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PREFACE

Emotions vary between cultures, especially in their eliciting conditions, social
acceptability, forms of expression, and co-extent of terminology. This book
examines the sensation, expression, and literary representation of envy and
jealousy in Classical Athens. Previous scholarship on envy and jealousy
(Walcot 1978; Konstan and Rutter 2003) has primarily taken a lexical ap-
proach, focusing on usage of the Greek words phthonos (envy, begrudging,
jealousy, spite) and zélos (emulative rivalry).

This lexical approach has value, especially in dealing with texts and civiliza-
tions from the past, but it also has limitations. These are particularly apparent
with envy and jealousy in ancient Greece as: a) the discreditable nature of
phthonos means it is never claimed for oneself, and renders its ascription or
disclamation suspect; b) there is no Classical Greek label for sexual jealousy.
Accordingly a different, complementary approach is required, which reads
the expressed values and actions of entire situations.

Building on recent developments in the reading of emotion scenarios in
classical texts (primarily the ‘script’ methodology of Kaster 2005), this book
applies to Athenian culture and literature insights that are derived from
modern (post-1950) philosophical, psychological, psychoanalytical, sociologi-
cal, and anthropological scholarship, and which focus on the contexts, con-
scious and subconscious motivations, subjective manifestations, and indica-
tive behaviors of envy, jealousy, and related emotions. This enables an
exploration of both the explicit theorization and evaluation of envy and jeal-
ousy, and also the more oblique ways in which they find expression across
different genres—in particular philosophy, oratory, comedy, and tragedy.

It is hoped that, as well as providing new insights into the two emotions
under direct consideration, this volume will contribute to ongoing debates as
to how we can best research the emotions of historical cultures, and will also
shed light on a number of literary issues relating to the texts and genres
discussed.
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Introduction

This monograph examines the psychological sensation, social expression, and
literary representation of envy, jealousy, and related emotions in Athens
during the Classical period (479-322). It is primarily a contribution to the in-
creasing body of research into ancient Greek and Roman emotions that has
been published in the last two decades.! As well as looking specifically at this
family of emotions, one of the main intentions of this book is to develop a
methodological approach that contributes to the ongoing debate as to how
research into emotions of the ancient Greeks and Romans (or indeed any his-
torical culture) should be conducted.

As I am investigating a highly literary society, which has produced a wealth
of literature, I have chosen to base this study entirely on such evidence.
Accordingly, alongside these specific emotions and the overarching method-
ological argument of this volume, I also aim to shed light on a number of liter-
ary issues relating to the texts and genres discussed. This will include both
thematic and rhetorical issues, and the dynamics of the text-‘reader’ (or more
properly text-audience) relationship.

1.1 Rationale and Methodological Approach

Emotion studies is a highly multidisciplinary field. There has been a large
amount of research into the nature of emotions (both specific emotions and

! Major monographs and collections in English include: Cairns (1993); Williams (1993); Nussbaum
(1994); Braund and Gill (1997); Konstan (1997); Sihvola and Engberg-Pedersen (1998); Konstan (2001);
W. V. Harris (2001); Nussbaum (2001); Braund and Most (2003); Kaster (2005); Sternberg (2005);
Konstan (2006); Graver (2007); J. T. Fitzgerald (2007); Konstan (2010); Munteanu (2011a); Munteanu
(2011b); Chaniotis (2012); Sanders, et al. (2013).

% See further chapter 1.2. See Chaniotis (2012) for a range of approaches to ancient Greek emotions
based on epigraphic, papyrological, and archaeological evidence, as well as literary.
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emotions in general) across a variety of disciplines (e.g., cognitive and
evolutionary psychology, neurobiology, physiology, sociology, anthropology,
philosophy, and history, to name but some). Emotions research has bur-
geoned especially since the cognitivist ‘revolution’ of the 1970s. Those taking a
cognitive approach to emotions argue that an emotion arises from a sensory
perception that is evaluated by our brains (i.e., a cognition), automatically
arousing certain physiological and psychological responses. Strict cognitivists
believe cognition is the only important element in emotion;® however, most
emotionologists currently ascribe to it a major, but not exclusive role. Set
against the cognitivists are ‘neo-Darwinists, —so called because their ap-
proach dates back to Darwin— who are most interested in the physiological
and neurobiological effects of an emotion.* This camp argues that physiologi-
cal changes are the initial emotional response, and thinking comes later (if at
all).” The cognitivist approach has similarities to Aristotle’s view of the emo-
tions (see chapter 4), though Aristotle was more concerned with the socio-
logical aspect of cognition than most of his latter-day successors.®

Within this large body of research on the emotions, a number of psycholo-
gists have noted that it often makes more sense to speak of an emotional epi-
sode or scenario than an emotion per se.” Emotional episodes, described by
Parrott as “the story of an emotional event,”® begin with cognitions—
perceptions of (or thoughts about) a situation—and our interpretations of
them, frequently called the “antecedent conditions.”™ These arouse psycho-
logical and physiological feelings (frequently confused by laypersons with the
‘emotion’ itself). Attempts to regulate or cope with the emotion may follow
(i.e., as the higher consciousness responds to the social and psychological ram-
ifications of our feelings). Then come verbal expressions and physical actions
resulting from the emotion. And eventually there is some sort of resolution.'

3 For example, Solomon (1993); Lazarus (1991); Nussbaum (2001).

*For example, Ekman (1980a), whose research has focused on facial expression changes.

> Darwin (1872); James (1884); Damasio (1994); Prinz (2004).

¢ For a more detailed summary by a Classicist of these major approaches, see Konstan (2006) 7-27;
see also Cairns (2003a) 11-20 and (2008). Among non-Classical scholars, Rorty (1980a), Lewis and
Haviland-Jones (2000), and Solomon (2004) are excellent edited volumes that demonstrate a vari-
ety of disciplinary approaches to the emotions. P. E. Griffiths (1997) and Prinz (2004) provide useful
critiques of what the major schools have to offer before propounding their own views. W. M. Reddy
(2001) 3-62 critiques psychological and anthropological approaches from the historian’s perspective.

7 For example, Fehr and Russell (1984); Shaver, et al. (1987); Parrott (1991); Sharpsteen (1991); Rus-
sell and Lemay (2000); Gross (2007).

8 Parrott (1991) 4.

9 Sharpsteen (1991) 37 gives a useful definition of these as “the elements physically or objectively
present in a situation, along with the perceptions, interpretations, and appraisals of them.”

0P, E. Griffiths (1997) 55 refers to the antecedent conditions (or ‘stimuli’) as the “input” part of
an emotion, and the rest as the “output.” See also Elster (1999) 246-83 and Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 49-78,
whose formulations differ, but who both identify several different parts to an emotion episode. Some
disagree with the concept of emotion episodes (e.g., Prinz (2004), who argues that most elements apart
from feeling (e.g., situational antecedents, resulting actions) are not part of the emotion).
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Some emotions are often considered to be ‘universal’ or ‘pan-cultural’: for
example, the set of so-called ‘basic’ or ‘primary’ emotions (anger, fear, happi-
ness, sadness, surprise, disgust) which have been identified in very young chil-
dren, and which have associated facial expressions that appear to be present in
all cultures (albeit occasionally repressed)."" However, even for these emo-
tions, many aspects will vary between cultures; Cairns notes these include
their eliciting conditions, social acceptability of the emotion, socially accepted
forms of expression (which may vary not just between societies, but also
within them, e.g., between classes and genders), and the extent their terminol-
ogy overlaps.'? Other emotions, including envy and jealousy, frequently called
‘nonbasic’ or ‘secondary,” are thought to be more socially complex and there-
fore develop later as the child learns the social rules of his/her culture.” They
may involve blends of more basic elements (e.g., guilt may include fear and
sadness, jealousy may include fear and anger)."* Nonbasic emotions can vary
even more widely between cultures than basic ones. Constructionists argue
that the elements of emotions that differ between cultures are so vast that each
emotion should be considered as entirely unique to that culture; some claim
Japanese amae and Southeast Asian amok as emotions, and cite them in sup-
port.'’> However, even if these can be described as emotions (which is dubi-
ous), they are exceptions. While there may be major differences in a variety of
aspects, other cultures’ emotions are usually identifiable and relatable to our
own. For example, ancient Greek orgé is a phenomenon clearly comparable to
English anger, and ancient Greek aidds to English shame—even if the bound-
aries of these ancient Greek terms are not coterminous with their English
equivalents, they may be aroused in some different situations, and there are
differences in acceptable means and forms of expression.

Research into classical emotions has so far largely focused on emotions that
are freely and frequently expressed in ancient literature: anger, shame, pity,
grief, etc. It has primarily taken a lexical approach, focusing on Greek emotion

T Lewis (2000) 275-78; Bates (2000) 384-85; Wierzbicka (1999) 24-25; P. E. Griffiths (1997) 44-99;
Ekman (1980b). Exceptionally, Klein (1957/1975) argues that envy is also primary, associating it with
the frustration a baby directs at his/her mother’s breast when it withholds the milk (s)he wants; cf. Joffe
(1969) 539-42 for a critique; cf. Roth and Lemma (2008) and H. F. Smith (2008) for recent develop-
ments on Kleinian envy.

12 Cairns (2003a) 12-13. There are also personal differences between individuals who are homolo-
gous within their society.

13 Lewis (2000) 277 argues that envy emerges in the latter half of the second year of life, along with
embarrassment and empathy. Frankel and Sherick (1977) report that while a very young child will
desire and take a toy, the awareness that it belongs to another child, and an attendant hostility charac-
teristic of envy, only develop later; cf. Rosenblatt (1988) 57-58.

4 Damasio (1994) 131-39; Elster (1999) 242; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 104-14; Johnson-Laird and Oatley
(2000) 466-67.

'S On amae, a kind of ‘pleasure at being dependent,’ see Morsbach and Tyler (1986). Newman
(1964) describes amok, or ‘being a wild pig.” For constructionist approaches to emotions see Harré
(1986), Harré and Parrott (1996).
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words and the contexts in which they are used (by a particular author or more
generally), and comparing them with the nearest equivalents in our own lexi-
con.'® Previous scholarship on envy and jealousy has, for instance, mostly
concentrated on usage of the Greek words phthonos (envy, begrudging, jeal-
ousy, spite—see chapter 3) and zélos (emulative rivalry). The two principal
works on these Greek emotions are Walcot’s Envy and the Greeks, and Kon-
stan and Rutter’s edited volume Envy, spite, and jealousy: The rivalrous emo-
tions in ancient Greece.'” Walcot provides an overview of Greek envy over the
thirteen centuries from Homer to Boethius, from a comparative-
anthropological perspective. He makes some false generalizations;'® however,
the book is still relevant, giving useful pointers to the value system, and con-
taining many insights into individual texts. Very little else was published on
Greek envy, with the exception of Pindar’s poetics,' until Konstan and Rutter.
This collection of essays has begun the modern socio-psychological investiga-
tion into the ‘rivalrous’ emotions in ancient Greece. However, most of the
chapters limit themselves to an examination of phthonos (and sometimes
zélos) in one author or genre, and many appear to do so without any wider
insight into investigations into these emotions in fields other than Classics.
This is not to argue that a lexical approach has no value. Indeed it is essen-
tial, particularly in dealing with texts and civilizations from the past, and this
monograph will not neglect lexical issues. However a purely lexical approach
has limitations. First, it encourages too great a dependence on the labels our
own language uses, in trying to understand those of another language and
culture®® This is exemplified in the most comprehensive study of ancient
Greek emotions to date, Konstan’s The emotions of the ancient Greeks: Studies
in Aristotle and classical literature, which, despite its awareness of the differ-
ences between ancient Greek and modern (Anglophone) experiences, still
shows too great a tendency to look for one-to-one equivalents. For instance,
he argues (somewhat unpersuasively) that Aristotle’s praotés (Rh. 2.3) should
be translated into English as “satisfaction,” rather than “calming down.”??
However, praotés is neither equivalent to satisfaction, nor to calming down:
praotés is praotés, an ancient Greek phenomenon, and translation of any

!¢ Kaster (2005) is a major exception to the tendency to try to find English-language equivalents
(see below).

