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“Concupiscence” and “Mimetic Desire”:
A Dialogue between K. Rahner and R. Girard

By Nikolaus Wandinger, Innsbruck

Abstract

Since Augustine “concupiscence” has been the theological technical expression for the consequences that remain in all human persons subject to original sin. These consequences were often described as involuntary and uncontrollable desires or passions, especially in the realm of sexuality. In the 1940s Karl Rahner revised that concept, freeing it from its narrow sexual connotations and opening it up, so that concupiscence can be construed as a force in all intentional human action. In 1954 Rahner expanded the scope of this revision still further, situating concupiscence in the theological framework of grace.

While the mimetic theory does not use the concept of “concupiscence”, “mimetic desire” is the core of that theory. The mimetic nature of desire accounts for involuntary and uncontrollable passions, in sexuality or otherwise. René Girard’s mimetic theory goes a step further than Rahner in that it explains how this power of passion can arise. However, it does not link its results with the traditional Christian language of grace. Is there a place for grace in mimetic theory?

A comparative look at Rahner’s development of concupiscence in a framework of grace and Girard’s theory of human desire promises richer insights into the phenomenon of involuntary and uncontrollable human desires and passions than each of the two on its own. My paper attempts to develop and explicate these insights. On the way there, differences and similarities between a more philosophical-minded theology and mimetic theory will be examined and related to each other.

Introduction

I will try to give you a brief outline of Rahner’s theological analysis of concupiscence, already interspersed with comments from mimetic theory, as to how much the two agree or disagree. In a second step I will present to you Rahner’s special emphasis on the meaning of concupiscence within a world that has already been redeemed and ask, whether this can be accepted by mimetic theory.

It might seem strange to attempt such a dialogue with Rahner, since he is certainly one of the most “philosophical” theologians there are – while Girard distances himself quite clearly from philosophical thinking.
 Yet, many theologians stand in that philosophical tradition, and one obstacle for a wider acceptance of mimetic theory in theology might be its aversion against philosophical thinking. So, if we could contribute something to the diminishing of that divide on the way, it would be no small feat.

1 Rahner’s “concupiscence” Commented by Girard’s mimetic theory

In 1941 Rahner for the first time published his article on the theological concept of concupiscence, which he later revised and enlarged with a chapter on grace.
 In it Rahner starts out by giving three definitions of how the word concupiscence is used in philosophical or theological literature of the time. Interestingly Rahner translates the Latin concupiscentia to the German Begehren, which is desire, when he explains the meaning of the term. The definitions are:

1) Desire in the broadest sense is any consciousness-related reactive behavior toward any value or good, as opposed to receptive acknowledgement.
 It is characteristic for this broadest concept of concupiscence that it pertains to voluntary as well as to involuntary acts of human reaction towards value.

Now, here Rahner is really philosophical. What he says is that we can distinguish two types of human reactive behavior towards any object in the world: we can either passively acknowledge it – or we can actively desire it. For Rahner this says something about both the world and human persons: About the world it says: Every existing thing is such that it can be known, and every existing thing is such that it can be desired, i. e. it has some kind of value to it. About humans it says that we are capable of merely acknowledging the existence of anything – and we are capable of desiring anything, and these types of behavior are distinct from one another, while of course not independent of each other.

For Rahner human desire can be directed towards anything, because it operates within a boundless horizon, within which all possible objects of desire are presented to it. This boundless or infinite horizon is the reason, according to Rahner, why human desire is as free from instinct as it is; it is also the reason why, in the end, our desire is boundless and directs itself toward God, the Infinite. And it is the reason for a very basic form of freedom that is a prerequisite for any type of freedom of choice but much broader than the latter. Because the scope of human desire is boundless, yet any desirable object is finite and thus does not fill the endless horizon, no finite object is such that it can bind our desire completely to itself by its own value. No matter what, there is some greater value, because, in a last resort, the infinite horizon itself is the final object of our desire. No object within that horizon occupies its full range of value and thus we are free to desire one or the other; and even if we desire all of them, the horizon still transcends that.

I don’t think much comment from Girard’s side is needed here: In my opinion Girard would not object to any of the things said, while he would probably dismiss some of them as not very instructive: Of course we can desire anything – that’s what his theory maintains too; and of course, we can merely acknowledge the existence of some object without desiring it, otherwise we would have to desire everything all the time; and of course, no object can bind our desire completely by its own value – that’s what mimetic theory is all about. So, I guess, Girard would say: Rahner’s first definition of concupiscence is a truism that does not interest me very much, because the really interesting question is: why do we desire what we desire.

