the way in which he goes on to quantify such freedom is purely by reference
to life expectancy; the freedom to live well drops out of the picture.

‘Efficiency... in terms of individual freedoms’>" might be a troubling concept, if one
was keen to hold to a unitary conception of virtue, although it seems probable that Sen is
suggesting by this that there should be a kind of equality of capacities:

‘Efficiency in the capability space, if defined analogously to the usual definitions
of ‘economic efficiency’ (characterized in terms of the utility space), would
require that no one’s capability can be further enhanced while maintaining the
capability of everyone else at least at the same level.”>

Further consideration of efficiency and equality in Sen’s work will be taken up
subsequently, as part of a more general discussion of value, although it is as well to note, in
addition, that he does recognise the social dimension of freedom when he states that ‘being
free to live the way one would like may be enormously helped by the choice of others’>, and
when he claims that his basic approach involves seeing ‘individual freedom as a social
commitment.”>* Thus, while the question as to Sen’s committedness to a unitary conception
of virtue cannot be resolved here, it is at least helpful to have noted the tension within his
thought.

By way of a final point of comparison between Sen’s basic capability approach and a
theological understanding of freedom, it is as well to recall that there is a strong tradition
within Christian reflections in this area which lays stress upon free human agency. The
account of the Fall in Genesis chapters 2 and 3 underpins this important aspect of human
nature, and the doctrine of free will flows from this. It is part of the dignity of human beings
that they are faced with the questions which arise out of a knowledge of good and evil, even
as it is also part of their fallenness. The human search for God is a search characterised by
decisions and by the virtues which are developed out of those decisions.”> Romanus Cessario

* Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.25.

* ibid, p.32.

* Sen, Development as Freedom, p.30.

% ibid, p.5.

> ibid, p.117.

>2 Sen, Inequality Re-examined, pp.143-144.

>3 Sen, ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in eds Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, p.44.

>4 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.xii.

> While a ‘choice’ and a ‘decision’ are usually seen to be synonymous, it could be suggested
that the latter brings with it more of a sense of embodiedness; a choice made within the
context of a particular life.
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notes this aspect in the writing of Thomas Aquinas, when he comments as follows:

‘Unless a capacity can perform in many different ways, insists Aquinas, the
human person need not acquire in that area of human activity whatever perfection
habitus produces. ...habitus development does not take place in anyone without
the exercise of some agency. Theological ethics must hold that sabitus develop
either as a result of human agency or, according to the teaching of the faith, as a
result of divine benevolence.”

While not allowing specifically for divine benevolence, Sen does place considerable
weight upon human agency as a means by which human well-being is fostered. He is able to
state quite clearly that freedoms are ‘not only the primary ends of development, they are also
among its principal means.””’ A theological account would wish to add the crucial ingredient
of divine revelation, and the reflection thereupon, but there seems to be nothing in Sen’s work
which would rule out such an addition on conceptual grounds. Less clear, as has been noted,
is the extent to which Sen has space for the settled, virtuous, well-lived life, within his more
general view of freedom as choice.

5. Sen and the Specification of Desirable Functionings

The need now is to revisit the questions relating to the ways in which virtuous
behaviour is cultivated in a person, and, in so doing, to begin a consideration of the second
key question noted above, that of Sen’s stated desire not to specify particular desirable
functionings. That this matter contains difficulties is something that has been noticed by
various commentators upon Sen’s work, in particular Martha Nussbaum, who explains her
concern in the following way:

It seems to me, then, that Sen needs to be more radical than he has been so far in
his criticism of utilitarian accounts of well-being, by introducing an objective normative
account of human functioning and by describing a procedure of objective evaluation by
which functionings can be assessed for their contribution to the good of human life.”®

Nussbaum’s reasons for following this suggestion arise out of a general admiration
towards Sen’s approach, as being conceptually connected to Aristotle’s view, in the
Nicomachean Ethics, of the human good, and of a person’s functionings being in accordance
with virtue. As is well known, Aristotle uses the idea of eudaimonia, his ‘chief good’, which
can be described as being ‘activity of reason in accordance with excellence, in a complete
life.”” However, Sen, although acknowledging that the specific nature of the Aristotelian
view, with its ideal list of functionings, is consistent with his capabilities approach, notes that
it is by no means required by it. He also accepts that the incompleteness of his theory would

>0 Cessario, The Moral Virtues and Theological Ethics, p.43, commenting on the Summa
Theologiae, I, II, q.49 a.4. The habitus, according to Cessario, ‘provide the whole person with
settled capacities for action which surpass the simple ability to exercise will power’, p.42.

7 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.10.

> Nussbaum, ‘Nature, Function, and Capability: Aristotle on Political Distribution’ in Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy - Supplementary Volume 1988, p.176.