7 Walcot (1978); Konstan and Rutter (2003).

'8 For example, that zélos should be translated jealousy, and phthonos envy, their use being in
“much the same way as their English equivalents” (2); or dividing envy into “professional envy,” ‘sib-
ling envy,” and ‘sexual envy’” (3), passing over the many instances of envy of wealth in fourth-century
oratory, and the phthonos of the gods—though he later devotes two chapters to this, undermining his
own tripartite division.

19 See Bulman (1992); Kurke (1991) 195-224.

20 Kaster (2005) 6-8.

2! Konstan (2006).

22 Konstan (2006) 77-90.
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particular instance of the word is secondary to understanding that phenome-
non.?® Second, our own emotion labels can hide from our conscious minds the
emotional scenarios they imply—which may not, in part or in total, be appli-
cable to those of another culture.?* Third, psychology can be obscured not just
by the lexicon, but also by the fact that people can react to situations with a
mixture of emotions, only some of which they may be conscious of, or choose
to express. A final problem with a lexical approach, which applies particularly
to envy and jealousy in ancient Greece, is that (unlike anger, shame, etc.) these
emotions are not freely and frequently expressed in Greek. There are two rea-
sons for this: first, the discreditable nature of phthonos (the primary Greek
term covering envy and possessive jealousy) ensures that it is never claimed
for oneself, and means that those who disclaim it of themselves or ascribe it to
others have an obvious (and suspect) agenda;*® second, because there is no
ancient Greek word for sexual jealousy until well after the Classical period.?
Such problems are not limited to these two emotions.?’”

While a lexical approach is useful, therefore, it cannot be the sole method-
ology for a detailed investigation of the emotion concepts of another culture,
and particularly cannot be the sole approach of a work looking at ancient
Greek envy and jealousy. A complementary approach is required, one which
reads the expressed values and actions of entire situations. Accordingly, in
this study I adopt as part of my methodology the emotion ‘scripts’ approach
advocated and used to great effect by Kaster.?® Scripts are essentially similar to
the emotion episodes or scenarios discussed above—an episode/scenario is in
fact a specific instance of a general script. These scripts allow us to get behind
the terms envy and jealousy in order to achieve a greater understanding of the
elements that link a wide variety of envy and jealousy scenarios (and similarly
for related ancient Greek emotions).

However, a purely script-based approach has its limitations too. Kaster
argues that scripts must replace a lexical approach: he argues that one should

# Kaster (2005) 7 makes a similar point about translating Latin fastidium.

2 Cairns (2008) 46 makes similar points to these two.

> It is notable that, while Greeks frequently admit anger, shame, pity, grief, etc., they almost never
admit envy (see pp. 35-36).

% Zélotupia is normally translated as jealousy, but this is controversial, at least in the Classical
period (see Konstan (2006) 216-43, and pp. 164-65). Furthermore, the first surviving instance of the
term—whatever it means—dates from the 380s, more than halfway through the period covered by this
monograph.

¥ For example, arrogance is morally problematic and tends to serve a rhetorical agenda; ‘positive’
pride lacks an ancient Greek label.

# Kaster (2005) 8-9. Other scholars who argue for the use of scripts to investigate emotions include:
Lakoff and Kovecses (1987) 210-18; Russell (1991) 442-44; P. L. Harris (2000) 285-88; Shweder and
Haidt (2000) 405-6; Russell and Lemay (2000) 496-99; Cairns (2008) 46. Wierzbicka (1999) makes
the case for metalanguage (instead of English language) scripts, though this has attracted criticism
(e.g., Cairns (2008) 49-50). See also Abelson (1981) on scripts more generally in psychological analysis.
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not seek English equivalents for (in his study) Latin terms, that doing so at best
simplifies, and at worst confuses and misleads, because inevitably one English
term will not cover the full range of scripts covered by one Latin term; further-
more, using an English term does not help at all if the reader’s language is
French or German, or some less-related language.” I do not agree with these
points. To take the second one first, despite the absence of complete equivalence
in emotional terminology, anyone who can read a book in English (as they must
to make use of this study) can benefit by being given an English label on which
to hang their understanding of a concept. For instance, on seeing the word
phthonos in a Greek text, it is harder to bring instantly to mind a variety of re-
lated but separate scripts, than to remember that it comprises English envy,
possessive jealousy, begrudging, etc.—provided we are clear what these English
terms involve. It is beside the point that, for example, orgé is not anger (or colére
or Zorn, etc.); certainly an ancient Greek might express orgé in some different
situations and some different ways to when or how modern Anglophones might
express anger, and they might think of the emotion in subtly different ways (e.g.,
as expressed by different metaphors), but understanding those differences is the
entire purpose of a scholarly study; if anger will perfectly well translate orgé
95 percent of the time, it seems otiose not to use that perfectly respectable word
when discussing a given instance of orgé in (or translating one into) English—
unless the instance falls within the other 5 percent. This problem is in fact not
confined to the study of emotions but covers a wide range of ethical, social, po-
litical, and institutional vocabulary for which there is no absolute equivalence
between ancient Greek and modern terminology (in any language). To translate
only where there is complete equivalence would, if pursued rigorously, lead to
‘translations’ in which most of the words of necessity remained in Greek. Re-
taining a Greek word is, of course, justified in contexts where it cannot be fully
expressed by one English equivalent (e.g., hubris, where frequently no transla-
tion will adequately cover what the Greek word is conveying). But this problem
is not replicated even with as multifaceted an emotion as phthonos, which covers
avariety of scripts with different English names. While no one English word will
cover all the meanings phthonos might have, in many instances where the word
is used (i.e., many individual phthonos scenarios), the sense is totally unambigu-
ous, and the reader will perfectly well understand what is going on if the English
words envy, jealousy, begrudging, etc., are substituted in an English translation
or discussion of the passage. Only when a Greek passage relies on the ambiguity
between different senses of the word (i.e., different scripts), or when more than
one script is being referred to in discussion, must the scholar stick to the origi-
nal Greek word phthonos, as I shall at certain points in this study.

¥ Kaster (2005) 6-8, 29; he sums this up: “the only sound way to understand the emotional lan-
guage of any culture, especially (but not exclusively) one not our own, is in terms not of lexical labels

.

but of ‘scripts™ (8s).
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To ensure that we, the investigator and readers, do indeed have a full un-
derstanding of the English scripts implied by such terms as envy and jealousy,
which will allow us to examine ancient Greek scripts in this way, I take a
methodological step so far (to my knowledge) not yet taken by any scholarly
study. This is to apply to Athenian culture and literature directly insights on
the contexts, conscious and subconscious motivations, subjective manifesta-
tions, and indicative behaviors of envy, jealousy, and related emotions, de-
rived from modern research into these emotions in a variety of fields in the
social sciences.” Such an approach does carry its own risk: there is a danger
that we will import into Athenian society concepts conditioned by an unre-
lated experiential framework; a related problem is how to avoid the circularity
frequently inherent in comparative studies where evidence is limited. These
limitations can be countered, however, by using Aristotle’s examination of the
socio-psychology of phthonos as a control: as will be seen in chapter 4, his
analysis of phthonos, and his comparison of phthonos with a variety of other
related emotions, provides directly comparable evidence to the sort of survey
I undertake of modern social scientific scholarship on envy, jealousy, and re-
lated emotions in chapter 2. This script methodology enables me to explore
not merely the explicit theorization and evaluation of envy and jealousy in
ancient Greece, but also the more oblique ways in which they find expression
across a variety of genres—including texts in which the role of these emotions
is currently underappreciated.

1.2 Scope

Envy and jealousy are major topics, and one could spend twenty years and
write several volumes investigating all their aspects in Greek culture. Of ne-
cessity, this monograph must limit its investigations. I have chosen to concen-
trate on Athens during the Classical period (479-322) since a large majority of
surviving (BCE) Greek texts come from this society. Indeed, we have a rela-
tively greater volume and range of evidence, both in kind and chronologically,
about democratic Athenian society and values than for any other ancient
Greek society. In concentrating on Classical Athens, I do not suggest that
phthonos in this society would have differed in every respect from those of
other poleis at the time, or from Athens at different times; however, there may
not be a total commonality of outlook. Even leaving aside such a literary con-
struct as Homeric society, arousal and appropriate expression of envy might
well differ between democratic Athens and oligarchies of the fifth and fourth

0 The fields I draw on most particularly are philosophy, psychology, psychoanalysis, sociology, and
anthropology (see chapter 2). This study will, therefore, reciprocally provide comparative material for
scholars of these emotions in other fields.
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centuries, or between the oratory of fourth-century Athens and that of the
first- or second-century ct Dio of Prusa. Again, sexual jealousy might be con-
structed differently in the literary genres of fifth-century tragedy and the
second- or third-century ce Greek novel. It makes sense therefore to concen-
trate on one society, after which my findings will provide comparative material
when investigating how envy and jealousy are constructed in other periods,
places, genres, texts, and nonliterary media of ancient Greece.

In this book, then, I have concentrated on the literature of Classical Athens.
By this I mean literature either written for performance in Athens (e.g., tragedy,
comedy, oratory) or written in the Athenian intellectual milieu. I therefore in-
clude Aristotle, who lived and worked in Athens, and whose Rhetoric must
clearly have taken account of the development of oratory there.” However, I
largely avoid authors who are not Athenian (e.g., Herodotus), Classical (e.g.,
Solon), or either (e.g., Homer, Pindar). This is not to say that these authors have
nothing to contribute on the subject of phthonos—all of them do—and I do take
account of them in the lexical review in chapter 3, which considers phthonos and
related words in all Greek literature of the Archaic and Classical periods. How-
ever, I treat them delicately, and I avoid building assumptions based solely on
them into my analysis of Classical Athenian texts. The more in-depth generic
and textual analyses in chapters 4-8 are almost entirely Classical Athenian. I
should perhaps also note here that the lack of a chapter on phthonos in Thucydides
and Xenophon—or indeed Plato—reflects the fact that there is no coherent story
to tell. While the word occurs frequently in these three authors, extended phtho-
nos scenarios and narratives are relatively rare, and those that exist are more
sensibly included within my general discussion of phthonos in chapter 3 (or, in
one Platonic instance, in my discussion of Old Comedy in chapter 6).

Because the socio-psychological approach is particularly well suited to cul-
tural history, to ideas expressed in literature or philosophy, it is these that I
focus on. I therefore ignore material evidence such as decrees, epitaphs, and
curses: ** the body of inscriptional evidence is vast and disparate; it is not im-
mediately obvious that such texts will give insight into an emotional episode
as such (antecedent conditions, psychological feelings, etc.); and it may be
hard to control the results since (at least in some of the material) imputation
of motivation will often be conjectural. There are also questions of
methodology, as inclusion of material evidence would require a significant
adjustment of the hermeneutic approach. One final limitation is that I focus
on socio-psychological aspects, rather than political or economic issues.