So let us move on to Rahner’s second definition and see whether it brings us a step further.

2) Concupiscence in a narrower sense is that desire for a specific object that develops spontaneously and because of the dynamics of human nature within the person’s consciousness; this type of concupiscence is a necessary precondition for any personal and free human choice.

That says: In order to be able to choose, I must experience an attraction by an object, and this attraction happens spontaneously and in accordance with human nature. This spontaneous attraction thus is involuntary, it simply pops up, so to speak. But it is the prerequisite for making choices. Humans cannot choose out of a distanced attitude of mere acknowledgement: we always choose because we feel attracted by an object; and this attraction is not of our choosing, it just happens to us. Yet it does not happen arbitrarily, it happens according to our nature. Human nature is the guiding principle of our attractions. This does not deny the differences of tastes and predilections, it merely says that our constitution does put our desires within certain parameters.

Let us again surmise what Girard would say to this. He would certainly agree with the claim that the attraction humans experience towards an object has not been voluntarily brought about by themselves but merely happens to them. He might, however, disagree with the contention that this attraction is spontaneous, and he might ask what this ominous nature that guided that attraction was supposed to be. He could say: this attraction is not spontaneous at all, it is mimetically induced; thus it is not human nature that guides our being attracted, it is mimesis that does that. And finally, Girard might question whether there is such a thing as a free and personal choice for which this 2nd type of concupiscence is supposed to be a precondition.

I think I can answer at least one objection right here: I don’t think Rahner means by spontaneous, “without outside influences or conditions”. He merely means that having this attraction was not pre-meditated, the attraction just pops up in the self-experience of the attracted person. Rahner does not deal with the question whether this self-perception is correct or deceptive, he merely describes it. And I don’t think that Girard would have to object to that description: on the contrary, a mimetically induced attraction is indeed not premeditated on the side of the attracted.

I will return later to the objections about nature and free choice. First I want to give you Rahner’s third and most important definition of concupiscence: the most important, because it defines that type of desire that is, according to Christine doctrine, the consequence of original sin:

3) Concupiscence in the narrowest, theological, sense is that spontaneous human desire that precedes free human choice and resists it.

Here Rahner offers a brief and abstract description of how we experience the perils of indecision and personal weakness. I might feel attracted by another mug of beer and some more roast pork with dumplings (all of which would fit my Bavarian nature very well), and at the same time I might be attracted by becoming slim and slender and losing some pounds; here we have two instances of Rahner’s second type of desire. I might then consider that losing some pounds is healthy as well as it saves money and I might choose to abstain – and yet, the desire is still there and nagging, resisting my good intentions, and finally I’ll end up drinking more beer and eating more dumplings than if I’d given in in the first place. A typical – though rather harmless – example of theological concupiscence winning over my so called free choice. You may put any other attraction from harmless to criminal in the place of the gluttony here – the structure is the same.

Rahner, however, adds two insights to the traditional understanding of concupiscence: he sees that it works both ways, and it works not just in the sensual realm but in any case of attraction there is for humans. What does that mean?

It works both ways says: it does not only induce us to vices, it might also save us from them. I might well have decided between the attraction to become rich quickly and to remain a law-abiding citizen in favor of the first and be planning a bank-robbery. But the fear of being caught, of spending years in prison, of having my reputation – and therefore all my chances to teach theology – destroyed might resist that decision and I will turn round at the final moment, before I enter the bank. In that case the resistance concupiscence sets against my decision, has saved me from committing a crime. It works both ways, good and bad.

And it is not limited to the sensual, let alone the sexual realm. It pertains to anything a human person can desire – and, Rahner said when describing the first type of concupiscence, humans can desire anything. Whether it is fame or fortune, love or lust, spiritual, mental or physical, human desire is structured by concupiscence in all three meanings of the term, and therefore concupiscence in the third sense also pertains to all these realms and above that to human knowing as well. It permeates all of our experience of self, world and God.

Rahner then goes on toward a metaphysical analysis, which declares concupiscence to be a consequence of the spiritual-material character of human nature. I will skip these highly abstract remarks and turn again to mimetic theory and what it might say to Rahner’s exposition.

