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Thema der letzten Sitzung: 

 

Terrorismus 

Folter 

Grausamkeit 
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Leitfragen 

 

- Wie hängen Moralismus und Terrorismus miteinander 

zusammen? 

- Welche Formen von Terrorismus gibt es? 

- Was sind die Gründe für Terrorismus? 

- Welche Formen von Gewalt zeichnen Terrorismus 

aus? 

- Wie erleben Opfer den Terrorismus? 

- Wie können wir aus genuin philosophischer 

Perspektive über den Terrorismus reden? 

- Inwiefern können und sollen wir „Verständnis“ für 

Terroristen aufbringen? 
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Thema der heutigen Sitzung: 

 

Neid 
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Formen des Unmoralischen 

Leitfragen 

 

- Worin besteht die moralische Problematik des 

Neides? 

- Inwiefern ist Neid ein Gefühl? 

- In welchen Kontexten entsteht Neid? 

- Inwiefern ist Neid mit Selbsterkenntnis kompatibel? 

- Welche Rolle spielt die Selbsttäuschung im Neid? 

- Wie ist Neid semantisch und pragmatisch verfasst? 
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Semantik und Pragmatik des Neides 

 

(1) A beneidet B wegen C. 

 

(2) A neidet B C. 

 

(3) A weiß, dass sie B wegen C beneidet. 

 

(4) A sagt zu B: „Ich beneide Dich um C“. 

 

(5) A gönnt B C. 
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“Envy is a complex and puzzling emotion. It is, 

notoriously, one of the seven deadly sins in the 

Catholic tradition. It is very commonly charged with 

being (either typically or universally) unreasonable, 

irrational, imprudent, vicious, or wrong to feel. With 

very few exceptions, the ample philosophical 

literature defending the rationality and evaluative 

importance of emotions explicitly excludes envy 

and a few other nasty emotions as irredeemable. 

Indeed, some authors who are prepared to defend 

even jealousy insist that envy is beyond the pale. 

Yet there is considerable controversy over what 

precisely envy is, and the cogency of various 

specific criticisms of envy depends on what view of 

that subject is adopted.” 
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“This entry follows the widespread assumption that 

envy is an emotion.[1] That is not to say that it is a 

mere feeling. Emotions are generally agreed to be 

more than feelings. Most emotion theorists could 

agree on this vague characterization: emotions are 

syndromes of thoughts, feelings, motivations, and 

bodily movements, loosely enough bound together 

that a given emotional episode may not require the 

occurrence of every element in the syndrome. Most 

theories of emotion privilege one of these elements as 

central, or even essential, to emotion. Cognitive 

theories identify a defining thought or judgment. 

Feeling theories and Motivational theories respectively 

take a particular affective experience or a distinctive 

motivational role as central or essential to a given 

emotion type.” 
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“The specific contours of the emotional syndrome of envy are 

controversial. It is agreed that envy involves an envier 

(“Subject”), a party who is envied (“Rival”)—this may be a 

person or group of persons—and some possession, capacity 

or trait that the subject supposes the rival to have (the “good”). 

The good might be something that only one party could 

possibly possess (the crown jewels, or being the world’s best 

go player), or it might be something easily duplicated. It is 

sometimes held that the good may even be utility, happiness, 

or some psychological state that Subject could attribute to 

Rival even if there were no material difference in their / 

possessions or capacities. Most philosophers who have sought 

to define envy agree in treating it as a form of distress 

experienced by the subject because he does not possess the 

good and the rival does, and in attributing a desire for the good 

to Subject. Many, but not all, go on to add that envy involves a 

desire that the rival not have the good. This disagreement is 

explored below, [see benign and invidious envy].” 
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“Envy is widely but not universally agreed to be a 

symptom or instance of the human tendency to evaluate 

one’s well-being comparatively, by assessing how well 

one is doing in comparison with others. Influential 

definitions of envy include 

 

Envy is pain at the good fortune of others. (Aristotle, 

Rhetoric, Bk II, Chapter 10) 

 

Envy is a propensity to view the well-being of others with 

distress, even though it does not detract from one’s own. 