3! Similarly Plato in his analysis of comedy in the Philebus (see chapter 6).

3 Eidinow (2007) briefly refers to envy and jealousy in relation to curses in general (230-31), as
well as envy tied specifically to curses relating to commercial competition (204-5) and the institution
of the chorégia (160, 296 note 17). Also re material evidence, see Dunbabin and Dickie (1983) on Greco-
Roman iconography of phthonos.
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Leaving aside the question of how much institutions such as ostracism really
owe to envy,” political-economic envy has in any case already been well
treated by Ober, as part of his investigation of elite and mass (i.e., non-elite)
relations in Classical Athens.*

1.3 Outline of the Book

The volume is divided into this introduction and seven further chapters,
through which the argument develops in a linear fashion. Chapter 2 surveys
and analyzes the insights of modern (post-1950) philosophical, psychological,
psychoanalytical, sociological, and anthropological research into envy and
jealousy. The two emotions are examined separately, and then compared for
their differences and what they have in common. I show that, while many cog-
nitive psychologists prefer to separate envy (felt when I lack something I want)
from jealousy (felt when I want to retain or regain something I have developed
an exclusive bond with), others prefer to concentrate on the situational aspects
of rivalry between two people for a mutually desired object or person. Both
approaches have analytical value, but also limitations: the former position
tends to draw a dividing line between envy and all types of jealousy (including
sexual), ignoring the fact that laypersons frequently conflate the words envy
and jealousy in speech, and that envy is inextricably part of the jealousy sce-
nario; the latter position draws a helpful distinction between social compari-
son and sexual scenarios, but occasionally downplays genuine differences be-
tween prototypical envy and (possessive) jealousy scripts. As well as examining
envy and jealousy in depth, I compare envy with a number of other emotions
that it overlaps with—such as emulation, greed and covetousness, and spite
and Schadenfreude—and those that it tends to be (consciously) misrepresented
as or (unconsciously) transmuted into—including anger and indignation, and
a desire for justice. These insights into the various emotion scripts covered by
the terms envy, jealousy, and related emotions equip us well for an in-depth
exploration of similar emotions in other cultures—here Classical Athens.
Chapters 3 and 4 take two complementary approaches to the Greek vocabu-
lary of envy and jealousy, in order to map the phenomena we are dealing with
in Greek culture. Chapter 3 begins with a thorough lexical examination of
phthonos, which I show can cover no fewer than twelve scripts. These include

¥ Some (e.g., Ranulf (1933) 1.134-35 and ff., Walcot (1978) 53-61) have seen the institution of ostra-
cism as a licensed outlet for envy against a prominent individual (perhaps instituted to dissuade the
poor from attacking the rich as a class). However most of the evidence for this is provided by Plutarch,
who is hardly contemporary. Cairns (2003b) 243-44 summarizes the evidence, and is rightly skeptical
of this “reductive explanation”; see also Elster (1999) 187-89; Fisher (2003) 188. See Brenne (1994) for
examples of what ostraka actually say.

34 Ober (1989); see also Cairns (2003b).
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most of the scripts covered by English envy and jealousy (e.g., begrudging
envy, covetous envy, jealous of my position, possessive jealousy), and several
more besides (e.g., begrudging refusal, rivalry, Schadenfreude, moral censure).
I follow this with an analysis of zélos, which covers one script included in envy
but not phthonos (reflected in the English phrase “I envy you”), and a variety
of other Archaic and Classical terms (megairein, agaasthai, kotos, nemesis, eris,
philon(e)ikia, philotimia, duskolia, dusmeneia, and baskania) which can in-
volve similar scripts to one or more of those included in phthonos.

In chapter 4 I turn to the first detailed socio-psychological examination of
phthonos, that of Aristotle in his Rhetoric and (both) Ethics treatises, both to
make use of his insights in their own right, and to compare his account with
that of modern social scientific research, allowing us to utilize the latter with
confidence. I first consider how Aristotle sites phthonos within a group of
emotions concerned with response to someone else’s good or bad fortune. I
discuss how envy (phthonos) is related to spite (epichairekakia) in his thought,
and how as ‘bad” emotions these are opposed to such ‘good” emotions as in-
dignation (to nemesan), justified pleasure in another’s misfortune (unnamed
in Greek), emulation (zélos), and disdain (kataphronésis). I go on to show how
this distinction survives, with minor alterations, the intellectual shift to the
‘doctrine of the mean’ in the ethical treatises. Next I turn to Aristotle’s views
on phthonos itself, as described in the Rhetoric, where he discusses the situa-
tions in which phthonos arises, before showing how Aristotle’s ethical training
(as outlined in the Nicomachean Ethics) can remove vices such as phthonos
from one’s character. Finally, I use the findings of modern theory on envy and
jealousy to critique Aristotle’s thought on phthonos, noting that he identifies
scenarios from a variety of scripts (though he does not seem to realize this),
and I also compare Aristotle’s thought on phthonos with other Classical Greek
authors. While he generally reflects the prevailing usage of phthonos, it is ap-
parent that the strict division Aristotle makes between phthonos (envy) and to
nemesan (indignation) is not reflected in contemporary literary sources: nem-
esis (and its cognates) barely survive in the Classical period, their function in
the Archaic period being mostly subsumed in the Classical by phthonos. I rec-
ognize this by introducing the script terms ‘bad phthonos’ and ‘good phtho-
nos,” henceforward used where necessary for clarity.

Chapters 5-7 examine the roles of phthonos in three genres of literature
written for performance in front of mass (i.e., non-elite) audiences. Chapter 5
focuses on Attic oratory, a genre which makes frequent use of phthonos words.
I begin not with oratory, however, but with Aristotle. Picking up on chapter 4,
I demonstrate how phthonos’s badness prevents the use to which Aristotle
would like to put emotions in rhetoric—namely, persuading an audience. I
explore alternative reasons why Aristotle should still have discussed this emo-
tion in his Rhetoric, and argue that its only acceptable use consistent with his
philosophy is to accuse one’s opponent of being motivated by it. Turning to
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oratory proper, I show that this is largely the case, first through a brief survey
of all occurrences of phthonos words in the genre, and second by in-depth
analyses of several speeches in which accusations of phthonos form a crucial
part of the speaker’s strategy (Isae. 2; Lys. 24; Aeschin. 2; Dem. 18 and Epist. 3).
In fact, phthonos words are not once used in the genre to arouse an audience’s
envy. We do find several calls for an audience’s phthonos, but crucially these
are calls for moral censure (i.e., ‘good phthonos’). I evidence this by a detailed
discussion of Dem. 20 and 21. I end the chapter by considering how an orator
might attempt to arouse an audience’s ‘bad phthonos’ covertly. Because of the
negative associations of the term and the concept, an orator must do so with-
out using the word itself, and I examine a number of speeches which attempt
to do just this in trials of Athenian politicians for embezzlement and bribe-
taking (Lys. 28, 29, and 21; with similar passages in Dem. 3).

In chapter 6 I continue to focus on covert arousal of phthonos in an audi-
ence, here in Old Comedy. In the Philebus, Plato argues that one goes to a
comedy in order to laugh at the misfortunes of one’s friends, and he calls this
phthonos. This emotion bears a close similarity to Aristotle’s epichairekakia and
to modern Schadenfreude. For all the difference in emphasis, I show that this
reading has certain affinities in common with the ‘carnival’ approach to under-
standing Old Comedy, and particularly its predilection for onomasti komoidein
(abuse of named individuals). I focus in particular on phthonos against politi-
cians, both named and as a class, in Aristophanes’ political plays of the 420s, as
providing the clearest and most coherent body of evidence for phthonos arousal
in the genre, and because of the political connections with the previous chapter.
I first consider passages criticizing demagogues in Wasps and particularly
Paphlagon (i.e., Kleon) in Knights, and then consider passages dealing with
ambassadors in Acharnians and generals in Wasps. The arguments advanced
ostensibly play to the audience’s moral censure (i.e., indignation) at the ex-
cesses of these groups and individuals, but in fact appeal as much if not more to
their (transmuted) envy. These, however, are English emotions and, as I dem-
onstrated in chapter 4, both fall within the purview of phthonos in Greek.

In chapter 7 I turn away from the audience to look at phthonos scripts on-
stage in Old Comedy and in tragedy. While this emotion is not one of those
regularly seen as motivating characters, it is not completely absent. I examine
two scenarios in the former genre and three in the latter. In Old Comedy, I
return to Knights, this time Nikias’s and Demosthenes’ phthonos for Paphlag-
on’s swift rise to be Demos’s most trusted slave, and his reciprocal phthonos
for those who wish to take away this status. I then consider the redistribution
of (wealth and) sexual favors in Assemblywomen. Turning to tragedy, Ajax’s
response to the Arms of Achilles being awarded to Odysseus (Soph. Aj.) owes
most to rage and shame, but I argue that phthonos at losing ‘his’ Arms is also
discernible when we compare the punishment he attempts to mete out to
Odysseus with that of the Atreidai. Phaidra’s response to her rejection by
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Hippolytos (Eur. Hipp.) also owes a great deal to shame and rage, but along-
side these what was formerly zélos of his lifestyle seems to harden into phtho-
nos, contributing to the libelous form of revenge. Finally, Kreusa’s response
on learning that her husband, with whom they had both longed for children
for many years, now had a son while she did not, leads her through phthonos
to try to kill that son. I show that in all of these plays characters exhibit psy-
chology, expression, and action highly typical of English envy/jealousy sce-
narios, and clearly describable as phthonos by what has been revealed of the
nature of that emotion in chapter 3. It is notable that neither Old Comedy nor
tragedy lend themselves well to overt, large-scale, onstage phthonos scenarios,
and a script approach is required in order to ‘read’ the scenarios that are there.

In chapter 8 I leave phthonos proper and move on to a detailed examination
of sexual jealousy. The existence of this emotion in ancient Greece has been
questioned,* and a minor concern of this chapter is to prove that an emotion
comparable to our sexual jealousy does indeed exist in Greek literature. The
main focus, however, is on how this emotion is constructed and expressed. I
begin with Medea (Eur. Med.), who is normally portrayed as suffering from
heroic pride or rage. While accepting the presence of these emotions as moti-
vators, I argue that it is overly reductive to interpret Medea’s psychology solely
in these terms, and that sexual jealousy should be rehabilitated as one of her
motivations. Erds plays a major role in Medea’s marriage, and her entire self-
conception is bound up with being a wife, a mother, and a (sexual) woman.
Jason’s abandonment of her wrongs her in all three roles. I show how Medea’s
subsequent emotions (rage, hatred, grief, pride, and begrudging envy) are di-
rectly traceable back to this wrong, and how her desire for ‘justice’ (which
typically masks envy), and the form of the revenge itself, fit in well with both
the English sexual jealousy prototype and Aristotle’s ideas on phthonos, orgé
(anger), and misos (hatred). The main elements of this Greek jealousy script
appear in two other tragedies (Soph. Trach. and Eur. Andr.), which I explore in
similar level of detail. I conclude that Greek sexual jealousy requires three
components: erds, an exclusive relationship, and a desire to protect the integ-
rity of that exclusivity by beating, damaging, or destroying the rival and/or
partner. This destructive element shows that phthonos, like erds, is inextricably
part of the Greek sexual jealousy prototype. Finally, I turn to philosophy, ora-
tory, and comedy, and briefly examine a number of texts in which elements of
the sexual jealousy prototype recur (principally PL. Symp.; Antiph. 1; Lys. 1, 3,
and 4; Aeschin. 1; Ar. Plut.; Men. Sam. and Pk.)—this includes an examination
of the term zélotupia (normally translated as jealousy) in this period. By con-
sidering this wide variety of texts, I show how the jealousy script changes when
the patient is a man, how male-male relationships differ from male-female, and
the effect of genre on the use of sexual jealousy scripts to manipulate audiences.