I suggest that a mimetic theorist would argue that Rahner’s concupiscence in the theological sense is nothing but the clash between two conflicting mimetic desires. What I called my Bavarian nature is not something I was born with but something I was raised into; I follow certain models when I behave like a typical Bavarian. At the same time, being slim is the mimetic credo of the day. I am the poor person in the middle. However, I think that Rahner would not quarrel with my rendering of nature here. For him nature is not some fixed constant, but rather a dynamic principle of the development of a person that can change itself in the process.

The mimetic analysis of my example, however, is not just saying the same thing with different words, it also adds another piece of insight into the phenomenon. Rahner described how it feels to be hit by concupiscence and then gives ontological reasons for it. Girard concurs with the description but gives another explanation: it becomes socially feasible how a desire whose fulfillment I have already relinquished can retain so much power that I cave in and do what I did not want to do: it is the mimetic strings that draw me, against them I am almost helpless.

What about the question of free decision? When I said that being drawn hither and thither by conflicting mimetic desires was the cause for the described ambiguity, I seemed to exclude freedom. Yet, here I think that mimetic theorists tend to overlook the consequences of the existence of Rahner’s first type concupiscence (and that is why I do not consider them a mere truism): there really is some value or good within any existing thing: the question is, however, whether I desire that thing for its real value or for the value it gains by the model. Teachers of Christian spirituality call upon us to purify our desires in just that sense: that we should not attach more value to a good than it really has, then we will make proper use of it. However, how are we to relate to the real value a good has?

According to Girard’s theory, we have no direct access to that supposed real value, because every value is mediated to us by models, and it is exactly the fact that the desire of acquisition leads to antagonistic desire and to rivalry between subject and model that makes our desire “metaphysical” in Girard’s sense of the term: The real value is completely overshadowed and blotted out by the value the object draws from the model: we do not desire the object as such, we desire the object because we want to be like the model.

So, within Girardian thinking, desiring something for what it is really worth, means desiring it not by metaphysical desire, but in the emulation of a model that does not allow itself to be drawn into an antagonistic and rivaling cycle of mimetic desire, it means basically to have Christ as a model. If we desired any object the way Christ desired it, we would desire it according to its own value and nothing else. We can call that making a free choice, and then Girard’s theory does not exclude that possibility, it emphasizes, however, that this is only given through conversion.

I do think Rahner would completely agree to that in principle. For him only God’s grace really frees us and enables us to act freely. He would, however, insist on a certain addition: For Rahner this conversion need not be explicit; someone could have been converted to Christ – in the sense relevant here – while at the same time confessing to be Jew, a Muslim or even a Hindu or an atheist. In that context Rahner coined the very controversial expression of the “anonymous Christian”, meaning a person being a Christian without anybody but God, not even him- or herself, knowing it. Of course, this poses several problems. I will attend to some of these in the second part of that paper.

It is also true, of course, that for mimetic theory mimesis, of course, structures every human desire, not just the sensual or sexual, and it also works both ways – as Rahner’s theological concupiscence did. So, we seem to talk about the same phenomenon, but we get different explanations for it: Rahner talks about human nature, Girard about mimesis. Are they mutually exclusive explanations?

I do not think so. On the contrary, I propose that they are complementing each other: Firstly, they answer different questions: Rahner tells us why our desire can finally be directed towards God (because He in the end is the boundless horizon) and why we are able to prefer one thing over another (because the horizon transcends any of its objects). Girard explains to us how it happens that we prefer a specific object x over another object y (because we emulate a model) and how it is possible that we really create an idol (when mimetic desire makes us desire a single object without bounds). Thus Rahner’s ontological differentiations provide us with a framework within which the workings of metaphysical desire become plausible: Treating a single object within the horizon as if it were the horizon means falling prey to metaphysical desire, means creating an idol.

Or stated differently: Rahner says that concupiscence is part of our human nature as it has become and Girard describes what that nature has become. Rahner says: if you want to find concupiscence you have to watch out for it in human nature. Girard has done that and offers an analysis of that nature.
 In this respect they relate to each other like a heuristic horizon and the answers found within that horizon. Girard does not have to say: it was mimesis and not nature; he could also say: human nature is mimetic, take that into account. It is out of my scope to say whether Girard actually used this heuristic horizon. But even if he did not, that does not preclude us from saying that it would have been a possible heuristic path for him to walk on.