[It is] a reluctance to see our own well-being overshadowed 

by another’s because the standard we use to see how well 

off we are is not the intrinsic worth of our own well-being 

but how it compares with that of others. [Envy] aims, at 

least in terms of one’s wishes, at destroying others’ good 

fortune. (Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals 6:459) 
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Envy is that passion which views with malignant 

dislike the superiority of those who are really entitled 

to all the superiority they possess. (Adam Smith, The 

Theory of Moral Sentiments, p. 244) 
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Envy vs. Jealousy 

 

Ordinary language tends to conflate envy and jealousy. The 

philosophical consensus is that these are distinct 

emotions.While it is linguistically acceptable to say that one is 

jealous upon hearing about another’s vacation, say, it has 

been plausibly argued that one is feeling envy, if either, in 

such a case. According to Farrell (1980) and Neu (1980), 

both / envy and jealousy are three-place relations; but this 

superficial similarity conceals an important difference. 

Jealousy involves three parties, the subject, the rival, and the 

beloved; and the jealous person’s real locus of concern is the 

beloved, a person (or being) whose affection he is losing or 

fears losing. The locus of concern in jealousy is not the rival. 

Whereas envy is a two party relation, with a third relatum that 

is a good (albeit a good that could be a particular person’s 

affections); and the envious person’s locus of concern is the 

rival. 



Formen des Unmoralischen 

On this way of distinguishing envy from jealousy there is 

a difference between them even when the good that the 

rival has is the affection of another person.[2] Roughly, 

for the jealous person the rival is fungible and the 

beloved is not fungible. So he would be equally bothered 

if the beloved were consorting with someone else, and 

would not be bothered if the rival were. Whereas in envy 

it is the other way around. Because envy is centrally 

focused on competition with the rival, the subject might 

well be equally bothered if the rival were consorting with 

a different (appealing) person, but would not be bothered 

if the ‘good’ had gone to someone else (with whom the 

subject was not in competition). Whatever the ordinary 

meaning of the terms ‘envy’ and ‘jealousy,’ these 

considerations demonstrate that these two distinct 

syndromes need to be distinguished. 
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‘Benign’ and ‘Invidious’ Envy 

 

Many authors posit a distinction between two kinds of 

envy: a malicious or invidious form, and a benign, 

emulative, or admiring variety of envy.[3] Typically, the 

point of the distinction is to identify a class of cases in 

which envy is somehow permissible or justifiable and 

separate them from cases in which it is not. While details 

differ, the general idea is that invidious envy involves a 

desire that the rival lose the good, whereas benign envy 

does not.[4] But other philosophers claim that benign 

envy is / not envy at all.[5] Like many disagreements 

over the nature of emotions, this one threatens to 

become a merely verbal dispute, but it can be 

understood as a substantive question about the 

character of an empirical phenomenon.[6] 
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“Some of the examples advanced on behalf of the 

suggested bifurcation threaten to obscure the issue. It 

will not do, for instance, simply to point out that people 

commonly say that they envy someone’s skill in cases 

where it is quite implausible to suppose that they have 

any desire that the person loses the skill. There is 

undoubtedly a common tendency to use the term ‘envy’ 

for any desire for something that is possessed by 

another. But, given the looseness of natural language 

noted above, we must not simply assume that these are 

really cases of the emotional syndrome of envy. 

Although some discussions of envy seem to treat any 

desire for [an instance of] what another person has as 

envy, this threatens to assimilate some cases of envy to 

admiration.[7]” 
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Most parties to the debate would grant that not every case in 

which someone would like something that someone else 

possesses is a case of genuine envy. First, envy is typically 

agreed to be a form of pain or distress—an unpleasant emotion. 