35 Konstan (2003b) and (2006).
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Envy, Jealousy, and Related Emotions—Modern
Theories

The academic fields that have contributed the greatest extent to modern
discussions of envy and jealousy are philosophy, cognitive psychology, psy-
choanalysis, sociology, and anthropology.'! The approaches of these various
disciplines are heterogeneous (both between and within disciplines), with sur-
prisingly little interdisciplinary research.? My aim in this chapter is not to
weld them into a homogeneous whole, even were this possible. Rather, my
primary concern is to survey this body of research, in order to gain the broad-
est possible understanding of the ways in which the English terms ‘envy” and
‘jealousy’ are used and understood, how they relate to other emotion terms,
and how envy and jealousy scenarios unfold. This survey will allow me to dif-
ferentiate the various scripts that fall within the terms ‘envy’ and ‘jealousy’
(and related emotions), and will provide the theoretical underpinning of my
reading of Greek texts in subsequent chapters.

The large majority of the research published in the fields mentioned above,
especially as relates to envy and jealousy, is Anglo-American, and even that
which is not is almost entirely published in English. This creates two potential
problems. First, it does not challenge the natural tendency of the author, or of
English-speaking readers, to think of the emotional palette according to the
way it is divided up in modern Anglophone society. Second, it creates potential
problems for readers whose first language is not English—whether because

! There is some evolutionary and comparative psychological scholarship on emotions (e.g., Aureli
and Whiten (2003); Bard et al. (2004); Keltner, Haidt and Shiota (2006)). However this field has as yet
almost nothing to say about envy. It has a little to say about jealousy, though this has mainly involved
looking at pets’ supposed (nonsexual) jealousy of other humans/animals that their owners demon-
strate affection for (e.g., Morris, Doe and Godwell (2008); Panksepp (2010))—which is of limited use
to our type of study.

% No academic monograph covering such a variety of disciplinary approaches to envy has appeared
since Schoeck (1966/1969). Salovey (1991), Wurmser and Jarass (2008a), and Hart and Legerstee (2010) are
three important edited collections containing a narrower selection of approaches to envy and/or jealousy.

13
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the experiential bases of the phenomena are not totally familiar, the range and
acceptability of expression differs in their own society, or simply because their
emotional experience is lexically divided up differently. The script approach
helps to solve these problems, and thus strengthens the overall methodological
approach. It should not matter, in theory, whether the language of exploration
is English, Russian, Mandarin, Swahili, or indeed a metalanguage—provided
all readers know exactly what are the building blocks used (i.e., the individual
scripts), and what it will mean when I discuss any particular Greek example
using the English words envy, jealousy, etc. Considered in these terms, the
almost wholly Anglocentric nature of this body of research becomes a positive
advantage, providing all the more information about the English terms used
throughout this book, and thus about the various scripts that fall within those
terms—and so all the better assisting non-native English speakers to explore
the Greek phenomena through the medium of English.

2.1 Envy
2.1.1 ETYMOLOGY

The word envy is derived from the Latin noun invidia, which corresponds
with English “envy; jealousy; grudge; ill will; hatred; odium; unpopularity”;
that in turn is derived from the verb invidere, which means “to look askance
at; to look maliciously or spitefully at; to cast an Evil Eye on; to be prejudiced
against; to envy, grudge; to be unwilling; to aspire to rival; to prevent, refuse,
or deny.” Dictionary definitions for envy include:* (noun) ill will, malice,
enmity, harm, emulation, desire, a longing for another’s advantages, mortifi-
cation, and ill will occasioned by the contemplation of another’s superior
advantages; (verb) to feel envy at the superior advantages of; to regard with
discontent another’s possession of (some superior advantage); to wish oneself
on a level with (another) in some respect, or possessed of (something which
another has); to feel a grudge against, to begrudge, to treat grudgingly; to have
envious, grudging, or malevolent feelings; to vie with, seek to challenge. There
are three related adjectives: enviable, envious, and invidious. Enviable means:
to be envied. Envious means: full of envy, affected or actuated by envy, vexed
at the good fortune or qualities of another; full of ill will; malicious; full of
emulation; grudging, excessively careful; enviable; invidious; odious. Invidi-
ous means: tending to excite ill will or envy; looking with an Evil Eye; envious,
grudging, jealous.

3 Lewis & Short; cf. Spielman (1971) 61. Klein (1957/1975) 181 n. 2 notes this accords with her view
that envy is projective; see Cairns (2011) on the envious gaze in Greek literature.

* Shorter Oxford English Dictionary for the remainder of the paragraph, which is an abridged direct
quotation.
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2.1.2 ENVY SCENARIOS

Envy is a complex (or ‘blended’) emotion, and occurs in complex situations of
social comparison.’ Its antecedent conditions involve three perceptions: (1)
that someone else (the target) has some possession or quality; (2) that I (the
patient) do not have it; (3) that this situation is wrong.® A number of factors
influence this third perception. One is self-esteem: the higher one’s self-
esteem, the more likely one is to feel a sense of entitlement.” Secondly, we are
more likely to feel envy of our peers than nonpeers: we might feel entitled to
the promotion our colleague has just been awarded, but we are less likely to
feel entitled to be king.® Finally there are what Parrott calls “personal variables”
(i.e., character: some people are just more likely to feel envy than others).’
The feeling of envy itself is generally considered to be ‘blended’: a number of
simpler affects are simultaneously aroused, with all or most needing to be pres-
ent for envy to result. While modern scholars in a variety of disciplines agree
that it is blended, there is considerable diversity on the number and nature of
its components. Spielman notes four principal components: emulation (admi-
ration and rivalry), a ‘narcissistic wound’ (“a sense of inadequacy,” inferiority,
or “injured self-esteem,” ranging from disappointment to humiliation), covet-
ousness (of the desired quality or possession), and anger (ranging from chagrin,
through resentment, to spite, malevolence, hatred, and a wish to harm). Joffe
sees six elements to envy: aggression, hate, resentment, admiration, covetous-
ness, and narcissism (a desire to boost one’s self-image). Ben-Ze’ev notes envy
involves both hostility and admiration, and occasionally self-pity, hope, or de-
spair. Parrott believes it can involve: a longing or frustrated desire, a feeling of
inferiority (which may manifest as sadness, anxiety, or despair), resentment
(generalized or target-specific, manifesting as displeasure, anger, or hatred),

° Foster (1972) 168-70; Silver and Sabini (1978a) 107; Parrott (1991) 7; R. H. Smith et al. (1996) 158-59;
Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 284-85; R. H. Smith (2004) 43. Salovey (1991b) has been greatly interested in applying
‘social comparison theory’ to envy and jealousy: see chapter 2.4.3. Early psychoanalysts did not believe
envy to be a social phenomenon, but rather that it is rooted in infant psychosexual development - see
Freud (1925) 248-58; Klein (1957/1975) 176—204; Jofte (1969); Spielman (1971) 64-80; Burke (1998) 3-17.

® Rosenblatt (1988) 63; Elster (1999) 169; Wierzbicka (1999) 98, who prefers the weaker third per-
ception “this is bad.” In this chapter I shall frequently use ‘patient’ to refer to the person feeling the
emotion (some prefer ‘subject’), and ‘target’ to refer to the person arousing it (some prefer ‘object’ or
‘agent’).

7 Parrott (1991) 7; Salovey and Rothman (1991); cf. Festinger (1954). Rawls (1999) 469 for a contrary
view, that the higher one’s sense of self-worth, the less likely one is to care about lacking something.
Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 286-87 sees no “positive correlation between envy and jealousy and a person’s low
self-esteem.” On self-esteem and its maintenance, see Tesser and Campbell (1980); Tesser (1991).

8 Parrott (1991) 7; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 287; see also n. 59. Elster (1999) 169-70 further notes that in a
hierarchy we are most likely to envy the person immediately above us on the ladder, which he terms
“neighborhood envy”; cf. Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 305-6. Compare Aristotle’s view (chapter 4) that phthonos
is felt for those “similar and equal” to us.

° Parrott (1991) 8; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 317. Aristotle would say that this is because they have a base
character—see chapter 4.
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guilt at feeling these affects, and admiration or emulation. Rosenblatt notes
feelings of helplessness to acquire the desired good, “inadequacy and inferior-
ity,” and target-directed anger.'® Clearly there is no exact agreement; however,
a number of affects command sufficient agreement to allow us to operate with
them as an irreducible minimum in the blend, and these are: emulation, covet-
ousness, anger/aggression, resentment, hostility/hatred, and a feeling of inferi-
ority or damaged self-esteem.

Envious feelings lead to a variety of actions. Elster notes that primarily “the
action tendency of envy is to destroy the envied object or its possessor”;
Wurmser and Jarass agree, saying envy “wants the humiliation, disempower-
ment, and destruction of the envied one.”"! This is true even if such destruc-
tive action is to our own detriment also.!? This action tendency is the most
fundamental, and verbal and physical actions prompted by envy will fre-
quently act toward this goal. However, we should note that destruction does
not have to be total; damage also helps relieve envious feelings. (For example,
we are more likely to be driven to scratch our neighbor’s new car than destroy
it completely.)”® Alongside direct destructive or damaging actions, anthro-
pologists looking at non-Western cultures also tell us about indirect expres-
sions of invidious hostility, including: “gossip, backbiting, and defamation,”
invoking (or warding against) the Evil Eye, curses, and other types of spells."

This primary destructive action tendency makes clear something that is not
generally noted in the situational antecedents: it is not a necessary part of envy
that I desire for myself the possession or quality that the other person has; my
principal concern is to deprive them of it. This implies two distinct but related
scripts: i/ I am upset that you have something, and I want to deprive you of it;
ii/ I am upset that you have something, and I want to have it instead of you. If
the good is transferable (i.e., if it is a possession), then the urge to destroy or
damage the desired good is likely to be weaker in the second case (though it
may not be, since envy’s strongest urge is to deprive the other person of their
good). I will label these two envy scripts ‘begrudging envy,” and ‘covetous
envy.’”® It should be noted that these terms do not derive from social scientific

10 Spielman (1971) 76-77; Joffe (1969) 543-44; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 301; Parrott (1991) 12-15; Rosenblatt
(1988) 63-64, who actually includes six components, confusing these three affects with the antecedent
conditions discussed in the main text above.

' Elster (1999) 171. Wurmser and Jarass (2008b) xii. This destructive urge is one of the primary
factors that distinguish envy from other emotions such as greed or emulative rivalry (see chapter 2.2).

12 Rawls (1999) 466-67, 469; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 283.

13 This suggests that envy is not an all-consuming emotion, as it does not blind us to such consid-
erations as “Will the police care enough to investigate?”, “Will we be caught?”, and “What will be our
punishment?”.