However, I do not think Rahner’s concupiscence and Girard’s mimetic desire are simply the same. The sets of phenomena referred to by these expressions are intersecting, but not coextensive. For 1: Girard teaches us that we are governed by mimetic desire, even if we do not experience this strange resistance which Rahner uses to define concupiscence. Actually when we have completely fallen prey to the mimetic pull and vanish in the mimetic mob, we do not experience any second thoughts: we are completely one with the mob. So in a sense Girard tells Rahner that his definition is not a definition of all the consequences of original sin, but only of how we can recognize them, when we are open for such a recognition. More often than not, we do not recognize them but follow them blindly. Rahner’s definition is not a complete definition of concupiscence, but a description of how concupiscence is experienced, when it is experienced.

On the other hand, who is to guarantee that every and any instance of resistance against a decision we made is brought about by mimetic desire? Couldn’t there be instances of such an ambiguity that have different causes? A mimetic true believer would, of course, deny that. Rahner’s definition, however, has the advantage that it is not bound up with mimetic theory. So, if there are other reasons, he can easily fit them into his framework, which is much broader in that methodological respect. For that framework it does not matter, whether concupiscence is brought about by mimetic mechanisms, or – let’s say – processes that are better explained by biology or existentialist philosophy; the important thing is the criteria given are fulfilled: it resists our staying true to the conscious decision we had already made.

2 Girard’s mimetic Mechanisms Commented by Rahner’s Theology of Grace

A basic tenet of Rahner’s theology of grace is that every human person at all times has received an offer of God’s grace because of the salvation Jesus Christ worked for all of humanity. This offer entails the task of either accepting or rejecting it, thereby constituting one’s personal salvation or damnation. Receiving the offer of God’s grace also entails for Rahner that we are essentially changed by that very offer, our way of experiencing the world is different from what it would be without that offer. Thus for Rahner our human nature contains a super-natural existential: super-natural because it comes from God and not from us, existential because it permeates all human experience.

In the case of concupiscence that means: Although concupiscence in all three senses comes to us naturally and belongs to our human nature, we nevertheless experience the third type, which is the consequence of original sin, as problematic, indeed as negative and – in St. Paul’s writings and the Protestant tradition – in itself sinful. Here Rahner explicitly refers to St. Paul’s strong words in Rom 7 and to Martin Luther. But why is this so? Why do we experience something that is quite natural to us as so adverse to what we should be?

Exactly because the offer of God’s grace, which we really possess and which really has already essentially transformed us, calls us to make an unequivocal and irreversible choice for God, for the acceptance of that grace, while at the same time concupiscence, which resists this choice of ours, makes us unable to do so. Rahner writes:

This type of concupiscence that we experience, or rather this type of experience that we have and that we call concupiscence cannot occur in the same way in a human being untouched by God’s offer of grace. … Thus we can say: this type of concupiscence is only possible within human persons subject to original sin, and as such they experience it as a contradiction to what they ‘really’ ought to be, although this ‘reality’ is not their nature, yet their – however supernatural, yet irrevocable – calling.
 Humanity’s historical experience, their analysis of their history with respect to their own state can indeed reveal that human persons do not regard concupiscence as a matter of course, but as something which ought not to be, that evokes consternation and forces the question upon us how this can be, when humans are the work of a God who cannot create a self-contradiction.

So for Rahner there is a tension within the human person between the offer of grace and the resistance concupiscence puts up against it. Looking at Girard’s theory from that perspective, it seems that Girard spots that tension as well, but not within the individual – not even within any one society, but between pre-Judeo-Christian and post-Judeo-Christian societies, between the pagan and the monotheistic worlds. This seems to run counter to Rahner’s contention that, although the offer of grace comes to humanity by Christ’s act of salvation, it nevertheless comes to anyone anywhere, anytime, so for example also to the pagan Aztecs with their most bloody sacrifices, as the current exhibition in Berlin (before that in London) impressively shows. Could an Aztec have been an anonymous Christian in Rahner’s sense? Or was this impossible because they could in no way step out of the scapegoating cycle they were part of?

Girard writes: “It’s not accurate to say that the Bible reestablishes a truth that the myths betrayed. If we did, we would give the impression that this truth was already accessible, at human disposal before the Bible discovered it. No, not at all. Before the Bible there were only myths. No one and no tradition before the Bible were capable of calling into question the guilt of victims whom their communities unanimously condemned.”
 If this is true, where was the effect of the offer of grace in these people?