> Broadie & Rowe, Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics, p.12.
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be eliminated by the Aristotelian approach, but nevertheless holds back, explaining his
caution in the following words:

‘My difficulty with accepting that as the only route on which to travel arises partly
from the concern that this view of human nature (with a unique list of human
functionings for a good human life) may be tremendously over-specified, and also
from my inclination to argue about the nature and importance of the type of
objectivity involved in this approach. But mostly my intransigence arises, in fact,
from the consideration that the use of the capability approach as such does not
require taking that route, and the deliberate incompleteness of the capability
approach permits other routes to be taken which also have some plausibility.”®

For Sen, then, the basic capability approach defines a class of theories, not one
particular theory of right living.®' He recognises the difference between what he terms ‘self-
evaluation’ and ‘standard evaluation’, and accepts the potential usefulness of both, the latter
in terms of ‘contemporary standards’.®> However, his conclusion on this matter is that ‘the
ambiguities in evaluation (even in identification of ‘contemporary standards’) may require us
to be silent on some comparisons while being articulate on others.”® If articulation is to be
attempted, Sen sees this in terms of measurable values, and concludes as follows: ‘There is
thus a strong methodological case for emphasising the need to assign explicitly evaluative
weights to different components of quality of life (or of well-being) and then to place the
chosen weights for open public discussion and critical scrutiny.’® Any sense of a ‘right way
to live’ is, therefore, for Sen controlled by public scrutiny, and so must be provisional, always
subject to change as the cultural and historical context changes. Indeed, Sen conceives of a
dynamic relationship here, when he argues that ‘the exercise of freedom is mediated by
values, but the values in turn are influenced by public discussions and social interactions,
which are themselves influenced by participatory freedoms.’®

Is there, then, for Sen any concept of a truly objective set of values? The only hint that
there might be comes with his suggestion that the valuing of freedom itself should be
universally accepted, and that tolerance towards freedom is important. As he states: ‘It will
not have escaped the reader that this book is informed by a belief in the ability of different
people from different cultures to share many common values and to agree on some common
commitments. Indeed, the overriding value of freedom as the organizing principle of this

% Sen, ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in eds Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, p.47. Sen’s
metaphor of the ‘route’ here would seem to refer to ‘theoretical routes’, not to the actual
‘route’ taken by a good human life.

%1 Sen, ‘The Standard of Living’ in ed. Hawthorn, The Standard of Living, p.19. See also Sen,
‘Development as Capability Expansion’ in eds Griffin and Knight, Human Development and
the International Development Strategy for the 1990s, p.43, where the specific point is made
that Aristotle’s notion of objective goodness must be seen as a sub-set of the capability
approach.

%2 Sen, ‘The Standard of Living’ in ed. Hawthorn, The Standard of Living, pp.30-31.

5 ibid, p.33.

%4 Sen, Development as Freedom, p.81.

% ibid, p.9.
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work has this feature of a strong universalist presumption.”®® As part of this claim Sen
produces evidence that all cultures, and at different times in history, have seen voices
‘persistently raised in favor of freedom.”®’ It is this aspect of Sen’s work which, reinforced by
his readiness to set out lists only in terms of desirable instrumental freedoms®, and not of
desirable capabilities or functionings, suggests that at heart he is a pluralist when it comes to
the specification of functionings, or virtues. The most that he can say is that a ‘good life’ is
the opposite to one marked by unfreedom®, and that the desirable instrumental freedoms can
‘directly enhance the capabilities of people.’” Thus, importance is attached primarily to our
‘own values and objectives, whether or not we assess them in terms of some external criteria
as well.’”! Sen might, then, be characterised as a kind of minimal paternalist.

In contrast, theological reflection on the matter of desirable functionings, or virtues, has
a much more objective focus. At heart, this is founded upon discipleship, and the model of
Christ. In biblical terms, Luke Timothy Johnson argues as follows:

‘The four canonical Gospels are remarkably consistent on one essential aspect of
the identity and mission of Jesus. Their fundamental focus is not on Jesus’
wondrous deeds nor on his wise words. Their shared focus is on the character of
his life and death. They all reveal the same pattern of radical obedience to God
and selfless love toward other people. All four Gospels also agree that
discipleship is to follow the same messianic pattern.’”

Such a foundational view has been developed and schematised in a variety of ways
within the Christian tradition. Augustine understood human virtue as being entirely
characterised by love, and stated that particular virtues mediated love.”” Aquinas had what
might be termed a semi-pluralistic approach, under which there exist a variety of virtues, but
all held together in a proper scheme.”* For them both, the over-arching principle was that of
morally good human activity being ordered towards the discovery and appropriation of a full
relationship with God. Happiness or fulfilment will always be imperfect and incomplete if
this divine dimension is lacking. It is important to note, therefore, that the conceptual
approach involved here should be seen as teleological, or as Brian Davies puts it in his

% ibid, p.244.

%7 ibid, p.246.

% ibid, pp.38ff. It is worth noticing that a substantial number of those working in this field
from within the social sciences have, in contrast to Sen, been moved to formulate lists of
features of well-being; see summary in Alkire, Valuing Freedoms, pp.26-27, which
mistakenly fails to distinguish Sen’s quite different outlook.

% Sen, Development as Freedom, p.14.

" ibid, p.40.

ibid, p.19.

72 Johnson, The Real Jesus, pp.157-158.

7 See City of God 15:22: ‘Hence, it seems to me that a brief and true definition of virtue is
‘rightly ordered love’.” For a fuller discussion of this aspect of Augustine’s thought, see
Augustine through the Ages, pp.509-510.

™ The Roman Catholic tradition is particularly strong in presenting schemes of virtues, as
exampled by the work of Germain Grisez and his collaborators, see Fulfillment in Christ,
pp.S4ft.
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interpretation of Aquinas, proper human action is a ‘voluntary aiming for an end perceived as
good.”” One might speak of an authentic self-direction, or even of a vocation, and point to
the need to recognise the importance of prayer, biblical reflection in the context of Christian
worship, and in general a life of participation within a Christian community. There is, then, a
sense that a well-lived life is given, and not evolved out of individual human desires, unless
they are oriented towards God.