To fancy someone else’s linens is not yet to envy them. So not 

every such desire should be counted as a case of benign envy. 

Furthermore, even a painful desire for what someone else 

possesses might be better described as longing than envy. If 

you badly (painfully) want the new Mercedes convertible, then 

you long for it. If you then discover that your neighbor has 

bought one, does your longing become envy? To avoid turning 

this into a matter of stipulation or a verbal dispute, it should be a 

substantive psychological question whether you envy her for it. 

Envy should not be held to follow as a logical consequence of 

the conjunction of your painful desire with the belief that she has 

(an instance of) its object. But then there must be something 

more to envy than painfully wanting something that (you know) 

someone else has. 
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Robert Young suggests that what differentiates envy from 

mere longing is that, in (even benign) envy, the subject is 

pained because the rival has the good. But it is questionable 

whether this proposal succeeds as a defense of benign 

envy. If the “because” in question is causal-explanatory, this 

seems insufficient to mark the relevant distinction. After all, 

ordinary longing may be occasioned by seeing the good in 

someone else’s possession. Perhaps if your neighbor hadn’t 

acquired the convertible, it would never have come to your 

attention. It would then be true that you want it because she 

has it, yet it seems possible that this is longing, not envy. 

Suppose that you would have been equally pained by not 

having it regardless of how you discovered its existence. 

Then the fact that, as it happens, your longing was caused 

by seeing it in the neighbor’s driveway does not suffice to 

make this a case of envy. 
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But perhaps Young’s “because” offers something like the agent’s 

reason for being pained, or the content of a thought at which she 

is pained. In other words, perhaps the point is to emphasize the 

idea that the subject really is bothered specifically by the 

difference in possession, not just by his own lack of the good. But 

if so, more would need to be said to explain how how the envy 

can be benign. If what pains the subject, or what he evaluates as 

bad, is really the disparity between the subject and the rival (not 

just the subject’s lack), it is hard to see how the subject could 

lack any desire for the rival to lose the comparative advantage. 

After all, by hypothesis the situation in which the rival loses the 

good without the subject getting it would be better than the status 

quo, as far as the subject’s envy is concerned – inasmuch as 

there would then be no disparity to be bothered by. Of course the 

subject may not prefer all things considered that the rival lose the 

good. But if he is only motivated to improve his position, and 

lacks any desire for the rival to lose the good, then why think that 

what bothers him is really the disparity, rather than just his own 

lack? 
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Sara Protasi (2016) offers a more complex taxonomy of envy 

which includes a version of benign envy that she calls 

“emulative envy.” She draws two cross-cutting distinctions: 

whether the subject is focused upon the good or upon the 

rival, and whether she perceives the good as obtainable or 

unobtainable. Focus is understood not in terms of salience or 

conscious attention, but as a matter of evaluative concern: 

“what the envier focuses on is whatever she cares about, 

from a prudential point of view.” (2016, p. 4) In emulative 

envy, the envier is focused on the good and believes himself 

capable of obtaining it. She is motivated to improve her 

standing, not to bring down the rival. But emulative envy is 

supposed to be distinct from admiration or even longing. It is 

meant to be a species of envy in general, which Protasi 

defines as “an aversive reaction to a perceived inferiority to a 

similar other, with regard to a good that is relevant to the 

sense of identity of the envier.” (2016, p.2) 
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“A question for this account is what role the perceived 

inferiority to the rival can be playing in emulative envy, if 

the envier is held to care only about the good, and not the 

inferiority as such. If it is playing no role, then why think 

this is a species of envy in general, rather than a (no 

doubt common and important) emotion of some other 

sort? But if it is allowed that emulative envy does also 

include a concern about inferiority as such, distinct from 

the desire for the good, then the question is how to make 

that concern compatible with an insistence that there is 

no desire that the rival lose the good.” 
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“Even those who deny that “benign envy” is a kind of envy 

(hereafter, “deniers”) will grant the existence of cases in 

which people want to have skills or other traits that are 

possessed by another person, and are pained by their lack, 

but in which they have no desire at all for the other person to 

lose those traits. Call such a state “emulative desire.” 