" Foster (1972) 172-82 (quote: 172); Wolf (1955) 460. On envy and witchcraft in general, see:
Schoeck (1966/1969) 40-76; F. Bowie (2000) 219-32. On envy and the Evil Eye in particular, see also:
Spooner (1976) 284; Dionisopoulos-Mass (1976) 43-44; Kilborne (2008); Jarass and Wurmser (2008).

1> See further chapter 2.2.2 on the relationship between this ‘covetous envy’ script and covetous-
ness proper.
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research; I adopt them purely for the convenience of the reader, who, I believe,
will find it easier to identify scripts quickly when provided with a meaningful
label (as opposed to, e.g., ‘envy script 1" and ‘envy script 2°).

2.1.3 TRANSMUTATION OF ENVY

Like all painful emotions, the feeling of envy is subject to a number of coping
mechanisms, termed ‘defenses’ by psychoanalysts. These attempt, consciously
or subconsciously, to amend one of the three perceptions that gave rise to the
envious feelings, thus suppressing or preempting them.'® While all painful
emotions are subject to defenses, these are particularly necessary for envy be-
cause of our cultural taboo surrounding the sensation and expression of that
emotion. Envy—one of the Seven Deadly Sins, and (as a prohibition of covet-
ousness) one of the Ten Commandments—is deemed both morally wrong
and socially disruptive, and therefore, as Elster notes, “it is the only emotion
we do not want to admit to others or to ourselves.”'” Accordingly we seek to
‘veil’ or ‘mask’ it—the difference being “between hiding an emotion one feels
and showing an emotion one does not feel. . . . A mask can also serve as a
veil.”!® Elster elaborates by noting that, when one envies, one feels the primary
pain of lacking something another has; however, if aware that our feeling is
envy, we feel a second pain, which is shame or guilt at feeling a morally taboo
emotion.'” The primary pain of envy can cause us to act (destructively) against
the other person or the desired object/attribute, or can cause the sort of psy-
chological adjustments (i.e., defenses) discussed above. However, the second-
ary pain of the shame or guilt attached also causes psychological adjustments.
As Elster puts it: “I can tell myself a story in which the other obtained the
envied object by illegitimate and immoral means, and perhaps at my expense,
thus transmuting the envy into indignation or anger.”*

16 Klein (1957/1975) 215-20; Rosenblatt (1988) 64-66; Elster (1999) 172-75; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 232-33.
These include: devaluing the good (so as not to want it); idealizing the good or devaluing the self (to
feel unworthy of it); convincing oneself the other person deserves it more; devaluing other aspects
of the rival; turning one’s attention to other goods; redoubling one’s efforts to succeed too; choosing
friends one will not envy, etc.

17 Elster (1999) 164; Schoeck (1966/1969) 14; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 321; R. H. Smith (1991) 85, who says
this is because envy “betrays . . . inappropriate hostility,” thus undermining claims of injustice. The
Seven Deadly Sins and Ten Commandments only relate to (one or all) Abrahamic cultures; possibly
there are cultures where envy is acceptable, though I have not found an example in anthropological
literature.

18 Elster (1999) 96-97.

9 Elster (1999) 96-97; Parrott (1991) 13-14 and La Caze (2001) 34 also note this pain-enhancing
guilt. Recent psychoanalytical research into envy has also noted the overlap between envy and shame:
Rosenberger (2005); Kilborne (2008); Jarass and Wurmser (2008); Morrison and Lansky (2008).

20 Elster (1999) 97-98, 169; cf. Rawls (1999) 473-74, R. H. Smith (2004). Parrott (1991) 5-6 and
Etchegoyen et al. (1987) 50 also note envy’s tendency to disguise itself. See Elster (1999) 341-402 for a
detailed discussion of the psychological processes of transmutation and misrepresentation, not specifi-
cally re envy.
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The processes of ‘transmutation’ (which unconsciously hides envy both
from oneself and others) and ‘misrepresentation’ (which consciously tries to
hide it from others) are of enormous importance for a scholarly exploration of
the emotion, because one must examine not just speech and behavior that is
caused by overt envy (i.e., destructiveness, damage, curses, slander, etc.), but
also speech and behavior ostensibly caused by such motivations as a desire for
equality (or justice,” or ‘fairness’), moral (or ‘righteous’) indignation, resent-
ment, anger, and hatred.?! As Elster points out, such a transmutation can be
very “difficult to document,”** though it might not be: disinterested observers
often correctly spot envy, and say so, even if the patient cannot.” Reading an
entire situation, through an understanding of the phenomena, can be very
informative—especially when language points in a different direction**—and
we will find an understanding of envy’s tendency to masquerade as other
emotions invaluable to an exploration of the emotion in Greek literature and
culture. While at a large distance in time, and with only one authorial account
to guide us, it will sometimes not be possible to determine with assurance
whether a given scenario represents genuine indignation or transmuted envy,
the psychology under which a character or individual acts will frequently
prove of secondary importance to the ways in which envious psychology and
envious individuals are portrayed, represented, and misrepresented in their
own, an opponent’s, or an author’s voice in Greek literature.

2.2 Emotions Related to Envy*
2.2.1 EMULATION AND ADMIRATION

It has often been pointed out by psychologists that there are two possible re-
sponses to the three perceptions listed as antecedent conditions for envy: mali-
cious (i.e., begrudging or covetous) envy, and another emotion. Malicious envy
will cause the patient to act to deprive the target of whatever has caused their
envy; the other emotion accepts the merit of the target, and will instead cause
the patient to focus on his/her own shortcomings. This second emotion is
termed ‘nonmalicious envy’ by Parrott, ‘emulation’ by Kristjansson, ‘admiring

2 Elster (1999) 97-98; Parrott (1991) 6; Etchegoyen et al. (1987) 52; Rawls (1999) 471-74. Parrott
(1991) 10-11 notes that the key difference between envy and anger is whether the hostility is justified—
often easier for an outsider to spot than protagonists.

22 Elster (1999) 165.

2 Parrott (1991) 6: “it is easy to imagine situations in which an envious or jealous person is the last
person to know that envy or jealousy motivates his or her actions.”

24 Silver and Sabini (1978a) 109: “Envy is not identifiable with a particular behavior, but emerges
out of specific contexts.”

% I exclude jealousy from this section, as its importance requires me to consider it separately in
chapter 2.4.
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envy’ by Neu, and connected to (if not identified with) admiration by Ben-
Ze’ev and Sandell.*

However, admiration differs from this second emotion, due to the lack or
presence, respectively, of a desire to improve myself. Ben-Ze’ev says admiration
requires that, when I consider another person with an object/attribute I desire,
my feelings are entirely directed toward him and are entirely positive. This will
only happen when I consider him to be outside my reference group (e.g., be-
cause he is not similar to myself, or is not nearby).?” If I want to be rich, I might
admire Bill Gates, but envy my neighbor who has a slightly higher salary than
me: my neighbor is within my reference group, while Bill Gates is not. Sandell
takes a slightly different view. He notes that in admiration we do not separate
the desired object/attribute from the target, who thus becomes a ‘trait-object’ —
for instance, we may think we admire Bill Gates for being a successful business-
man, but what we really admire is Bill-Gates-the-successful-businessman; we
might know nothing else about him, and so do not separate the individual from
the admired quality. However, in envy, we do separate the target (whom we
generally despise) from the object/attribute (which we generally desire).?®

Admiration does not necessarily have an action tendency; however, emula-
tion does: when I see someone with that desired object/attribute, I am moti-
vated to improve myself.?’ For example, I decide to work hard so as to gain a
promotion to a similar salary-band as my colleague, or to be able to buy the
same type of sports car, or take holidays in similarly fashionable resorts. How-
ever, this is different from the malicious action tendency of (begrudging or
covetous) envy, which might motivate me to circulate malicious rumors about
him at work, scratch his car, or break his legs just before his skiing trip (i.e.,
destructive, target-focused actions).

It is also different from another script, which shares with emulation the
desire to be like someone else or possess what they possess too, but does not
share emulation’s motivation to act to make it happen; rather it has no action
tendency, tending to remain passive and unfulfilled. This script is reflected
in the phrase “I envy you” which, despite the use of the word envy, is more
akin to admiration or emulation, and is generally nonmalicious in intent.*

2% Parrott (1991) 9; Kristjansson (2002) 139; Neu (1980) 433-34; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 304; Sandell
(1993) 1213. Wierzbicka (1999) 98 refuses to distinguish between the two emotions. La Caze (2001) 32
also does not appear to distinguish them, merely referring to “other forms of envy” including a “mild
response to a friend’s good fortune.”

¥ Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 304. In this view, if he is inside my reference group I will not simply feel
admiration.

28 Sandell (1993) 1213-16.

» Silver and Sabini (1978b).

% Schoeck (1966/1969) 14. Silver and Sabini (1978a) 106 believe “I envy you” expresses a compli-
ment; conversely, Foster (1972) 172-73 links compliments to envy proper, and Elster (1999) 77 argues
that “damning by faint praise may . . . be an indirect behavioral effect of envy” (italics original).
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Nevertheless it shares with begrudging and covetous envy a painful feeling on
contemplating our lack of something desired, and shares (in English) the term
envy itself.’! This is therefore a third envy script, which is essentially Parrott’s
‘nonmalicious envy.” However, to reflect its relationship to emulation—which
will prove important when we consider the Greek term zélos—I shall adopt
the label ‘emulative envy’ for this script. As with ‘begrudging envy’ and ‘covet-
ous envy, I am not claiming that this term is of significance to either laypersons
or social scientists; they are all my own labels, chosen because I believe they
best describe the action tendencies (or lack of them) of the individual envy
scripts, and will therefore be the most useful shorthand label for the reader.

2.2.2 GREED AND COVETOUSNESS

There has not been much research published on the connection of envy with
these two emotions. Klein notes the similarity between envy and greed, as
both are “impetuous and insatiable craving(s], exceeding what the subject
needs and what the object is able and willing to give.” However, she distin-
guishes them by noting that greed is merely introjective, while envy is also
projective:* greed makes us desire someone else’s good, but that other person
is largely irrelevant; envy will accompany our desire for the good with a stron-
ger one to deprive the other person of it. If the good cannot be acquired, envy
will try to destroy it (or the rival), while greed will merely remain frustrated.
We can see that, as with emulation, there has been a change to the antecedent
conditions, this time to the first condition: instead of (1) “someone else has a
good,” greed says (1) “there is a good”—both being followed in the same way
by (2) “I do not have it,” and (3) “this is bad.” The absence of a reference to
another person explains why other affects (emulation, anger, hostility, etc.)
are not triggered, and the action tendency is different.

Covetousness is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as inordinate
desire or lust for another’s possessions. Ben-Ze’ev argues that it involves
desiring what someone else possesses with “an excessive or culpable desire,”
and says that where envy is a two-person emotion, covetousness is really a
one-person emotion: it is “concerned with having something,” while envy is
“concerned with someone who has something.”** However, this does not

31 Parrott (1991) 10, who notes (with references) that there is some controversy as to whether what
he calls nonmalicious envy is a type of envy or not. He rather inconsistently includes it within envy
because laypersons use the term envy to mean both, while separating envy and jealousy despite layper-
sons often using jealousy to mean envy.