That Sen does not provide a place for the journey towards God is hardly surprising, but
of more concern is the divergence between his clear preference for a radically pluralistic
framework when it comes to specification of ‘good functionings’, and the objective elements
implicit within a theological approach. However, while the authentic self-direction of the
believer towards God is certainly different to the personal exercise of freedom advocated by
Sen’®, it can nevertheless be suggested that the two do have conceptual similarities. There has
always been a strand within Christian reflection in this area, perhaps stronger in the Eastern
churches, which has talked about freedom as an element within the unity of virtue, and thus
has seen a role for the individual out-working of a virtuous life. An example would be
Maximus the Confessor, of the seventh century, who was one of the earliest thinkers to
suggest the idea of the will, and of whom Andrew Louth comments:

‘For Maximus, what is distinctive about being human is self-determination
(autexousious kinésis: movement that is within one’s own power). Twice
Maximus takes his definition of what is involved in self-determination from the
fifth-century bishop, Diadochus of Photiké: ‘self-determination is the unhindered
willing of a rational soul towards whatever it wishes.” This self-determination is
not, however, absolute: human beings are created in God’s image, and it is in their
self-determination that they reflect God’s image. This self-determination is, then,
ordered towards God: human beings are creatures whose nature finds its
fulﬁlm%nt in their freely turning towards the God to whom they owe their
being.’

It is, perhaps, within a theological understanding of creation, such as that put forward
by Maximus, that Sen’s proposals on the non-specification of desirable functionings can be
viewed most sympathetically. Virtue, for Sen, is not entirely a merely formal notion:
something pursued by someone. In his appeal to voices which have always been raised in
support of freedom and tolerance, and in his claim that democracy should be seen as a
universal value, there are at least hints that human nature has a certain givenness, or even
createdness, although he would not put it in this way.

It is possible to argue that there is nothing in what Sen says on desirable functionings
which a Christian would not wish to say, even if the Christian would want to go further, and
make explicit their theological understanding of creation, and of the connections between
creation and Christ.”® Beyond this, there is rich scope for ecclesiological reflection in this

7 Davies, The Thought of Thomas Aquinas, p.227.

7 Somewhat against Alkire, who seems to discern in the work of John Finnis a close
congruence of the two, see Valuing Freedoms, pp.15ff.

" Louth, Maximus the Confessor, p.60.

® In this respect Richard O’Connor’s thinking on the theology of work and of vocation,
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area, exploring the connections between church and society with particular reference to Sen’s
ideas of tolerance, democracy and well-informedness.

6. Sen and the ‘Achievement’ of Functionings

If there is at least a possibility of sustaining the view that Sen’s understanding of virtue
has real content, there does nevertheless remain an important further area of concern, set out
as the third key question above. Sen is keen to shift the focus away from commodities, and
away from utility, onto ‘beings and doings’, as has been noted. However, he is consistent in
referring to the ‘achievement’ of these functionings’®, and a question is therefore raised as to
whether these functionings are really the means to a well-lived life, or if in fact they are the
end result of a well-lived life. Sen is clear that ‘achievement is concerned with what we
manage to accomplish’.*® He can also say that ‘a functioning is an achievement of a person:
what he or she manages to do or be.”¥! If, therefore, for Sen the sense of a person’s
accomplishment is to be considered as identical to what a person can do and be, it is
important to seek further clarification as to where exactly the meaning of a ‘functioning’ lies
on the ends-means spectrum in his thinking.

Sen is quite ready to accept the relatedness of the actions and the interest of a person,
and, indeed, this is one of the starting points of his critique of utilitarianism.*® In addition, it
was noted earlier that Sen conceives of functionings as ‘constitutive of a person’s being’®’,
even while he can use the language of achievements. Helpful is the example which he gives,
of unemployment as a capability deprivation, when he suggests that ‘there is plenty of
evidence that unemployment has many far-reaching effects other than loss of income’.** If the
ability to work is a functioning, then it seems clear that for Sen the ‘achievement’ involved is
not merely the outcome of an income, but also involves the aspects of well-being associated

with the act of working or, put another way, of following a vocation.

Such an interpretation of the meaning of Sen’s ‘achievement’ is corroborated by what
he has to say about the contrast between human capital and human capability:

‘At the risk of some oversimplification, it can be said that the literature on human

which he connects explicitly to these themes of creation, incarnation, redemption and
eschaton, is instructive. See O’Connor, Theology of Work.

7 Instances of this terminological style are ubiquitous in Sen’s work. For notable examples
see Commodities and Capabilities, p.5: ‘‘Well-being’ is concerned with a person’s
achievement: how ‘well’ is his or her ‘being’?’; ‘The Standard of Living’ in ed. Hawthorn,
The Standard of Living, p.16: ‘I have elsewhere called the various living conditions we can or
cannot achieve, our ‘functionings’, and our ability to achieve them, our ‘capabilities’.’;
‘Capability and Well-Being’ in eds Nussbaum & Sen, The Quality of Life, p.30: ‘The
capability approach to a person’s advantage is concerned with evaluating it in terms of his or
her actual ability to achieve various valuable functionings as a part of living.’

%0 Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.31.

81 Sen, Commodities and Capabilities, p.10.

82 ibid, p.4.

% Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.39.