Apparently some other languages have a word for that 

state.[8] What deniers deny is that emulative desire is an 

instance of envy (or of “envy proper”, as Rawls puts it). But 

what is at stake in such a claim? We have already noted that 

/ ordinary usage surely permits application of “envy” in such 

cases, and in others besides, so linguistic propriety is not the 

issue. One way of understanding the debate concerns which 

taxonomy of mental states carves emotions at their joints—

that is, carves them in ways that reflect psychological kinds 

that support predictions and explanatory generalizations. 



Formen des Unmoralischen 

One way to develop the deniers’ position is as follows.[9] 

Envy is a distinctive kind of psychological state that is 

essentially competitive. It is concerned specifically with 

unfavorable comparisons to others with whom the subject in 

some ways sees himself as in competition. On this view, the 

characteristic dissatisfaction of envy supplies or embodies 

some level of motivation toward whatever would ameliorate 

the situation: in other words, toward either outdoing or 

undoing the rival’s advantage Which of those motivations will 

emerge in action depends on many factors. It depends on 

what the situation affords, including the probabilities and 

expected costs and benefits of success at either option. And 

it depends on other attitudes and desires of the subject, 

including how much he likes the rival, whether he thinks it 

would be wrong to deprive him of the good, and how much 

that wrongness matters to him. 
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On this view, there can still be cases of genuine envy in which the 

subject would not take steps to undermine the rival. He would not 

even push a button to deprive the rival in secret—because he likes 

the rival, or because that would be a rotten thing to do to anyone. 

Call such a person a “decent envier.” A decent envier may sincerely 

believe that he has no desire whatever that the rival lose the good. 

He will be wrong about this, but it can still be true that he would not 

act on that desire. The attribution of genuine envy in such a case 

nonetheless explains some things. It explains why even a decent 

envier’s pain is prone to go away, along with some of his ambition to 

achieve the good, if the rival should lose it. Why should envy go 

away in such cases, if all the envier wanted was to secure the / good 

himself? It also explains why even decent enviers may be more 

likely to be amused by a story that shows the rival in a negative light, 

and why they become drawn to other goods that the rival acquires 

within the scope of the rivalry. And it explains why some previously 

decent enviers become indecent enviers, or at least become aware 

of some ambivalence about the rival’s possession of the good, when 

their efforts to secure the good for themselves prove hopeless. 
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In cases of emulative desire, on the other hand, 

presumably none of these things should be expected. 

So what deniers want to say about benign envy is that 

either it is not really envy (it’s just emulative desire, or 

something else in the neighborhood) or it is not really 

benign. Whether the deniers’ view should be preferred 

may hinge on what explanatory advantages defenders 

of benign envy can offer for a taxonomy that includes 

emulative desire as a species of envy. 
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Envy vs. Resentment 

 

Although much of the psychological literature on envy supposes 

that envy is concerned with matters of perceived injustice, most 

philosophers reject this suggestion.[10] The received view is that 

envy is to be distinguished from resentment. The latter is held to be 

a moral emotion, whereas the former is not. What makes a given 

emotion a moral emotion has been glossed in various ways. 

Roughly, the idea is that moral emotions are ones that somehow 

embody moral principles or appraisals. Resentment is a moral 

emotion because a given emotional episode does not qualify as a 

state of resentment unless the subject holds some moral complaint 

against the object of the state. The claim that envy is not a moral 

emotion should be understood as a denial that any moral complaint 

is part of the nature of envy as such. It is compatible with the 

possibility of any number of cases in which envious people also 

hold moral complaints against those they / envy. And it is also 

compatible with the possibility of envying someone for some moral 

feature. 
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It seems clear that in many (perhaps even most) cases of 