It seems Girard and Rahner are at odds here. For this reason, I thought that J. Alison in his The Joy of Being Wrong, which is an excellent and completely Girardian book, repeatedly attacks Rahner’s theology of grace and of the anonymous Christian, yet without mentioning Rahner in the context of criticizing him.
 During the COV&R-conference in Innsbruck I had the chance to talk to him about that and I learned that this was a wrong perception. What Alison is criticizing is not Rahner’s rendition of these terms but certain interpretations thereof. I am very happy to agree with that criticism and want to emphasize that it does not concern Rahner’s original intention but interpretations thereof that are themselves – quite common – misunderstandings of Rahner’s theology. I cannot aspire to elaborate on them here. Yet, I want to make some remarks that might show that mimetic theory and Rahner’s theology of grace are not so much at odds as it might seem.

For one thing Girard’s and Rahner’s focus of interest is very different: While Girard wants to emphasize that the Bible really brought something new in human self-understanding (he talks about the revelatory significance of the Bible), Rahner wants to stress that God opens a way of salvation even for those who – without their own fault – do not attain this self-understanding (he talks about the soteriological significance of faith). Since the Bible and the Second Vatican Council insist that humans can only be saved by grace and by faith while the Council teaches at the same time that salvation is not bound up with the profession of the Christian faith,
 Rahner as a theologian has to find a way to make that plausible. And that can be done by stating that human persons are endowed by the offer of God’s grace in their very nature and accepting that offer is possible without subjectively knowing it. However, this acceptance is not given with human nature, it is our call which we can fail. Being offered that grace and accepting it is not the same for Rahner. Anyone who overlooks that distinction in Rahner’s thinking misrepresents it.

Another important distinction often overlooked is Rahner’s insistence that the possibility of experiencing grace and the possibility of experiencing grace as grace are not the same thing
, meaning: I can experience something which is an experience brought about by God’s grace; yet I do not realize that it is God’s grace, but maybe think it is my own achievement or the gift of someone else – or a counter-force to what my life looked like before. This is a possibility but not a necessity. Is it true that “the gratuitous self-giving of God is always … subversive of any given now”
? That, of course, depends on what you mean by “subversive”. J. Alison explained to me that he means by that a process of transformation that starts out by a positive connection to the human given now but then transforms it in a way best explained by the scholastic triplex via of talking about God. As our concepts have to undergo a process of affirmation, negation and elevation, when applied to God, we ourselves are being transformed by God’s grace in a similar process. I would cautiously
 agree with that but still question, whether this is best rendered “subversive”, that term having a connotation of adversity and destructivity. It also can easily mislead, as it misled me, to think that God’s grace always has to be experienced by the graced person as adverse to any given now. Yet if that were so, there would be no need for any discernment of the spirits. Since God’s grace cannot be detected by such a clear-cut and simple criterion, our search for it must be much subtler and Rahner’s theology of grace is of great help here. It teaches us that grace is offered to all of us; thus if we do not perceive it, we will have to look harder – and not merely state that it isn’t there. Maybe we are just somewhere in the middle of the dramatic process of transformation described, and therefore cannot yet perceive it clearly.

But let us return to Girard and to my example of the Aztecs. We said already that Girard uses a revelatory perspective, while Rahner a soteriological one, and – in my opinion – within each perspective each of the two is correct. In order to formulate statements that are equally valid in both perspectives we have to climb to a more universal language by introducing some qualifiers
 along the lines that Rahner indicated: we have to distinguish explicitly professed faith from implicit faith, grace being accepted from grace being offered, grace being experienced as grace from grace being merely experienced, and experiences that basically structure a society and its traditions from scattered individual experiences.

Then I can perfectly agree – and I surmise Rahner would too – with Girard’s contention that no tradition before the Bible was capable of calling into question the guilt of victims whom their communities unanimously condemned, while yet dissenting from the proposition that no one, no single individual was able to do so.