% Sen, Development as Freedom, p.94.
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capital tends to concentrate on the agency of human beings in augmenting
production possibilities. The perspective of human capability focuses, on the
other hand, on the ability - the substantive freedom - of people to lead the lives
they have reason to value and to enhance the real choices they have. The two
perspectives cannot but be related, since both are concerned with the role of
human beings, and in particular with the actual abilities that they achieve and
acquire. But the yardstick of assessment concentrates on different
achievements.’™

That Sen can refer to ‘different achievements’ at this point gives an indication that he is
using the word in a somewhat fluid manner. While an achievement can be understood as an
addition to income or production, it can separately, but relatedly, be understood as referring to
an aspect of a life being lived. Sen gives education as an example:

‘If education makes a person more efficient in commodity production, then this is
clearly an enhancement of human capital. This can add to the value of production
in the economy and also to the income of the person who has been educated. But
even with the same level of income, a person may benefit from education - in
reading, communicating, arguing, in being able to choose in a more informed
way, in being taken more seriously by others and so on.”*

It seems probable, then, that Sen’s talk of functionings as achievements can be
provisionally accepted as involving a somewhat unusual use of the word achievement, a use
which allows for the functionings in question to be understood as constituting, in some
manner, the means by which a life might be well-lived.*’

At heart, the question here relates to the way in which means and ends are related to one
another, since both are clearly important. It might be suggested that there are two different
concepts of ‘means’. The first conceptual approach would see means as being instrumental in
nature. For example, whether a vacuum cleaner or a brush is used, the end result is a clean
room. The instrument used, the ‘means’, makes no difference, in principal, to the end result.
Other instruments could equally well have been employed. In contrast, the second conceptual
approach sees means as being participatory. If the end result is for a person to be a proficient
pianist, the means to that end is a need to practise every day. There is no alternative to this
‘means’. It is true to say, then, that, in this case, the means and the end are organically related,
even while they remain distinct in some sense. Practising is the way in which a person
becomes a pianist, and so it is by participating in the means that the end is arrived at. The
means, understood as participatory, is not discarded once the end is achieved, but is
transformed into the end.

In theological terms, the ‘end’ is God, and the ‘means’ might be characterised as a life
of virtue, a life lived with reference to God. The means thus belongs intrinsically to the end,

% ibid, p.293.

% ibid, pp.293-294.

%7 Wiebke Kuklys resolves this quandary by restating Sen’s achievements as ‘potential
achievements’; see ‘Sen’s Capability Approach - an Alternative to Neoclassical Welfare
Analysis?’.
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and, in the light of the above distinction, virtue must therefore be understood as a
participatory means to the end. Indeed, there is a sense in which God generates the means.
While different Christian traditions of moral thought place the stress in different locations
upon the ends-means spectrum, they do at heart, when executed well, remain true to this
central insight, that the means should not be seen as being merely instrumental.*®

Thus, Aquinas in particular, with his understanding that even the natural virtues, as
opposed to the supernatural virtues of faith, hope and charity, need to be infused and directed
to their proper end, guided by the supernatural virtues, provides an important balance
between the understanding that virtue is, on the one hand, achieved and, on the other hand,
gifted in some sense by God.* Aquinas, who draws heavily upon Aristotle throughout the
Summa Theologiae, can, therefore, be said to give room for both the teleological pull given
by, and the deontological movement towards, God. Aristotle, in a famous extract from the
Nicomachean Ethics, put it in this way:

‘But we must not restrict ourselves to saying that it is a disposition; we must also
say what sort of disposition it is. Well, one should say that every excellence,
whatever it is an excellence of, both gives that thing the finish of a good condition
and makes it perform its function well, as for example the eye’s excellence makes
both it and its functioning excellent; for it is through the excellence of the eye that
we see well.””

In theologising this principle, Aquinas states the following:

‘Since every virtue is ordained to some good, as stated above, a habit [habitus], as
we have already observed, may be called a virtue for two reasons: first, because it
confers the capability of functioning well; secondly, because besides this, it
confers the proper implementation of this functioning.”’

The theological backdrop is not explicit, but the sense of virtue being directed towards God,
‘ordained to some good’, is fundamental to Aquinas’s thought.

In connecting these reflections to Sen’s language of ‘achievements’, the essential
question relates, it can be suggested, to the nature of the functionings which his theory
proposes, and the way in which they connect to human well-being. A theological appraisal
must ask the question as to whether these functionings are worthwhile in themselves. The
language of achievements is, as has been noted, unpromising, but the examples given by Sen,
outlined above, do, it could be argued, allow for a participatory meaning when it comes to
functionings, and so imply that they are valuable in themselves. The question remains,

% An example of deontological Christian thinking is given by Grisez and Shaw, who argue
that the fundamental reality of moral action lies in ‘making oneself to be a certain sort of
person by the choices one makes’, see Fulfillment in Christ, p.73, whereas the strong tradition
of Christian teleological ethics, bounded often by certain principles or laws, is articulated, for
example, in the work of Joseph Fletcher, see especially his Situation Ethics.

% See the discussion of virtue in A New Dictionary of Christian Ethics, p.649.

% Translation of NE II,6, from Broadie & Rowe, Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics, p.116.

! Summa Theologiae, 111 q.57. 1.
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however, as to how committed Sen is to seeing his functionings in participatory terms, and as
intrinsically valuable.