envy, the subject is liable to find some moral complaint with 

which to justify negative feelings toward his rival. This would 

explain various experimental findings that correlate feelings 

of envy with complaints of injustice. But, of course, such 

complaints may be defensive rationalizations of rancorous 

feelings, rather than elements in envy. Claims about which of 

the various thoughts that commonly attend a given type of 

emotion belong in a characterization of that emotion type are 

best defended within the context of a general theory of how 

to individuate emotion types, which is beyond the scope of 

this entry. In any case, some version of the thesis that envy 

is not a moral emotion seems both plausible and necessary 

to make sense of the debate over whether egalitarianism is 

motivated by envy (see section 3.1 below) 
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The Rationality of Envy 

 

Assessments of the rationality of emotions take various 

forms. It is useful to distinguish the prudential advisability of 

emotions (whether they are good for the person who has 

them) from their fittingness (roughly, whether the appraisal of 

circumstances involved in the emotion is accurate or not). 

Both of these assessments are to be distinguished from 

various ethical appraisals of emotions. Most authors who 

address the issue seem to agree that envy is seldom 

advisable: insofar as one is able to control or influence one’s 

emotions, it is best not to be envious, because envy harms 

those who feel it. This is sometimes urged simply on the 

grounds that envy is a form of pain, but more often because, 

in envy, a person’s subjective sense of well-being, self-worth 

or self-respect is diminished. 
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But if envy involves certain characteristic patterns of 

motivation, such as a motive to outdo or undo the rival’s 

advantages, then the advisability of envy may be 

strongly / dependent on the advisability of the actions it 

motivates. And whether these actions are advisable, in 

turn, depends upon whether they are efficient means to 

the ends at which they aim, and whether those ends are 

themselves in the subject’s interests. Thus an adequate 

assessment of the prudential advisability of envy may 

well depend on whether the envious subject’s sense 

that he is worse off because of his rival’s possession of 

the good that he lacks is accurate. If it is accurate, then 

motivation to change the situation may well be 

beneficial for the Subject. We turn now to issues of 

accuracy. 
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It is commonly supposed that emotions, envy included, 

involve a way of taking the circumstances—a thought, 

construal, appraisal, or perception of the circumstances—

which can then be assessed for fittingness (objective 

rationality) and/or warrant (subjective rationality).[11] Thus 

fear can be unfittingly directed at something that isn’t really 

dangerous, or fittingly directed at something that is. And it 

can be unwarrantedly directed at something the subject has 

good reason to believe poses no danger, or warrantedly 

directed at what she has good reason to think dangerous— 

even if that good reason is supplied by misleading 

evidence, so that the object of the emotion is not, in fact, 

dangerous. Similarly, in light of the discussion above, we 

might say that envy involves thinking that the rival has 

something good that the subject lacks, and negatively 

evaluating this difference in possession, per se. 
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Each of the various strands in this way of taking the 

circumstances, then, can be appraised for fittingness 

and warrant. We will focus on fittingness here, but 

analogous points can be made in terms of warrant. 

Envy will be unfitting, for instance, if the rival does not 

really have the good, or if the ‘good’ isn’t really good—

for instance if the envy is directed at some possession 

that the subject would not really value if he knew its true 

nature. These suggestions are uncontroversial. A more 

interesting question concerns the last element in envy’s 

characteristic appraisal: the negative evaluation of the 

difference in / possession. This too might be thought to 

be amenable of broadly rational appraisal. 
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Some philosophers suggest that envy is always or typically 

irrational, and they seem to have in mind the charge that it 

is unfitting.[12] Theirs is a restricted version of the Stoic 

critique of emotions, according to which (roughly) all 

emotions are unfitting because they involve taking various 

worldly things to matter that don’t really matter. Not many 

contemporary philosophers are attracted to the Stoic view 

of value, which is embedded in an idiosyncratic ancient 

cosmology. But perhaps specific emotions can be convicted 

of the putative mistake, and envy appears to be a likely 

suspect. If envy involves taking the difference in possession 

between subject and rival to be bad in itself, then, if such 

differences are not bad in themselves, envy is 

systematically unfitting. Developing this charge demands 

getting clearer about the sense in which envy can be said to 

involve taking the difference in possession to be bad in 

itself. 
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Suppose that envy includes some desire that the rival not 