Of course somebody must have experienced it, before the Bible was written – otherwise it could not be written there. People write about what they have experienced. Also, given Rahner’s proposal that grace is offered to anyone anytime, there must have been the possibility of that recognition for some persons; yet, because there was no tradition, no language to express it, it could never acquire social significance and effectiveness. Here Girard is right that this only happens with the Bible and cultures influenced by it. But this then exactly corresponds to the distinction between an implicit or anonymous and an explicitly professed faith. “Anonymous” then does not merely mean that faith happens to be unexpressed, it means that it cannot be expressed because there is no language available to do so. It is also the difference between grace experienced as grace and grace experienced as being subversive and running counter to your culture.

If we see that, we can dispel the suspicion that mimetic theory has no room for Rahner’s supernatural existential: The longing for peace that was present even in sacrificial cultures and the unease individuals in these culture might have felt, without being able to express it or even to realize it themselves, are clear signs of that existential’s workings.

At the same time we have to add a qualifier to Rahner’s theology of the anonymous Christian too: The explicit non-Christian who turns out to be an anonymous Christian in post-Biblical cultures must be construed differently from the explicit pagan who turns out to be an anonymous Christian in pre-Biblical cultures: The post-biblical anonymous Christian lives in a society touched and influenced by Biblical revelation – something the pre-Biblical anonymous Christian did not. Therefore the offer of grace and the anonymous acceptance of it looks differently in each case. Post-Biblical anonymous Christians might have understood the central insights of the Christian message better than some professed believer and this might be the very reason they distance themselves from historical Christianity – Girard has told us so. So in fact he has long acknowledged the supernatural existential in them and their implicit acceptance thereof. Pre-Biblical anonymous Christians could not have had these parameters in their lives. So their accepting the offer of grace must have been much more veiled and unclear for our eyes. But why should it be impossible that they experienced instances of compassion with their victims, instances of doubt about the guilt of their victims; however, instances that never became effective on the level of society but still were there, though even more hidden than those of many who believed in Jesus in their hearts, yet feared to do so publicly (cf. John 12:37-43). Girard’s analysis of Greek tragedy as a first step of deconstructing myths indicates that there was even some social effect of that.

3 Conclusion

I could not give a thorough one-on-one comparison between Girard’s and Rahner’s thinking on the topic of concupiscence or mimetic desire. Yet I hope to have shown that the apparent contradictions dissolve, when we try to see through the words towards the reality they aspire to point to. If we do that, Rahner’s philosophical theology and Girard’s anti-philosophical theory are not longer at odds but complement each other for deeper insights into the complicated structure of human nature.

� Cf. Girard, R.: Ich sah den Satan vom Himmel fallen wie einen Blitz. Eine kritische Apologie des Christentums. Übers.: E. Mainberger-Ruh. (German transl. of: Je vois Satan tomber comme l’éclair). München – Wien 2002, 15; or in the French original: Girard, R.: Je vois Satan tomber comme l’éclair. Paris 1999, 16. Not contained in the English version whose foreword is much shorter.


� Rahner, K.: Zum theologischen Begriff der Konkupiszenz. In: Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie 65 (1941), 61-80. Revised version in: Schriften zur Theologie 1. Einsiedeln-Zürich-Köln 1954, 81967, 377-414 (abbrev. S 1); now also in Rahner, K.: Sämtliche Werke. Band 8: Der Mensch in der Schöpfung. Bearbeitet von Karl-Heinz Neufeld. Solothurn - Düsseldorf - Freiburg 1998, 12-32. English version: The Theological Concept of Concupiscentia. In: Theological Investigations 1: God, Christ, Mary and Grace. Translated by C. Ernst. London 21965, 347-382. I will refer here to the version contained in S 1 and moreover use my own paraphrase of that version in which I will bring Rahner’s thoughts already into a more easily understandable English. I claim to do so without distorting Rahner’s original meaning (German original given in the references).


� S 1, 388: „Begehren im weitesten Sinn ist jede bewusste reaktive Stellungnahme zum Wert und Gut … im Gegensatz zu hinnehmender Kenntnisnahme.“


� S 1, 389: „Das Charakteristische dieses weitesten Be�grif�fes der Konkupiszenz ist dies, dass er sowohl die freien wie die un�willkürlichen Akte menschlicher Wertreaktion umfasst.“


� In fact I have explained here nothing but the old scholastic dictum omne ens est verum – omne ens est bonum.