7. Sen and the Measurement of Value

The need now is to turn to the fourth key question raised by Sen’s work, when
appraised theologically, namely that concerned with the fundamental matter of value. The
central feature of Sen’s work which makes it so interesting to non-economists is the way in
which he seeks to explore the ethical dimension of his subject. However, Sen is always keen
to balance this ‘ethical dimension’ with what he terms an ‘engineering dimension’, which
uses technical, mathematical tools. These two strands, he argues, have both been represented
in economic thinking since at least the 4th Century B.C., and, while both being cogent, are
always, he claims, addressed in synthesis by the greatest economists.” It is specifically in the
context of economists’ tendency in the 20th Century to stress the engineering dimension that
Sen has been keen to pay more attention to the ethical considerations involved in shaping
human economic behaviour. The engineering, or mathematical, dimension does, however,
remain as an important element in Sen’s work, as the following excerpt from an interview
with Sen makes especially clear:

‘The fact that novels or poetry are not precisely measurable like kilograms of milk
or flour does not mean that they are not amenable to analytical investigation.
Quite often, when people say that something is not precise enough, they are just
underestimating the reach of mathematics. Mathematics is one of the greatest
glories of humanity.””?

This important aspect of Sen’s thinking is worked out most fully in his treatment of the
subject of value. To talk of equality implies a need to conceive of value, and the task in terms
of a theological appraisal will be to discover if Sen, in his treatment both of value and
equality, says anything that a Christian would find it hard to agree with.

The matter of equality was, as has been noted above, the context within which Sen first
began the exposition of his capability approach. Indeed, Sen argues that equality is a feature
common to ‘every normative theory of social arrangement that has at all stood the test of
time’*, and bases his whole approach on the conviction that an equality of outcome, in some
‘space’ or other, should be the aim of social policy. Sen receives support, in theological
terms, from Douglas Hicks, who argues that his capability approach can be used as the basis
for a rewarding extrapolation, in the social and economic realm, from the central commitment
to equality before God. As Hicks concludes: ‘According to the Christian ethical approach
(following Sen), the debate would be more fruitfully carried out in the space of functionings
and capability than in the space of income alone.’”’

For Hicks to sustain his argument, that the Christian ethical approach should follow

%2 See Sen, On Ethics and Economics, pp.2-T.

” From an interview with Sen in The Atlantic, 15th December 1999, posted at
www.theatlantic.com/unbound/interviews/ba991215.

* Sen, Inequality Re-examined, p.12.

% Hicks, Inequality and Christian Ethics, p.239.
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Sen, the ontological equality before God, doctrinally implied by the Christian faith, must be
successfully projected into the social arena, a move which might be challenged”®, but which
can be provisionally accepted for the purposes of the present discussion. Given, therefore, that
Sen is keen to promote the search for equality in the space of functionings, it comes as no
surprise that he is clear on the need for the functionings and capabilities postulated by his
theory to be weighted and valued:

‘It is certainly clear that some types of capabilities, broadly conceived, are of little
interest or importance and even the ones that count have to be weighted vis-a-vis
each other. But these discriminations constitute an integral part of the capability
approach, and the need for selection and weighting cannot really be, in any sense,
an embarrassment. ... The primary claim is that in evaluating well-being, the value
objects are the functionings and capabilities. ... The relative valuation of different
functionings and capabilities has to be an integral part of the exercise.””’

There is therefore an important sense in which Sen can argue that ‘the amount or the
extent of each functioning enjoyed by a person may be represented by a real number, and
when this is done, a person’s actual achievement can be seen as a functioning vector.””® Sen is
always keen to stress the practical difficulties in undertaking such a valuational exercise’, but
still maintains the claim that it is, in principle, an important aspect of his conception of
human functioning.

Crucially, for Sen the means by which value is imputed has an aspect of objectivity to
it. This is hinted at when he argues that ‘valuing is not the same thing as desiring, and the
strength of desire is influenced by considerations of realism in one’s circumstances.”'” This
is one of the key ways in which Sen diverges from utilitarianism, under which value is
explicitly derived from desire, or at least the revealed preference of desire. While Sen accepts
that desire might provide an informational clue to value, he is explicit in rejecting the idea

%% Equality, in theological terms, is founded upon the doctrine of creation, and the belief that
all are made in God’s image, as well as the doctrine of the Fall, under which all are
understood to have sinned, and the doctrine of salvation, by which Christ died for all.
However, it can be argued that the ontological equality between all members of the human
race which such doctrines imply need not necessarily have a linear connection to social or
even economic equality, however defined. Even the social model of the Trinity, which is
sometimes held to show the Holy Trinity as a template upon which human society should be
based, must be qualified by the biblical concept of differentiation, seen most distinctively in
Paul’s metaphor of the body of Christ, within which every member has their particular role,
or, to borrow Sen’s terminology, participatory functionings.

°7 Sen, Inequality Re-examined, pp.45-46.

% Sen, Development as Freedom, p.75.

* For examples of Sen’s explicit recognition of the practical difficulties involved see
Commodities and Capabilities, p.16, where he argues that a partial ordering, or ranking, may
be the most one can hope to achieve, and Development as Freedom, pp.81ff, where he
concludes that ‘some capabilities are harder to measure than others, and attempts at putting
them on a “metric” may sometimes hide more than they reveal.’

19 Sen, Commodities and Capabilities, p.21.
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that one can state ‘I desire x, and so [ value it.”'"!