have the good. Then envy may be interpreted so as to 

involve a preference for the situation in which neither 

subject nor rival have the good to the one in which rival has 

it and subject does not.[13] Call this the “envious 

preference.” The envious preference is invoked as a basis 

for the claim that envy appraises the former situation as 

better than the latter. But better in what respect? There are 

a number of possibilities, and we will consider just two. 

First, it might be held to be better, from the point of view of 

the universe (“impersonally better” for short). Secondly, it 

might be held to be better for the subject. 
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If envy holds that the situation in which neither has the good is 

better, impersonally, than the one in which Rival has it, this can 

be criticized as an axiological mistake.[14] Surely the world is a 

better place, ceteris paribus, if someone possesses a given 

good than if no one does. But this is / too quick. First, consider 

cases in which rival has acquired the good by wrongdoing. 

Arguably the world is not a better place when the fortunes of 

some are wrongfully improved. Secondly, an extreme 

egalitarian may hold that inequalities themselves are prima 

facie bad, because they are unjust. On that view, it may 

sometimes be better that neither possesses a given good than 

that one does. Either of these considerations might then be 

invoked as a defense of fittingness of envy. Thus, if envy is 

interpreted as making a claim about impersonal value, it will be 

difficult to prevent moral considerations from guiding verdicts 

about its fittingness.[15] While this does not completely collapse 

the distinction between envy and resentment, it renders it 

considerably murkier. 
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Alternatively, envy can be held to present the difference in 

possession between subject and rival as bad specifically for 

Subject. This interpretation of envy’s characteristic appraisal is 

more plausible, and it jibes better with the doctrine that envy is 

not a moral feeling. Envy can nonetheless be criticized as 

irrational, on this interpretation, for taking something to be bad 

for Subject that is not in fact bad for him. What matters to how 

well things are going for Subject is a function of what goods 

Subject has, not what goods his rival has, the critic will suggest. 

Hence, while the present state of affairs is worse for Subject 

than a situation in which he has the good and Rival lacks it, it is 

not worse than a situation in which neither has the good. So 

there is no self-interested reason for Subject to have the 

envious preference. Envy is therefore systematically unfitting 

because it takes something to be bad for the subject that is not 

in fact bad for him. 
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The cogency of this argument for the irrationality of envy 

depends, of course, on the plausibility of its claims about well-

being. If people do in fact systematically care about the 

possessions of others, and regard themselves as worse or better 

off accordingly as they stack up against their selected comparison 

class, some subjectivist accounts will license taking / this concern 

as itself a part of these subjects’ well-being—in which case, some 

envy will be fitting. Whereas most objective accounts of well-

being either treat it as a measure of primary goods, or supply 

content restrictions on the desires whose satisfaction contributes 

to well-being which would exclude desires like the envious 

preference. One recent defense of the claim that envy is 

sometimes fitting relies on the idea that being excellent in various 

domains of human achievement contributes to well-being and yet 

is essentially a comparative matter (D’Arms and Jacobson, 2005). 

If such excellences, or other positional goods, are granted to 

contribute in themselves to well-being, then it appears that envy 

will be fitting whenever a rival’s diminution with respect to the 

relevant positional good improves the Subject’s position. 
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„Die erste Frage lautet: Ist Neid eine Sünde? Das scheint 

nicht der Fall zu sein; denn:  

1. Wie Aristoteles im 2. Buch der Nikomachischen Ethik sagt: 

Für Leidenschaften bekommt man weder Lob noch Vorwürfe. 