32 Klein (1957/1975) 181; cf. Silver and Sabini (1978a) 106.

* Ben-Ze'ev (2000) 303; Kristjansson (2002) 138-39 makes the same point. Frankel and Sherick
(1977) suggest that covetousness (and greed) is developmentally prior to envy in young children (see
chapter 1 n. 13).
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accord with the dictionary definition, nor (I would suggest) with the lay un-
derstanding of the term; Ben-Ze’ev is describing not covetousness, but rather
desire or greed. One distinction between the two terms may lie in the empha-
sis placed on getting more than one needs: I might covet my neighbor’s ass
because I need an ass,* but I am less likely to do so if I do not; I might, how-
ever, still be greedy for it as a possession. A stronger distinction is that covet-
ousness does seem in fact to involve some reference to a current possessor.
This may only be suggested by the familiarity of the aforementioned biblical
injunction; however it is hard to think of coveting (as opposed to merely de-
siring) something that belongs to no one.

It seems, then, that we should put coveting somewhere between emulation
and the script I have termed ‘covetous envy.” Emulation wants what someone
else has, without any desire to deprive them. Coveting wants what someone
else has, but our focus is on obtaining the good itself, not on depriving the
other, which is purely incidental. In the ‘covetous envy’ script, we ideally want
to obtain the good, but our primary concern is with depriving the other person
of it (see chapter 2.1.2). Coveting and covetous envy share antecedent condi-
tions and may share action tendencies, but their motivation is different.

2.2.3 SCHADENFREUDE, SPITE AND MALICE

Psychologists have noted that envy, a painful feeling, is linked to Schaden-
freude, a pleasurable one. They argue that this is because envy involves a feel-
ing of inadequacy and a sense of injustice, leading to hostility and dislike of
the envied person; when the latter suffers a misfortune, the patient’s invidi-
ous dislike makes him feel his misfortune has somehow been earned, which
gives him pleasure.*® This pleasure in another’s misfortune, a misfortune that
is subjectively seen as deserved, has no English name—the German word
Schadenfreude (Schaden meaning harm, damage, injury; Freude meaning
joy) is generally used. The misfortune need not directly right the wrong, or
counter the perception, that led to the envy;*® for instance, we can feel
Schadenfreude at our rich (hence envied) neighbor’s car being damaged—he
is no less rich, but we feel that on some level he ‘deserves’ it. This feeling that
someone deserves the misfortune, a feeling that derives from the invidious
comparison, is important: Wierzbicka points out that sadism is also a plea-
sure taken in another’s misfortune, but it lacks this element, among others.”

3 Referring to Exodus 20.17.

3 R. H. Smith et al. (1996) 158-59, 167; cf. Wurmser and Jarass (2008b) xii.

3 R. H. Smith et al. (1996) 159.

37 Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 356, 369 and Wierzbicka (1999) 103—4 note this distinction, and that the mis-
fortune should not be serious in Schadenfreude, but that it might be in sadism. Other differences
include: that sadism takes an active part in the misfortune; it is narrower in focus and less discriminate
in object; and it is linked to sex, physical pain, humiliation, and notions of control.
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Experiments have shown that invidious comparison is necessary for Schaden-
freude to be felt.’® Like envy, Schadenfreude is based on the subjective percep-
tions of the interested party: the misfortune may, or may not, be seen by
disinterested parties (i.e., those with no personal desire for the envied good)
as deserved.”

Schadenfreude is seen as a shameful emotion, like envy, and similarly it
tends to be concealed in public—a certain guilt attaches.** However, as with
envy, an alternative to concealment is a mask: the envious person, when he
teels Schadenfreude, might consciously (through misrepresentation) or un-
consciously (through transmutation) attempt to show that the target’s mis-
fortune was objectively deserved.*" This is analogous to an envious person
attempting to show that someone’s good fortune is objectively undeserved,
concealing his envy with the mask of indignation. This suggests that
Schadenfreude (like envy) is bivalent, that it can be felt both when the mis-
fortune is subjectively deserved, but also when it is objectively deserved*
(i.e., I would not, in fact, need to envy someone to think they ‘got their
comeuppance,” I could merely be indignant). However, when invidious
comparison is not present, we may believe someone has ‘got their comeup-
pance,” but we will not feel pleasure at it, merely satisfaction—the pleasur-
able element is solely derived from our prior envy. The mask of Schaden-
freude, then, lies in persuading others that we have not taken pleasure in
another’s misfortune, merely that we feel satisfied that a wrong has been
righted, that someone undeserving of his good fortune has been ‘taken down
a peg or two.

Spite and malice (the two words seem to imply the same phenomenon,
differing merely in their idiomatic usage) are similar to Schadenfreude
inasmuch as they are invidious: we act to spite someone to whom we have an
invidious hostility, and malice likewise involves an active hostility.**
However, they differ from Schadenfreude in that spite and malice in some
way involve action by the patient against the target, while Schadenfreude
does not.

¥ R. H. Smith et al. (1996) 159, 167; Brigham et al. (1997) 364-65.

¥ Brigham et al. (1997) 375-76. Chapter 2.3.1 for misfortune seen as deserved even by disinterested
parties.

40 Brigham et al. (1997) 365. Cf. n. 19 on guilt as a part of envy. Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 367-68 compares
the desires to conceal envy and Schadenfreude (which he terms “pleasure-in-others’-misfortune”).

4 Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 356-57; cf. Brigham et al. (1997) 374-76; see also chapter 2.3.1.

42 By which I mean when the point of view of the patient differs from, or matches, that of personally
disinterested observers (see n. 47).

# Kristjansson (2006) 96 refers to this feeling, which stands in the same relation to indignation as
Schadenfreude does to envy, as “satisfied indignation.” We could say that envy and Schadenfreude both
seek to hide one’s subjective involvement behind a veneer of personal disinterestedness.

4 Rawls (1999) 467-68.
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2.3 Emotions That Mask Envy
2.3.1 INDIGNATION AND ANGER

Ben-Ze’ev has noted that envy appears to have two concerns: first, with our
own inferiority; second, with someone else’s undeserved superiority. He has
argued, persuasively, that it is in fact the former that is properly envy, while
the latter is indignation or (as he terms it) resentment.*” There are two issues
here: perceived inferiority/superiority, and desert. Envy often positions itself
as a moral emotion (“He shouldn’t have that,” “It’s not right.”); however this
is a mask—envy can never be moral.* If a disinterested observer would also
see the difference in outcome as unfair or morally wrong, then the target will
not deserve his superiority, and so the patient’s moral outrage will be
justified—this is indignation. However, if the patient argues that the target’s
possession of a good is wrong or not fair, while disinterested observers believe
the patient’s inferiority is deserved, then while the patient may think he feels
indignation, observers will correctly perceive him to be experiencing envy.*
As Parrott points out: “The distinction between resentment and malicious
envy is one that is made using the objective facts of the social world.” He notes
that the patient may realize that his resentment is not justified, that his indig-
nation is not so righteous after all; when he does, he may not give over his
resentment, but may shift its focus from the target to a more generalized dis-
satisfaction with “the unfairness of life itself.”*® While envy tends to mask
itself, true indignation, being personally disinterested and hence socially sanc-
tioned, has no need of a mask. Similarly, while envy seeks the destruction or
damage of the envied person or desired (but unattainable) object, indignation,

> Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 282-84, 287-88; cf. Rawls (1999) 467, R. H. Smith (1991) 81 ff. I prefer indig-
nation, as the term resentment (e.g., in La Caze (2001); Van Hooft (2002) 146) conflates moral and
immoral responses (as I sometimes do intentionally in chapters 5 and 6, for reasons that will become
clear there). Even more confusingly, the French ressentiment is used widely in the literature on envy
(e.g., Scheler (1915/2007) 25 describes it as including “revenge, hatred, malice, envy, the impulse to
detract, and spite”).

4 Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 283-8s; Parrott (1991) 10-11; Rawls (1999) 467. See R. H. Smith (1991) 81 ff.
for a contrary view, though he confuses envy’s personal sense of moral outrage with disinterested
indignation. La Caze (2001) 35 also seems to believe envy can be moral: she distinguishes indigna-
tion concerning a good we want from indignation concerning a good we do not, and calls the former
“moral envy”; I cannot see any justification for this distinction. Ben-Ze’ev (2002) also argues that La
Caze is mistaken.

¥ When I talk about disinterested observers, I mean personally disinterested—they may still be
socially interested. (I am not interested in objective ‘truth,” which is independent of observers, and so
cannot arouse emotions.) We should note that even society is not monolithic: some observers might
agree with the individual involved (saying his view is “fairness”), while others might not (calling it “the
politics of envy”) - see Cairns (2003b) 235-38. This suggests that an attribution of envy will depend
on an observer’s point of view, and in chapter 5.2 I show how Athenians could manipulate listeners’
points of view to portray opponents as motivated by phthonos.

4 Parrott (1991) 11.
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being directed at someone breaching collective boundaries, merely seeks ap-
propriate punishment. Because of the high frequency of transmutation or
masking of envy, the ‘outsider’s’ evaluation of the facts can be crucial in deter-
mining whether expressed indignation is truly indignation, or really envy in
disguise: indignation will only properly be felt at someone who does not
deserve the object/attribute in question, while envy masquerading as indigna-
tion will be felt irrespective of whether he deserves it or not.* However, as
mentioned above, portrayals and (mis)representations of individuals and
groups as envious will frequently be of more interest to us than the rather
sterile fact of whether someone long dead (and sometimes fictional) was gen-
uinely indignant or, rather, envious.

Both Parrott and Ben-Ze’ev note that indignation/resentment is more akin
to anger than to envy.”® But is there a qualitative difference between indigna-
tion and anger, or is it merely a matter of degree? The psychological and
psychoanalytical literature on envy tends to conflate the two.”! However, Wi-
erzbicka says that anger is target specific, while indignation is more general-
ized,”> and Ben-Ze’ev similarly suggests that indignation is a response to a
transgression of societal norms, while anger is a response to a more personal
transgression.” These are plausible distinctions.

2.3.2 DESIRE FOR JUSTICE, AND DESIRE FOR EQUALITY

A related emotion, which envy is also frequently misrepresented as or trans-
muted into, is a desire for ustice’ or ‘equality.” Those who are envious often
express themselves with such comments as “You’re no better than the rest of
us!”, “Why should he have that, we haven’t?”, or “That’s an obscene amount to
earn!”. There are similarities here to moral indignation, but whereas that emo-
tion is aroused by someone stepping outside of socially agreed norms of be-
havior, the desire for justice appeals to a more universal abstraction.* It ini-
tially seems somewhat controversial as to whether there is a justice element to
envy: Ben-Ze’ev and Rawls, for instance, argue that there is not, R. H. Smith
that there is.>> However, the two camps miss each other’s points. Ben-Ze’ev
and Rawls argue from a personally disinterested standpoint, while Smith

4 We will see in chapter 4 that Aristotle makes a very similar point.

50 Parrott (1991) 10-11; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 283.

3! And, incidentally, also conflates anger with hatred in an ambiguous “hostility.”

52 Wierzbicka (1999) 87-90; she also says that indignation contains some element of surprise (sc.
but anger does not).

33 Ben-Ze’ev (2002) 152—53, who goes on to argue that anger is more transient than indignation (or
“resentment,” as he terms it), and that it is more inclined to seek redress.

5% Elster (1999) 350. Considering n. 47, we might say that indignation refers to expected norms,
while desire for justice refers (incorrectly) to an objective truth.