However, Sen also argues that:

‘valuation is a reflective activity in a way that ‘being happy’ or ‘desiring’ need not
be. A poor, under-nourished person, brought up in penury, may have learned to
come to terms with a half-empty stomach, seizing joy in small comforts and
desiring no more than what seems ‘realistic’. But this mental attitude does not
wipe out the fact of the person’s deprivation. Nor does it imply that the person
would not value the removal of that deprivation if it were to occur.’'%*

For valuation to be a reflective activity, a strong degree of subjectivity must be implied
within the valuation process. One would normally hold that reflectiveness conveys the sense
of thoughtfulness, and therefore that, for Sen, to discover something’s value does in fact
involve the derivation of that value from reflection upon it. Better would have been for Sen to
have claimed a reflexive aspect for valuation, under which the sense that the value of
something as given, prior to any reflection, is preserved. Sen does on occasion hint that such
an approach might be conceived of, notably when he writes in the following way:

‘While the identification of value-objects and the specification of an evaluative
space involve norms, the nature of the norms must depend on precisely what the
purpose of the evaluation is. Assessing well-being may take us in one direction;
judging achievement in terms of the person’s overall goals may take us in a
somewhat different direction, since a person can have objectives other than the
pursuit of his or her own well-being.”'®®

The possibility of ‘norms’, although interestingly not specifically of ‘laws’, is significant, but
Sen proceeds to relativise even these, with reference to the ‘purpose of the evaluation’. Even
a person’s overall goals are conceived of in subjective terms.

Sen’s also applies widely his interest in efficiency. The idea of efficiency in terms of
individual freedoms has already been noted above, and recognised as being concerned with
the equality of capabilities. This is carried through when he promotes the thought that the
question ‘efficiency of what’ might correspond to that asking ‘equality of what’.'® By
asserting a correspondence here, Sen seems to be assuming a framework which is thoroughly
‘exchange value’ based. This is hardly surprising for someone so keen on the power of
measurement by mathematical techniques, but it does throw up a problem, when appraised in
theological terms.

There is an ancient tradition of distinguishing between something’s exchange value and
its use value. As Scott Meikle notes, for Aristotle ‘use value and exchange value fall into the
different categories of quality and quantity, and pursuing them as ends requires different

"V ibid, pp.31-32.

12 ibid, p.29.

19 Sen, ‘Capability and Well-Being’ in eds Nussbaum and Sen, The Quality of Life, p.35.
104 5bid, p.50, footnote 53.
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courses of action in each case.’!® Thus, the use value of labour is understood in terms of
different types of activity undertaken by different people, each different in kind from others.
Under this view there is no sense in which one could make a quantifiable comparison
between, say, a builder’s work in constructing a house and an artist’s work in painting a
picture. In contrast, the exchange value of labour is expressed only in terms of money, or
some other exchangeable currency, so the builder’s work is worth, say, three times the artist’s
work.

It is clear that any sense of vocation is allied strongly with the use value understanding
of labour, and this is why it has appealed to Christian thinkers. Utility is clearly the exchange
value measure par excellence, but Aristotle’s eudaimonia, his chief good, is quite specifically
not measurable against other ‘goods’. As Sarah Broadie notes of Aristotle’s thinking, ‘the
other goods over which the chief good predominates differ from it (and from each other) by
being of different kinds, not amounts.”'* Aristotle went so far as to criticise Plato, who made
efforts, in The Protagoras, to conceive of well-being and functionings in quantifiable terms.

In considering this question of ‘value’, it is possible to argue that Aquinas, following
Aristotle, asserts the necessity of subordinating of ownership to use. As he states when
considering whether covetousness should be taken as a sin: ‘Now in all things that are for an
end, the good consists in a certain measure, since whatever is directed to an end must be
commensurate with the end ... External goods come under the heading of things useful for an
end.”'"” The way to value something for Aquinas, then, is to discover its ‘use value’, a value
which is necessary only as a means to an end which transcends the use of possessions.

Aquinas holds to this outlook when he comes to consider the question of buying and
selling. He has an understanding of the ‘just price’, and this seems to consist both of the
intrinsic value of an item, its ‘worth’, and of the significance of a person’s particular need for
an item:

‘The value of consumer products is measured by the price given, which as
Aristotle pointed out is what coinage was invented for. It follows that the balance
of justice is upset if either the price exceeds the value of the goods in question, or
the thing exceeds the price. ... The other way in which we can look at a contract of
sale is in so far as it happens to bring benefit to one party at the expense of the
other, as in the case where one badly needs to get hold of something and the other
is put out by not having it. In such a case the estimation of the just price will have
to take into account not merely the commodity to be sold but also the loss which
the seller incurs in selling it. The commodity can here be sold for more than it is
worth in itself, though not for more than it is worth to the possessor.”'*®

105
106

Meikle, Aristotle’s Economic Thought, p.109.

Broadie & Rowe, Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics, p.10.

17 Summa Theologiae, 11 11 q.118. 1. In more general terms, Aquinas distinguishes between
frui and uti, as enjoyment and use of possessions. It is because covetousness turns property
from a ‘means’ to an ‘end’ that it is a sin. The distinctive aspect of money, for Aquinas, is
that its ownership and use cannot be divided.

1% Summa T, heologiae, 11 11 q.77, 1 (translation based on that in From Irenaeus to Grotius,
p.359, italics added).
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The ‘need’ referred to here should be seen as being in terms of virtuous functionings, and not
of desire, so that the use value outlook is preserved, even though a price is applied.'”

