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showing Augustine dressed as an Austin (Augustinian) friar. The Augustinians not
only adopted the ‘Rule of St Augustine’ but anchored themselves to the prestige of
the great Church Father. Yet their survival seems to have depended largely on the
patronage of Cardinal Annibaldi (nephew of Pope Alexander IV). The Carmelites
exploited their tenuous link with the Holy Land and enlisted Elijah and Elisha
among their founders. They claimed that the Virgin had bestowed their scapular
with a promise of salvation for those who died wearing it. Dominican scholars
were predictably unimpressed and indignantly demonstrated the implausibility of
these claims. Like other communities of religious, striving for legitimacy, the
orders were ‘creatively’ constructing their title deeds.

The friars have in common a dependence upon the ever adaptable ‘Rule of
St Augustine’ supplemented by their own regulations and constitutions. In this
they closely followed the Dominican model as well as in emphasis on study.
The importance of scholarship was quickly established among Austin friars, more
tardily among Carmelites and ‘Sack’ friars. As Francis had foreseen, the acquisi-
tion of books and emphasis on learning would undermine holy poverty. The urban
location of the friars, the vital importance of educated preachers, led to the estab-
lishment of studia. A scholarly elite were accorded privileges within the convents
— individual rooms, exemptions from some community duties. The friars began
to acquire property and accumulate wealth, moving steadily away from the con-
templative solitude of their origins. By the 1240s, the Carmelites had descended
from their ‘observation post of contemplation’ (Gregory IX). The ‘Sack’ friars of
Barcelona were rich enough by 1264 to lend King Jaime of Aragon 5000 solidi
in return for assistance with a diplomatic mission to Tunis.

In the 14" century, they were being mocked for compromising their ideals.
Geoffrey Chaucer, just over a century after the Council of Lyons, portrays an
unlikeable friar in The Canterbury Tales, an astute beggar, able to cajole a small
coin from a barefooted widow. Chaucer’s ideal of Christian dedication is the poor
urban secular priest. And yet despite their critics, the friars were both influential
and popular. They achieved remarkable success, extending their influence through
lay confraternities. But in time reform became unavoidable and ‘observant’ houses
attempted to return to the rigour of the original foundations. Teresa of Avila was
a notable and formidable Carmelite reformer. Martin Luther was a friar of one of
the Augustinian ‘observant’ houses — a reformer from a ‘reformed’ background.

This is an enlightening book, impressively researched and, despite density of
detail, written with clarity and urbanity. If opacity remains over the origins of
the orders, it is because, as Frances Andrews readily admits, records are often
inadequate. More light will be shed as research continues. It is salutary to be
reminded that those orders which survive to the present day were by no means
the only friars in the 13" century dedicated to renunciation, seeking salvation and
preparing for Judgement.

TONY CROSS

LYING: AN AUGUSTINIAN THEOLOGY OF DUPLICITY by Paul J Griffiths,
Brazos Press, Grand Rapids MI, 2004, pp. 254, £10.99 pbk.

When the Nazi soldier knocks at the door and asks if there are Jews hiding in
the house, and there are, is it wrong to reply, ‘No’? It would be hard to find a
philosopher or theologian, let alone a member of the general public, who would
argue unequivocally that it is. Paul J. Griffiths, however, is bold enough to defend
St Augustine’s position that every lie is a sin and therefore all lies should be re-
jected. In order to explain this, he provides an imaginative reading of Augustine’s
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theology, emphasising the creation of humanity in the image of God. He goes on
to examine specific arguments about lying from nine other major thinkers, Chris-
tian and non-Christian, ranging from Plato to Jerome to Newman, and to criticise
each of these from the perspective of Augustine’s theory. Few readers, I suspect,
will be persuaded to accept Griffiths’s (or Augustine’s) conclusion, but most will
find his arguments thought-provoking and at times unsettling. After all, it does
not seem silly to say that if one were able, one would like to persuade even the
Nazi to leave without telling him a direct lie. But why would that thought even
make sense if there were absolutely nothing wrong with lying to those even who
have no right to be told the truth?

Griffiths is interested not in dialectical arguments about the merits of lying but
rather in the wider theological and anthropological assumptions that might make
sense of a complete ban on lies. Consequently, his account of Augustine is based
on a refreshingly wide reading of texts, with De Trinitate playing an unexpectedly
important role. In his interpretation of De Mendacio (hereafter DM), he identifies
the key problem with lying as duplicity, that is, the saying of something that
does not seem to oneself to be true; this drives a wedge, as it were, between the
heart and the mouth. Because it begins with the heart, lying is seen as an interior
matter; whether or not, and for whatever motive, it may communicate false beliefs
to others is, on Griffiths’s reading of Augustine, secondary. Lying is also a matter
of decision: whereas a truthful expression flows naturally and freely from heart
to mouth, a lie takes effort, as one consciously chooses to misrepresent one’s
thoughts.