� S 1, 389: „Konkupiszenz im engeren Sinn ist der Akt des Begehrungsvermögens in Richtung auf ein bestimmtes Gut …, insofern dieser Akt auf Grund der Naturdynamik des Menschen sich spontan im Bewusstsein bildet und als solcher die notwendige Voraussetzung der personalen, freien Entscheidung des Menschen ist.“


� S 1, 390: „Konkupiszenz im engsten (theologischen) Sinn“ ist definiert als „das spontane Begehren des Menschen, insofern es der Freiheitsentscheidung des Menschen vor�ausgeht und gegen diese beharrt“.


� I am merely applying here something I learnt from O. Muck. Cf.: Muck, O.: Assumptions of a Classical Philosophy of God. In: Milltown Studies 33 (1994), 37-50, esp. 46.


� S 1, 412.: „Diese Konkupiszenz, die wir erfahren und (oder: bzw.) diese Erfahrung, die wir haben und Konkupiszenz nennen, kann es so, wie sie konkret gegeben ist, in einem reinen Naturzustand gar nicht geben. … Dann kann man ruhig sagen: diese Konkupiszenz ist nur im Erbsünder möglich, und er erfährt sie schon als solche als im Widerspruch zu dem, was er ›eigentlich‹ sein sollte, wenn dieses ›Eigentliche‹ auch nicht seine ›Natur‹, wohl aber seine zwar über�na�tür�liche, aber unweigerliche Bestimmung ist.“


� S 1, 413: „Die Erfahrung der Menschheit, die Analytik, die sie im Lauf ihrer Geschichte hinsichtlich ihres eigenen Zustandes vornimmt, kann sehr wohl zeigen, dass der Mensch die Konkupiszenz faktisch eben nicht als ein Selbstverständliches auffasst, sondern als ein Nichtseinsollendes, das Bestürzung erregt und die Frage aufzwingt, wie es zu erklären sei, wenn der Mensch das Werk Gottes ist, der nichts Widersprüchliches schaffen kann.“


� Girard, René: I See Satan Fall Like Lightning. Transl. by J. G. Williams (Frz.: Je vois Satan tomber comme l’éclair). Maryknoll, N. Y. 2001, 118.


� Cf. Alison, James: The Joy of Being Wrong. Original Sin through Easter Eyes. New York, N. Y. 1997 esp. pages 45, 57, 91-99.


� Cf. AG 7; NA 1; LG 16; GS 22. AG 7 explicitly states that “God in ways known to Himself can lead those inculpably ignorant of the Gospel to find that faith without which it is impossible to please Him“ – it does not mean the explicitly expressed faith.


� S 1, 326: „Erfahrbarkeit der Gnade und Erfahrbarkeit der Gnade als Gnade [sind] nicht dasselbe“. Taken from the article: Rahner, K.: Über das Verhältnis von Natur und Gnade. In: S 1, 323-345. English version: Concerning the Relationship between Nature and Grace. In: Theological Investigations 1 (see ref. � NOTEREF _Ref43522417 �2�), 297-317.


� Alison, 45.


� My caution comes from the fact that the negation does not concern the finitude of the human person, whereas in the linguistic transformation of the triplex via the negation does concern the finitude of the concept itself.


� It should be noted that, when Rahner explicitly names experiences of grace, the transformative character is indicated by his choice of examples, which are not experiences of pleasure or convenience but of problematic and even painful encounters. Cf. Rahner, K.: Über die Erfahrung der Gnade. In: Schriften zur Theologie 3: Zur Theologie geistlichen Lebens. Einsiedeln-Zürich-Köln 61964, 105-109 = Reflections on the Experience of Grace. In: Theological Investigations 3: The Theology of the Spiritual Life. Baltimore, MD, Helicon Press 1967, 86-90. And: Rahner, K.: Erfahrung des Heiligen Geistes. In: Schriften zur Theologie 13: Gott und Offenbarung. Bearb. von P. Imhof. Zürich-Einsiedeln-Köln 1978, 226-251 = Experience of the Holy Spirit. In: Theological Investigations 18: God and Revelation. N. Y., Crossroad, 1983, 189-210.


� Again I am utilizing a distinction, drawn from O. Muck, between a proposition’s relative or absolute “affirmability”. Cf. Muck, O.: Wahrheit und Verifikation. In: Rationalität und Weltanschauung. Philosophische Untersuchungen (Hg. W. Löffler). Innsbruck – Wien, Tyrolia, 1999, 81-100, esp. 86-88.
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