Nun ist aber der Neid eine Leidenschaft. Denn Johannes 

Damascenus sagt im 2. Buch (seines Werks Über den 

Glauben) , daß »Neid der Kummer über das Wohl anderer 

ist«. Daher kann man niemandem seines Neides wegen 

einen Vorwurf machen. - Den man jedoch jedem bei jeder 

Sünde machen kann. Also ist Neid keine Sünde.  

2. Was nicht willentlich vollführt wird, ist auch keine Sünde, 

wie Augustinus sagt. Da aber Neid eine Bekümmerung 

darstellt, ist er nichts willentlich Vollführtes, denn wie 

Augustinus im 14. Buch von Die Bürgerschaft Gottes sagt, 

»Kummer betrifft solche Dinge, die uns ohne unser 

willentliches Zutun befallen«. Also ist Neid keine Sünde.“ (69) 
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„3. Da das Übel dem Guten entgegengesetzt ist, kann das Gute 

nicht zur Sünde bewegen, die ein Übel ist, denn kein 

Gegensatz bewegt zum ihm Entgegengesetzten. Der 

Beweggrund für den Neid / aber ist Gutes, denn Remigius sagt, 

Neid sei Schmerzempfinden über fremdes Gut. Also ist Neid 

keine Sünde.  

4. Augustinus sagt im 14. Buch von Die Bürgerschaft Gottes, 

daß in jeder Sünde eine verkehrte Hinwendung zu einem 

vorübergehenden Gut vorliegt. Der Neid aber stellt keine 

Hinwendung zu einem vorübergehenden Guten dar, sondern 

eher eine Abkehr davon, da er doch ein Kummer über fremdes 

Gut ist. Also ist Neid keine Sünde.  

5. In seinem Buch Über die Willensfreiheit sagt Augustinus9 

daß jede Sünde aus Wollust entsteht. Der Neid als Kummer tut 

das aber nicht, da Wollust das Streben nach Vergnügen ist. 

Also ist der Neid keine Sünde.“ (69) 
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„3. Da das Übel dem Guten entgegengesetzt ist, kann das Gute 

nicht zur Sünde bewegen, die ein Übel ist, denn kein 

Gegensatz bewegt zum ihm Entgegengesetzten. Der 

Beweggrund für den Neid / aber ist Gutes, denn Remigius sagt, 

Neid sei Schmerzempfinden über fremdes Gut. Also ist Neid 

keine Sünde.  

4. Augustinus sagt im 14. Buch von Die Bürgerschaft Gottes, 

daß in jeder Sünde eine verkehrte Hinwendung zu einem 

vorübergehenden Gut vorliegt. Der Neid aber stellt keine 

Hinwendung zu einem vorübergehenden Guten dar, sondern 

eher eine Abkehr davon, da er doch ein Kummer über fremdes 

Gut ist. Also ist Neid keine Sünde.  

5. In seinem Buch Über die Willensfreiheit sagt Augustinus9 

daß jede Sünde aus Wollust entsteht. Der Neid als Kummer tut 

das aber nicht, da Wollust das Streben nach Vergnügen ist. 

Also ist der Neid keine Sünde.“ (69) 
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6. Was unmöglich der Fall sein kann, kann auch keine Sünde 

sein. Nun scheint es aber unmöglich zu sein, jemanden zu 

beneiden: Da nämlich das Gute das ist, wonach alles strebt, 

kann sich niemand über das Gute grämen, was ja neidisch sein 

bedeutet. Also kann Neid keine Sünde sein.  

7. Jede Sünde besteht in einer Handlung. Doch insofern der 

Neid in einem Kummer besteht, beeinträchtigt er das Handeln, 

das doch um einer Ergötzung willen vollführt wird. Der Neid 

beeinträchtigt also das Sündigen und ist mithin selbst keine 

Sünde.  