The context of our speech is a world created by God, hierarchically ordered
in terms of the goodness of different things, each of them utterly dependent on
God. Insofar as anything is separated from God, it tends to non-being; therefore,
Augustine can pun, what is ‘private’ is also ‘deprived’. What is true, he often
remarks, is given by God and a common possession; if an apparent truth is ‘my
own’, it must be a lie. Similarly, Augustine can say, ‘all sin is a lie’, in the sense
that it involves the will in turning from its true and shared good to a something
private that is mistakenly seen to be good. Ultimately for Augustine, Griffiths
argues, the only honest form of speech is confession, the adoration of God’s
absolute goodness and the recognition of one’s own absolute worthlessness apart
from God. He ties this in with Augustine’s theology of trinity and incarnation:
just as the incarnate Son clothes the eternal Word with flesh to proved a true
representation of the Father, so our voiced words should clothe our inner words
with flesh to provide a true representation of our minds.

On the basis of this ambitious reading of Augustine, Griffiths turns to criti-
cise the arguments of his other selected authors. The second part of the book
is less satisfying than the first, partly because Griffiths deliberately chooses to
analyse short individual texts rather than the wider thought of each author as
a whole, and partly because his ‘Augustinian’ readings are narrow and some-
times uncharitable. That is, his interest lies in where these texts fail to match
up to Augustine’s doctrine rather than in anything of independent value that they
might offer, and he tends to read them in as polarised a way as he can. The
result is a history that puts a curious encomium by John Chrysostom of a spe-
cific lie told ‘for a good purpose’, along with Nietzsche’s radical reinterpretation
of all speech, on the same side of the fence as Aquinas, ‘against Augustine’.
Augustine himself, one feels, would be very surprised to discover that no in-
sights of value had appeared in the 1600 subsequent years of thought on the
topic.

Part II of the book confirms the suspicion that Griffiths’s reading of Au-
gustine is more Augustinian than the master himself. DM is a hesitant, nu-
anced, complex and tangled text, and in general Augustine’s thought on specific
moral topics cannot easily be streamlined or pigeon-holed. The neatness and
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coherence of Griffiths’s interpretation is his own. For example, he criticises
Aquinas as un-Augustinian in (a) arguing that the intent to deceive, though part
of the ‘fullness’ (perfectio) of a lie, is not essential to its definition, and (b)
holding that the degree of sinfulness of a lie can depend on such factors as its
topic or motive. On (a), Aquinas clearly follows Augustine in holding that a lie
in itself, irrespective of intention, is something bad (‘malum ex genere’, Summa
Theologiae 2a2ae 11.3, reply), because ‘words are by nature signs of thought’.
For this reason he shares with him the odd conclusion (see Enarratio in Psalmos
V.6, hereafter EP) that expressing untruths as a joke even where there is no intent
to deceive anyone is a sin, but a minor one (non magna culpa, as Augustine
puts it). On (b) Augustine himself clearly holds that the subject-matter of a lie
(e.g. religion) can make a difference to its degree of sinfulness, as can one’s
motives in telling it (see e.g. DM XXI1.42). What seems to upset Griffiths is that
St Thomas argues that not all lies are mortally sinful; most of us would be grate-
ful for that conclusion, and Augustine himself, as EP V.6 show, holds a similar
position.

Again, Griffiths argues that John Cassian’s assimilation of promise-breaking
to lying is odd and un-Augustinian. In fact, Augustine often makes the same
move (once again, EP V.6 is helpful: breaking a promise to return a sword is the
example discussed here). Griffiths also criticises Kant on the grounds that he may
be limiting in his ban on lies to certain types of statement (Deklarationen and
Erkldrungen: the evidence for the interpretative claim is not provided). He misses
the point that for Augustine too the difference is significant between types of
statements that arouse different expectations in the hearer. His distinction in DM
(often unnoticed, it is true, by commentators and translators) between type 6, lies
told (for a good purpose) as testimony, and type 7, lies told (for a good purpose)
not as testimony, hinges on this. Indeed, at DM XVIIL.36, Augustine explores the
meaning of testimonium in a way that makes clear the importance for him of the
fact that the purpose of speech is to communicate: when one speaks to God, he
says, one embraces the truth only in one’s heart; but when one speaks to a human
being, one must also express the truth with one’s physical mouth, because human
beings cannot inspect the heart.