The idea of a just price, which differs from a market equilibrium price, is an alien one
for most modern economists, but is entirely intelligible if the use value framework is followed
through. In theological terms, a thing’s value is discovered only in as much as it is useful for
someone as they seek to participate in and carry out God’s particular purposes for them as an
individual who is both created in God’s image and redeemed by Christ, as the earlier
discussion on means and ends demonstrated. Applying such insights to Sen’s work, the
question might be put as to whether he would have any space for an understanding of the just
price, as opposed to the market price, of the functionings and capabilities which he wishes to
place at the centre of the evaluative space. The issue here connects back to the earlier
discussion concerning Sen’s understanding of democracy and freedom as constituting the
universal and objective value within society. In the face of such a proposal, it follows that any
sense of the ‘just price’ would in fact threaten to collapse into becoming the ‘market price’,
driven by individual freedom of choice, since there is nothing more than personal freedom
and choice as a reference point against which to establish the level of such a putative ‘just
price’ in Sen’s approach.

That there is, indeed, no hint of ‘just price’ theory in Sen’s work might lead one to draw
two related conclusions. First, one must question again his commitment to functionings as
participatory means. A participatory means, it will be recalled, has value in relation to the
end, not primarily by comparison with other alternative means. To talk of the efficiency of
functionings, as Sen does, implies, in contrast, the possibility of comparison on an
instrumental basis. Secondly, it can be seen that a problem begins to emerge concerning the
scope of Sen’s functionings. The exchange value view attached to these functionings must
necessarily have the effect of limiting the reach of the entire theory to those aspects of human
life which are comparable between people, or, put another way, social.''” The question is
therefore arrived at as to whether Sen is really only interested in social functionings. The
paucity of examples which he gives in illustrating his theory might be taken as a tacit
admission on Sen’s part that the basic capability approach is in fact limited in this way.

8. Conclusion

Does Sen, within his capability approach, have a place for virtue, and, additionally, for
vocation? Such is the central question, set firmly within the moral philosophical arena, which
this paper has focused upon, through its consideration of his thinking and writing. In
addressing this question it can be suggested that there is a sense in which Sen can be
characterised as a cautious and somewhat defensive thinker. Such an assertion can be
defended with reference to the various moments arrived at within an appraisal of his work at
which a question hangs in the air, unresolved. If the hope is to shed light upon the vocational
context of human economic life, there appears, initially, to be much of promise within Sen’s
approach. One might point to his talk of different lifestyles, of the central importance of

19 See Finnis, Aquinas, p.201 for corroboration of this interpretation.
" See in particular the way in which he discusses ‘capability failure’ in terms of mortality
rates and other measurable factors in Inequality Re-examined, pp.114{f.
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‘beings and doings’ in an assessment of well-being, of the virtue of well-informedness, and of
his claim that value should be understood as being prior to desire. However, all of these
promising aspects of his thinking are hedged about with complications. Taking these
promising aspects in turn, it is not resolved, first, whether the different lifestyles turn out to be
alternative functioning bundles, secondly, whether the functionings themselves have any
intrinsic value as participatory means, thirdly, whether his commitment to the virtue of well-
informedness is secure, especially when set alongside his universal value of freedom, and,
fourthly, whether he is properly committed to an objective understanding of value.

Put another way, and with reference to the Aristotelian concept of eudaimonia, or well-
being, two questions apparently refuse to be resolved. First, it can be asked: is Sen able to
have both freedom and eudaimonia? Secondly, it might be inquired: can Sen maintain his
interest in efficiency while keeping hold of eudaimonia? Both of these questions impinge
upon the very nature of the functionings proposed by Sen’s theory, and his cautious
intellectual style makes connections into a theologically informed understanding of economic
life as vocation difficult to achieve.

Consider, for example, a factory worker. Utilitarian economics analyses the situation
with reference to the utility gained by such a person from their wages, set against the utility
lost through a reduction in leisure time, as well as any other utility-based factors. The fact that
the person has become a factory worker, and the number of hours engaged in such activity,
are deemed to reveal that person’s set of preferences with respect to work. Such an example
becomes progressively harder for a utilitarian framework to make sense of as one replaces the
factory worker with an opera singer, who still earns a fee from performing, a mountaineer,
who does not, and a monk or nun, who abdicates himself or herself from any sense of
personal gain. The concept of vocation is clearly of help here, and it might be hoped that
Sen’s challenge to utilitarianism can provide a theoretical basis. However, it is significant that
Sen fails to give a single example involving factory workers, opera singers, mountaineers,
monks, nuns, or any other individual vocational choice. The question as to whether he could
successfully employ such examples remains open, and depends upon the true conceptual
scope of his functionings, in particular as to whether they are restricted to being social
functionings.

A theological appraisal of Sen’s capability approach must, therefore, end with various
questions, since it should be concluded that what is apparently not quite achieved clearly by
Sen is the secure and coherent promotion of the view that good functioning, governed by
virtue, and seen as central to the nature of well-being, captures well the vocational context of
human economic life.

Particular and focused questions, arising from the appraisal of Sen’s work attempted
here, might therefore be framed as follows:

a) can Sen’s ‘functionings’ be understood with reference to life-directing, vocational
decisions, or are they only of use in making inter-personal comparisons?;

b) are Sen’s ‘functionings’ valuable in themselves, as the means to participating in a well-
lived life?;
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¢) is Sen properly committed to the virtue of ‘well-informedness’, prior to the freedom of
choice, and if so, how is such a virtue cultivated and fostered?