8. Moralischer Handlungsvollzug wird je nach dem formalen 

Bestimmungsgrund seines Ausrichtungsgegenstands gut oder 

schlecht genannt. Der Ausrichtungsgegenstand des Neids ist 

das Gute, wie bereits gesagt. Denn, wie schon oben bemerkt, 

Neid heißt soviel wie Gram über fremdes Gut. Daher ist der 

Neid im Vollzug etwas Gutes. Und also keine Sünde. 
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„Wenn also gesagt wird, daß Neid der Kummer über das Glück oder 

die Großartigkeit eines anderen ist, so muß das so verstanden 

werden, daß man sich genau über das Glück des anderen grämt, 

insofern dieses eben von der Art ist, daß man sich darüber grämt, 

wenn man auf einzigartige Weise besser als andere sein will. Von 

Neid im strengen Sinne wird also gesprochen, wenn einer sich 

darüber grämt, von jemand anderem an Großartigkeit oder Glück 

übertroffen zu werden. Nun kann es aber auch Vorkommen, daß 

jemand sich / über das Glück anderer aus anderen Gründen grämt, 

die nicht dem Neid zuzurechnen sind, sondern manchmal eben 

anderen Lastern. Wer nämlich jemanden haßt, grämt sich über 

dessen Glück, doch nicht, insofern dieses eine bestimmte 

Vortrefflichkeit darstellt, sondern einfach deswegen, weil es ein Gut für 

jemanden darstellt, den er haßt. Denn wenn man seinem Feind Böses 

wünscht, folgt daraus, daß man sich über all das, was er Gutes hat, 

grämt. Somit liegt der Unterschied zwischen dem Neiderfüllten und 

dem Haßerfüllten darin, daß der Neiderfüllte sich nur über das Gut des 

anderen grämt, wenn er sich dadurch zurückgesetzt fühlt oder in der 

Einzigartigkeit seiner eigenen Großartigkeit bedroht, der Haßerfüllte 

aber über alles Gute, was seinem Feind widerfährt.“ (80 f.) 
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„Es kann auch noch andere Gründe geben, derentwegen 

sich jemand über das Glück eines anderen grämt, zum 

Beispiel weil er befürchtet, daß ihm oder jemandem, den 

er liebt, daraus Schaden erwachsen könnte. Was aber 

eher der Angst als dem Neid anzurechnen ist, wie 

Aristoteles im 2. Buch seiner Rhetorik sagt. Nun kann 

Angst etwas Gutes oder Schlechtes sein. Weshalb es in 

sündhafter Weise geschehen kann, wenn die Angst ein 

Übel bedeutet, oder ohne Sünde, wenn die Angst etwas 

Gutes heißt. Deswegen sagt Gregor der Große in seiner 

Erklärung der besagten Stelle: »Wir denken so, wenn wir 

glauben, daß der Fall einiger den Aufstieg anderer 

bedeutet, und fürchten, daß das Fortkommen des einen 

für viele ungerechte Unterdrückung bedeutet«. Und daher 

fügt er auch hinzu, daß Kummer solcher Art ohne jeden 

Neid vonstatten geht.“ (81) 
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„Zu 2. Wenn die innere Bewegung bloß eine sinnliche 

ist, kann sie keine Todsünde darstellen; wenn einen 

aber Gram überkommt aus vernünftiger Überlegung, so 

kommt er nicht nur aus dem Sinnlichen, sondern auch 

aus der Vernunft, und kann daher sehr wohl eine 

Todsünde sein. Obwohl man auch sagen muß: 

Manchmal bezeichnen solche Zuweisungen für die 

Leidenschaften schlicht die Willensäußerungen und 

dann wird der Kummer nicht im sinnlichen Vermögen 

sein, sondern im Vernunftvermögen. / Zu 3. Was 

gattungsgemäß eine Todsünde ist, kann keine läßliche 

Sünde sein, wenn die Handlung vollständig vollführt ist, 

obwohl sie es sehr wohl sein kann, wenn diese 

Handlung Unvollständigkeiten aufweist wie die oben 

bereits angesprochenen. (80 f.) 
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