Griffiths’s tendency to smooth out the wrinkles in Augustine’s thought reveal the
fundamental importance to his own position of the claim that communication is not
essential to the purpose of speech. This claim seems to me both implausible in its
own right and unconvincing as an interpretation of Augustine, who comes to seem
far more individualistic and isolated a thinker and a person than he actually was.
Indeed, for him our opacity to one another was one of the most disturbing features
of our fallen condition. Nor does Griffiths’s claim follow from his very interesting
exploration of trinity and incarnation: it is a natural thought, and Augustine often
suggests something similar, that the purpose of the incarnation was, precisely, that
God should be able to communicate with us. Just as the incarnate Christ is the
exterior, communicative expression of God’s inner being, so our vocalised words
are the exterior, communicative expression of our minds.

Such an interpretation would not reduce the gravity of duplicity, but rather ex-
plain that it is a grave matter precisely because we are made to communicate with
God and one another, in truthfulness and love. If we took that with full serious-
ness, how would it change our lives? Griffiths concludes with a brief prophetic
chapter imagining how politics might be transformed: for both capitalism and
democracy, as least as we know them, seem to depend for their existence upon
systematic dishonesty and deception. The truly ‘Augustinian’ community would
‘relinquish ownership of speech’ and concentrate on silence and on praise. It
would not be tempted by the ‘consequentialist’ attractions of (to use Griffiths’s
own example) a navigator’s misleading the pilot of a plane that is about to drop
a bomb on a million innocent people.
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Idealism of this sort about political life does not sound much like Augustine,
who accepted flawed political structures as a grim necessity, and thought that
public officials are regularly required to act in a way that would be wicked for
a private person. On the other hand, one does not have to be a consequentialist
to allow the navigator his lie; all one needs is a decent theory to explain the
circumstances in which lies can be justified. Augustine argued that the goods of
the body are of no significance compared to those of the soul, and therefore one
ought not to lie even to save another from serious bodily harm. But those who
argue that lying to a potential murderer is justified think that such a lie would
not in fact harm the soul of the one who tells it.

Griffiths’s story is highly selective in its ‘Augustinianism’, and will not convince
many readers that all lies are gravely wrong. At the same time, there is something
hauntingly attractive in this ideal of absolute truthfulness. It does seem worthwhile,
and even admirable, to try to avoid lying even to those who seem to have forfeited
the right to be told the truth. We highly value those people whom we know we
can ‘take at their word’. It is perhaps significant that English is not unusual
in having no morally neutral single word for ‘tell an untruth’: ‘lie’ functions
more like ‘murder’, which implies blame, than ‘kill’, which does not. Our own
cultural ideal of good living (this is not universal) does not encompass lying; most
Christians would feel somewhat uneasy at pondering the idea of Christ himself,
for example, telling a direct lie, whatever the circumstances. It seems appropriate
for those whose task is to bear witness to the truth, and above all for the one
who himself was the truth, to avoid misrepresenting even trivial truths. Again,
Griffiths’s prophetic question is disturbing: what would the world look like - how
much better would it be? - if we simply refused to collaborate in the structures
of systematic lying?

When the subject of lies is discussed, most people move all too quickly to cases
like the Nazi at the door, without pausing to reflect upon the vast range of less
extreme circumstances in which lies are taken for granted, or given prettier names.
This book challenges us to examine our collective conscience more thoroughly
with reference to the ordinary business of living, and not merely to exceptional
crises.

MARGARET ATKINS

BOUND TO BE FREE: EVANGELICAL CATHOLIC ENGAGEMENTS IN
ECCLESIOLOGY, ETHICS, AND ECUMENISM by Reinhard Hiitter, Eerdmans,
Grand Rapids MI, 2004, pp. 313 + x, £15.99 pbk.

This valuable collection of essays takes as its overarching theme the doctrine of
the Holy Spirit, the deleterious consequences of its neglect in Christian theology
and ethics, and the necessity and benefit of its recovery at the present juncture.
The twelve essays coalesce around three topics which are each explored in turn
and with increasing brevity: ecclesiology, ethics and finally ecumenism.

Karl Barth—Hiitter’s main interlocutor in the first half of the book—once
remarked that the very existence of Roman Catholicism questions Protestants
as to ‘whether and how far’ they are in fact ‘a church’ (p. 82). Hiitter is greatly
shaken by this question, and his reflections on the Church strive to discern the
grounds on which a positive answer might be given. Barth’s own account of the
Christian community proves, in Hiitter’s judgment, to be fatally abstract, and ‘can-
not really exist in an ecclesially embodied form’ (p. 88). Hiitter characterises his
own counter proposal as a kind of ‘concrete catholicity’ (p. 90). On this view, the
Church is a public constituted by a set of ‘core practices’ and binding doctrines.
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