%> See n. 46. La Caze (2001) 35-36 also makes the same error with a sense of injustice as she does
with “moral envy.”
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makes his claim from a personally interested one. Just as with indignation/
resentment, someone who is envious might think he is motivated by a sense of
injustice—this would, after all, merely mean his invidious hostility has been
transmuted rather than misrepresented.® In that sense, the sense of injustice
is indeed often central to envy, as Smith asserts. However, even he does not
believe that a disinterested observer will corroborate that personally inter-
ested sense of injustice.

A desire for equality is related to the desire for justice, and, like the latter,
can be argued for as a just’ end in itself: some societies will aim to redistrib-
ute goods such as money or property—or, indeed, to recognize inalienable
rights—not to manage a specific instance of envy, but in an attempt to lessen
the level of envy in society more generally.”” Rawls argues that there are
three conditions required for general envy: (1) that people feel undervalued,
and do not think they can do anything about it; (2) this is felt as “painful and
humiliating”, and social conditions are such that this painful and humiliat-
ing situation is constantly brought to their attention; (3) their social position
gives no alternative to trying to pull down the rich, even at some loss to
themselves. Societies that try to manage envy (or, from Rawls’s point of
view, societies that set out to create just institutions) will aim to ameliorate
one or more of these conditions—for instance by forbidding ostentatious
displays of wealth, by placing burdens on wealthier citizens, or by enshrin-
ing citizen rights that enhance the status even of the lowliest.’® This may not
do any good, however: many psychologists believe that reduced inequality is
at least as likely to lead to a rise as a fall in envy, due to the oft-noted ten-
dency of envy to be directed at one’s peers.”® Ben-Ze’ev notes two distinc-
tions between envy and a genuine desire for equality: the former will only
call for equality when it favors the envious person, while the latter will call
for it when it disadvantages them as well; second, envy will also occur in
respect of goods which cannot be equal by their very nature (e.g., beauty or
intelligence).®

¢ R. H. Smith (1991) 85-87 does not appear to be aware of the distinction between transmutation
and misrepresentation.

7 Rawls (1999) 468-69 distinguishes between particular and general envy.

8 Rawls (1999) 469-71 argues that some (e.g., Schoeck (1966/1969)) see all “tendency to equality
... [as] the expression of envy” (471); Neu (1980) 437-39 strongly disagrees with Schoeck. Kristjansson
(2006) 83 notes that we have a concept of justice-based emotions from early childhood, and since we
are not aware of legal institutions at that stage, our innate sense of “what justice is” is essentially pre-
institutional. In this context, we should note the ‘vigilant’ or ‘assertive egalitarianism’ of some hunter-
gatherer societies such as the Hadza and the !Kung (see, for example, Woodburn (1982)).

» Silver and Sabini (1978a) 107; Parrott (1991) 7; Elster (1999) 170; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 316; Ben-Ze’ev
(2002) 151; cf. n. 8. None of these studies, however, quotes any experiential evidence for decreased
equality leading to a rise in envy.

% Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 316. See also R. H. Smith (1991) 90-92 on “natural inequalities”.
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2.4 Jealousy
2.4.1 ETYMOLOGY

The word jealousy derives from the Greek (7f)os, meaning “eager rivalry,
zealous imitation, emulation, jealousy, zeal; (used passively as) the object of
emulation or desire, happiness, bliss, honor, glory; extravagance of style;
fierceness.” Dictionary definitions for jealousy include:** anger, wrath, in-
dignation; devotion, eagerness, anxiety to serve; the state of mind arising from
the suspicion, apprehension, or knowledge of rivalry; suspicion, mistrust. The
related adjective is jealous, which means: vehement in wrath, desire, or devo-
tion; vigilant in guarding, suspiciously careful or watchful; troubled by the
belief, suspicion, or fear that the good which one desires to gain or keep for
oneself has been or may be diverted to another; resentful toward another on
account of known or suspected rivalry; suspicious, fearful.

2.4.2 JEALOUSY SCENARIOS

Jealousy is often believed by laypersons to be similar to envy.®* However, it has
three quite different antecedent perceptions: (1) I have an exclusive relation-
ship with someone (a partner) or something (a possession); (2) [ am in danger
of losing that exclusivity or the entire relationship with them/it; (3) because I
have a rival for their affection/possession.** The prototypical jealousy scenario
is sexual jealousy;®> however one can feel jealous when the rival is a thing (e.g.,
my husband’s car or prized rosebushes), or non-love rival (e.g., the friends my
wife ignores me for); and one can feel jealous at the potential or actual loss of
an object/attribute (e.g., status or privileges), including loss of distinctiveness
or exclusivity in being the only one to possess it. Unlike envy, which is rooted
in social comparison, jealousy is therefore based on personal rivalry and fear
of loss. It involves a unique bond with a unique individual or item, exclusivity,
and (imagined, potential, or actual) alienation of affection or ownership.%
Parrott argues that the partner or possession must be formative to our own
self-concept for jealousy to be possible: what we fear to lose is not so much a
beloved partner or valued possession, but actually a part of ourselves.®”

61 LSJ. The English word zealous is also derived from {#jos.

¢ Shorter Oxford English Dictionary for the remainder of the paragraph, which is an abridged
direct quotation.

 Indeed they are often used, incorrectly, as partial synonyms (see Cairns (2008) 50). I discuss this
further in the main text below.

© Parrott (1991) 15-16; Neu (1980) 432-33; see Wierzbicka (1999) 99 for a slightly different formulation.

% Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 289-90; Parrott (1991) 15-16; Sharpsteen (1991) 32-34, who also discusses emo-
tion ‘prototypes’; Kristjansson (2002) 155 ff. disagrees with the choice of sexual jealousy as a prototype
for all jealousy. Some psychologists distinguish sexual from possessive jealousy (see chapter 2.4.3).

% Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 289-90; Parrott (1991) 15-16.

7 Parrott (1991) 16-17; cf. Tov-Ruach (1980) 466-68; Ben-Ze’ev (2010) 44—47.
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Like envy, jealousy is generally considered a blended emotion, but again
scholars differ considerably on the number and nature of its components. Freud
believes it compounds four affects: grief, a narcissistic wound, enmity against
the rival, and (perhaps) self-criticism. Shengold more vaguely says it is an indi-
vidually varying mixture of hate and love. Spielman believes it has a similar mix
to envy (emulation, narcissistic wound, covetousness, anger) with less emula-
tion and more anger, combined with an unconscious homosexuality, and sus-
picion or mistrust (or paranoia). Sharpsteen and Planalp argue for a blend prin-
cipally of anger, fear, and sadness. Parrott argues for fear of loss, anger, and
insecurity. Kristjansson plumps for envy, anger, and indignation. Ben-Ze’ev
gives a particularly generous list: anger, hostility, resentment, and suspicion, as
well as love, admiration, and distrust.®® As with envy we find no consensus; but
affects that would command widespread (if not universal) agreement—as an
irreducible minimum to operate with—are anger, envy, hostility, fear of / grief
at loss, and damaged self-esteem.® It is perhaps surprising that love is rarely
included; possibly it is taken for granted, but perhaps it is simply not necessary:
what matters is not that I love the person/object, but that they are mine.”

Hupka argues that jealousy is more properly a type of anger, distinguished
by the situations in which it occurs (these situations being culturally deter-
mined); thus when societies do not value romantic or monogamous attach-
ments, and when the group is more important than the family or known pa-
ternity, jealousy as we know it is not observed.”” However, as Elster argues: “If
a person is unaware of his emotion, it may be because he lives in a society that
does not provide a unifying cognitive label for the behavioral and physiologi-
cal expressions of that particular emotion.”” (i.e., jealousy may not be com-
monly observed simply because there is no convenient label for it; it does not
necessarily mean that it does not exist in that society).”

% Freud (1922) 223; Shengold (1994) 619; Spielman (1971) 78-79, and cf. also Freud (1922) on a
supposed connection between homosexuality and extreme jealousy; Sharpsteen (1991) 31, 36; Planalp
(1999) 174; Parrott (1991) 4, and Neu (1980) 433 agree with fear of loss and insecurity; Kristjdnsson
(2002) 141-42, 144 and (2006) 17-18; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 301, and in (2010) 42-43 he says that “three
major components” are fear of loss, love, and anger or sorrow.

% Parrott (1991) 18-21 distinguishes ‘suspicious’ and ‘fait accompli’ jealousy (respectively when
infidelity is suspected and certain). In the former, suspicion and fear of loss will be a large part of the
blend; in the latter, grief, envy, and associated feelings (hostility, aggressiveness, destructive hatred)
will be heightened.

70 Ben-Ze’ev (2010) 40. Wurmser and Jarass (2008¢) 15-19 discuss the conflict between love and jealousy:
love is theoretically unconditional and about the individuality and unconditional acceptance of the other,
while jealousy is about my sexual desires, my loss, my humiliation, my aggression; however, love seems
almost inherently to contain the capacity to be overpowered by jealousy when sexual desire is frustrated.

7! Hupka (1991); Hupka (1981); see also Sharpsteen (1991) 34 and Salovey (1991b) 280.

72 Elster (1999) 412; see also V. Reddy (2010). Stearns (2010) suggests there are societies (and he
provides some examples) where jealousy may be present psychologically, yet be subject to a strong
social taboo on its expression.

73 Kristjansson (2002) 21 makes the same point for other emotions. As mentioned in chapter 1, and
as will become clear in chapter 8, Classical Greek exhibits exactly this lack of label.
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Like envy, jealousy can be disguised, though as it is more socially accept-
able the complexity and variety of disguise is much reduced. Furthermore,
since jealousy is caused by an interpersonal infraction while envy is caused by
a social infraction, this suggests it is more likely to masquerade as anger rather
than indignation (see chapter 2.3.1). Parrott notes that, while an outside
person would perceive jealousy, the patient themselves will most likely expe-
rience, or believe they are experiencing, anxious insecurity (in the case of
‘suspicious’ jealousy) or indignant anger (with ‘fait accompli’ jealousy).” This
may lead to revenge against either the partner (if love turns to hatred) or the
rival (if there is a strong admixture of envy). In the absence of such closure, a
natural path would be a period of recrimination, followed by some measure
of acceptance.”

2.4.3 COMPARISON OF ENVY AND JEALOUSY

The above analyses concentrate on prototypical envy and jealousy scenarios.
By nature such analyses highlight (and exacerbate) differences between the
two emotions. Differences so far noted are: (1) envy is a desire for what some-
one else has, while jealousy is a desire to retain or regain something we see as
ours; (2) jealousy involves an exclusive bond with a particular object/person,
while envy does not; (3) envy involves social comparison, while jealousy in-
volves personal rivalry; (4) envy is always destructive, while jealousy aims at
possession, and only becomes destructive when there is a fait accompli (which
involves a strong admixture of envy);”® (5) envy has relatively more tendency
to hatred, while jealousy has relatively more tendency to anger; (6) jealousy is
more socially sanctioned than envy, so defenses are fewer, while (7) envy
tends, both consciously and unconsciously, toward disguise.”” Further distinc-
tions have been noted by scholars. For instance, some argue that envy nor-
mally involves two people while jealousy must involve three—or at least a
triangular relationship, if one of the three is not a person.” Foster notes that
we envy a person, and the possession is only a trigger; however we are jealous
of a possession/partner, and perception of a rival is the trigger.”” And finally,
R. H. Smith, et al. have found that envy tends to be associated with such

74 Parrott (1991) 5-6, 18; see n. 69 for these terms.

7> Hupka (1991) 255-56; Sharpsteen (1991) 43-45.