Beyond this, various more general questions could be asked. The first asks whether
further study of Sen’s significant body of published work might either resolve, or at least help
clarify, these questions. Relevant to this point is the fact that Sen is still an active writer and
speaker, and that the chance of a more serious engagement with Sen on the part of
theologians is therefore possible.'"!

A second general question asks whether Sen’s work could be adapted, such that the
questions raised by this appraisal might be resolved, or at least addressed constructively. For
example, the matter of Sen’s commitment to the virtue of ‘well-informedness’ could be
considered with reference to the nurturing of members of a society through the education
system, and, in turn, the manner in which education is underpinned by deep-rooted moral
values within society. The way in which the Christian faith, mediated through the church,
relates to such deep-rooted moral values might also be explored as a potentially fruitful area
of interest.

A third general question might ask if any other economists working in the area of ethics
can be seen to shed any further light on the subject in hand, through their consideration of the
question as to what it is that makes a well-lived life. Although academic economics is
presently largely a technical discipline, there has in recent years been an increase in the
number of economists keen both to address the ethical issues raised by their subject, and to
employ philosophical tools within their analysis.''> An exploration of this growing body of
literature might well prove helpful as part of an effort to construct a theory of what might be
termed ‘vocation economics’.

U 1t is believed, for example, that John Atherton, Canon Theologian of Manchester

Cathedral and lecturer in theology at Manchester University, is intending to include a major
discussion of Sen’s work in his next book (information based on an e-mail received from
Canon Atherton in May 2002).

"2 One prominent example of such an economist would be Partha Dasgupta, the Frank
Ramsey Professor of Economics at the University of Cambridge, recent publications from
whom have included: ‘Lives and Well-Being’, Social Choice and Welfare 1988, pp.103-126;
‘Valuing Objects and Evaluating Policies in Imperfect Economies’, Economic Journal 111,
pp-1-29; An Inquiry into Well-Being and Destitution; Human Well-Being and the Natural
Environment.
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Thus, while the theologically based appraisal of Sen’s capability approach that has been
carried out here has not been able to provide a conclusively positive answer to the question as
to whether Sen has a secure place for virtue and, more significantly, for human vocation, it
has nevertheless shed light upon certain key aspects of his work. The appraisal has
additionally thrown up three well-framed subsidiary questions, which get to the heart of the
matter at hand, and the addressing of which could well be expected to allow for further
development in reflection upon the vocational context of human economic life. Three general
strategic approaches have also been suggested as being appropriate, were such a route forward
to be contemplated.



ECONOMICS AND THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND

Andrew Britton, formerly National Institute of Economic Social Research

1. Introduction

The account of human nature and potential given by economic theory is very different
from that to be found in the Bible. Nevertheless, it is accepted by many Christians that
economics may be an adequate basis for understanding, and even predicting, human
behaviour in some situations. One might, as a Christian, accept that economics provides a
reasonably accurate picture of a fallen world, whilst our faith offers a vision of a better world
in the kingdom of God'.

The question remains as to the proper scope of economic analysis. It may be right to use
this set of tools to work with markets for most goods and services, yet altogether wrong to
apply them in other contexts. Does economics have anything useful to say about politics? -
about marriage? - even about religion? The Chicago school, following the lead of Gary
Becker clearly believes that it does”. But one could maintain that religious belief so changes
human motivation that the models used by economists are entirely invalid in a religious
context.

This paper is concerned with church finance, in particular with the income and
expenditure of the Church of England at the present time. It is therefore principally about the
contributions of church members and about the pay and conditions of service of the
stipendiary clergy. In the discussions which take place about these matters within the church
several different languages can be heard. There is the language of faith, or of theology,
referring to the Bible or church teaching and traditional practices for guidance. There is the
language of government or business, applying secular models in an ecclesiastical setting.
And, occasionally, there is the language of economics, referring to markets, to supply and
demand, or the efficient use of scarce resources. This paper will use all these languages a
little, and hope to make them mutually comprehensible.

It begins with a brief outline describing the finance of the Church of England at
national, diocesan and parish level, with some comment on the main trends that are evident at
the present time. Particular reference will be made to a report now under consideration on the
adequacy of clergy stipends’. The next section will refer to the models of the church which
might seem relevant to the debate. Is the church like a government department? Or is it more
like a non-profit corporation? On the other hand, should we look for scriptural models? If so,
will we find them in the Old Testament or in the New? Then the paper will turn to economics,
asking how that approach might be applied, especially to voluntary giving as a source of

! Hay, D. and A. Kreider (eds): Christianity and the Culture of the Market, University of
Wales Press, 2001

> Becker G.: Preface to Tommasi M. and K. Ierulli (eds): The New Economics of Human
Behavior, CUP, 1995

? Clergy Stipends Review Group: Generosity and Sacrifice, Church House Publishing, 2001

28



Economics of the Church of England 29

income, and to the employment of those with a vocation to the ministry. It is hoped that this
will at least stimulate useful debate, even if no simple conclusions can be drawn immediately.

2. The Income and Expenditure of the Church

The table below shows the total income of the church, aggregating together the national
church, the dioceses and the parishes, for 1993 and 1997:*

Table 1: Church of England Income

£ Million 1993 1997
Investment Income:

Church Commissioners etc 148 136
Dioceses and