¢ We might think suspicious jealousy is also destructive, but this is only the case when it leads to
extreme anxiety, and the jealous person has become almost convinced of the loss of the loved one/
possession (i.e., when suspicious jealousy approximates to fait accompli).

77 Parrott (1991) 23; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 281; Klein (1957/1975) 182; Neu (1980) 432-35.

78 Klein (1957/1975) 181; Spielman (1971) 80; Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 289-90; Kristjansson (2002) 139-40,
who notes three-person situations that involve envy rather than jealousy. For a variety of contrary
arguments, see Sandell (1993) 1216; Laverde-Rubio (2004) 409-10; Cairns (2003b) 239 n. 12.

7 Foster (1972) 168; cf. Neu (1980) 432-33.
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affective states as longing, inferiority, and self-awareness, while jealousy is
more concerned with suspiciousness, anxiety, hurt, and fear of loss.*

While it can be analytically helpful to separate envy from jealousy con-
ceptually, so as to understand both better, such a sharp distinction overem-
phasizes their differences at the expense of their similarities. First, in real life
people tend to conflate the two: while ‘envy’ is rarely used for a jealousy
situation, ‘jealousy’ is frequently used for an envy situation.®! Second, many
situations (especially three-person situations) involve both envy and jeal-
ousy.®” Salovey and others have argued that, instead of trying to separate
envy from jealousy as distinct emotions, one should look at situations that
combine them.® This ‘situational” approach sees two rivals O and P, and an
object (or person) X: in envy, O has X, while P desires it; in jealousy, P has X,
and fears to lose it to O; in rivalry, neither O nor P have X, but both try to
possess it.3 Instead of focusing on the distinction between envy and jealousy
(conflating possessive and sexual jealousy in the latter), this approach there-
fore distinguishes between social comparison situations and sexual ones,
both of which might involve any combination of envy and jealousy.®” This
situational approach is a helpful analytical tool. It is a rare situation that will
clearly involve either envy or jealousy alone (as frequently one party will feel
one, while the other feels the other), and the sharp distinction is undermined
even further when we consider that envy is frequently part of the blend of
feelings in the jealousy complex. We should therefore recognize that there
are many situations that will involve some combination of envy and jeal-
ousy, and the prototypical scenarios above can help us pinpoint where these
occur.

These disagreements may vex psychologists, but they are helpful to us in
our aim to distinguish different jealousy scripts. First, there is ‘possessive jeal-
ousy, where I alone have something and do not want to lose it to someone

80 Smith, Kim and Parrott (1988); cf. Parrott and Smith (1993). R. H. Smith and Parrott are promi-
nent among scholars arguing for a sharp distinction between envy and jealousy. Kristjansson (2002)
147-48 disagrees strongly with attempts to distinguish these two emotions, his main criticism of (prin-
cipally) Parrott and R. H. Smith being that their methodologies presuppose their conclusions, and so
the experiments designed merely reinforce those presuppositions.

81 Smith, Kim and Parrott (1988); Parrott (1991) 24; Parrott and Smith (1993) 906; Salovey and Rodin
(1984) 780. Note that the dictionary definition of jealousy in the main text above does not include envy
as a synonym, while the definition of envy does include jealousy. Ben-Ze’ev (2000) 281-82 argues that
the one-way confusion of envy and jealousy arises because of the frequency of situations in which these
emotions co-occur, and because of the social unacceptability of envy.

82 Kristjansson (2002) 146-47.

8 Salovey and Rodin (1984) 780; Bers and Rodin (1984) 766-67; Salovey (1991b); Kristjansson
(2002) 147-48.

8 Salovey (1991b) 265-66; cf. Salovey and Rodin (1986) 1111: “Envy may merely be jealousy in a
social-comparison context.”

8 Salovey and Rodin (1986). However, it is clear that even the ‘situational” approach does not com-
pletely elide the difference between envy and jealousy.
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else. Second, similar but subtly different, where I alone have something and
will still have it (e.g., a status symbol at work, or a reputation for great wisdom),
but am upset that someone else may come to have it alongside me—for con-
venience I will label this ‘jealous of my position.” Third, ‘sexual jealousy,’
which many scholars (and, commonsense tells us, laypeople) see as distinct
from possessive jealousy. And finally ‘envy’ (with all its subscripts), since lay-
people frequently use the word jealousy interchangeably with envy to describe
those scripts.

As will later become clear, ancient Greek phthonos covers all the envy and
jealousy scripts so far identified (and more, see chapter 3.1), with the excep-
tions of emulative envy and sexual jealousy; and Greek sexual jealousy seems
necessarily to involve phthonos, though not always the same phthonos script
(see chapter 8). While the envy and jealousy prototypes will therefore be useful
as an analytical tool for reading ancient Greek ‘scripts,’ it is more useful still to
have a variety of modern English envy and jealousy scripts at our fingertips for
reading scenarios in Greek literature.

2.5 Conclusion

Envy is a hostile emotion, usually felt for our peers, when they have some
object or attribute we want. It is characterized by a stronger desire for
them to be deprived of the object/attribute than for us to acquire it our-
selves, and motivates us to act even if depriving them means losing some-
thing ourselves as well. Its action tendency is generally destructive, to the
desired good and/or its possessor, and it operates through such expression
as physical aggression, gossip and slander, compliments designed to
arouse the ‘Evil Eye’” or invidious feelings in others, and curses or other
types of black magic. Envy has a tendency to disguise itself as moral indig-
nation, or some disinterested desire for justice or equality, but in fact it is
never a moral emotion, as the invidious hostility blinds the patient to the
target’s true deserts. In English, the term ‘envy’ can also be used for a
different (weaker, nonmalicious) emotion, one that arises from similar an-
tecedents, but has no action tendency; a statement that one feels it can act
as a compliment.

The following is a summary of the envy and related scripts that can follow
from noting that (1) you have something, (2) I do not, and (3) I feel a painful
feeling on contemplating our relative positions:

Scripts (a), (b), and (e) are the three scripts that the term ‘envy’ covers in
English. Scripts (a) and (b) are considered morally wrong and socially disrup-
tive, and can be transmuted into indignation, anger, or a desire for equality/
fairness/justice. On performing either of these scripts (i.e., on depriving the
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TABLE 2.1 }

(a) Ifeela strong desire to act to deprive you of the good, but have no desire ‘begrudging envy’
to obtain it myself

(b) Ifeel astrong desire to act to deprive you of the good, and a weaker desire ‘covetous envy’
to obtain it myself

(c) Ifeelastrong desire to act to obtain the good, and a weaker desire to ‘covetousness’
deprive you

(d) Ifeelastrong desire to act to obtain a similar good, but do not want to ‘emulation’
deprive you

(e) Thave no strong desire to act, thus leaving you in possession and me ‘emulative envy’
lacking, with the painful feeling unchanged

other person) the satisfaction of our invidious desire can give us pleasure,
termed spite or malice in English. The other person being deprived through
someone else’s action or through fate will give us the feeling of Schadenfreude.
Just as our initial envy may be transmuted into the moral feelings of indigna-
tion, so these invidious pleasurable feelings may be transmuted into a moral
feeling that someone who had an unjustified advantage has received their
appropriate comeuppance.

Jealousy differs from envy in a number of respects, but has many similarities
too. It is principally felt when there is some object/person with which/whom
we see ourselves as having an exclusive bond, and can apply both in sexual and
nonsexual situations. It frequently includes envy in its blend—along with
anger, hostility, and potentially suspicion, fear of loss, or grief. It necessarily
takes place in a three-person scenario (unless it is possessive rather than sexual
jealousy, when one person can be replaced by an object), whereas envy can
occur in a two-person scenario; three-person scenarios tend to contain vari-
ous mixtures of rivalry, envy, and jealousy. Jealousy carries less of a social
stigma than envy, and so has less of a tendency to disguise itself; when it does,
righteous anger is the usual mask. In English, the term ‘jealousy’ can some-
times be used in place of the term ‘envy.’ The scripts covered by the term
jealousy are therefore:

TABLE 2.2 }

(a) Thave an exclusive relationship with something I possess, and do ‘jealous of my position’
not want a rival to possess a similar good

(b) Thave an exclusive relationship with something I possess, and do ‘possessive jealousy’
not want to lose it to a rival

(c) Thave an exclusive sexual/romantic attachment to someone, and ‘sexual jealousy’
do not want to lose him/her to a rival

(d) (Used to mean) envy ‘envy’
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Now that we are in full possession of the scripts that are covered by the terms
envy and jealousy (and related terms), and the psychology and action
tendencies associated with each, we are in a position to explore the related
terms and scripts in ancient Greek literature and culture, which I do in the
next chapter.
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The Vocabulary of Greek Envy and Jealousy

3.1 Phthonos

The primary Greek word that relates to both envy and jealousy scripts is
phthonos (and cognate forms). This term generally covers the lexical ground
covered by envy and nonsexual jealousy in English (in particular, the scripts I
have labeled ‘begrudging envy,” ‘covetous envy,” ‘possessive jealousy,” and
‘jealous of my position’), but is considerably broader still.

Around a third of phthon- words in the Archaic and Classical periods are
derived from the verbal form phthonein. The substantive phthonos accounts
for around a quarter of instances. The adjectives/adverbs phthoneros/-6s (en-
vious/jealous/grudging), epiphthonos/-6s (liable to envy/jealousy, regarded
with envy/jealousy), and anepiphthonos/ds (the opposite of epiphthonos/-és)
are all reasonably common, and we also occasionally find forms such as
phthonésis (the same as phthonos) or hupophthonos/-ein (secretly jealous,
quite jealous). We also frequently see aphthonia/-os/-6s, which collectively
account for around a quarter of all phthon- words, and generally have the
meanings ‘abundant,” ‘plentiful,” ‘generous™ - though occasionally they can
mean ‘lack of phthonos.”

In the Archaic period we find a number of aphorisms, particularly recorded
under the name of the Seven Sages:* “Envy no one” (Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 7.3
Mullach: undevi pfdver). “Do not feel envy for mortal goods” (Sept. Sap. Sent.
p. 216 L. 31 Mullach: uy ¢fdver Bvmrd). “Flee the envy of all, and guard against
the plots of those who hate you” (Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 1.7 Mullach: gedye pev

76v @Bdvov 7BV moAAGY, puAdooov 8€ Tas émiBovAds TGV pioodvTwy). “As the

! Which as early as Hes. Op. 188; and Hymn. Hom. 3.536, 30.8, 30.16 has lost all but an etymological
link to phthonos proper.

% For example, Pind. Ol. 6.7, 11.7, 13.25, Pyth. 8.71; Aesch. Supp. 322, Ag. 471, 939; PL. Prt. 327bs, Resp.
500a5. The rare occurrence aphthonétos always implies this.

* Archaic if genuine, though some may be later misattributions.

33
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red blight is a disease peculiar to food, so envy is a sickness of friendship”
(Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 7.4 Mullach: (;30'7T€p f] e’pvo‘[ﬁn 01év éori ToU oiTov
véonua, ovTw @hdvos piullas éotiv dppioryua). “As rust attaches to iron, so
phthonos does to the possessing soul itself” (Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 7.5 Mul-
lach: dhomep 6 ios aidmpov, oUTws 6 phdvos Ty Eyovoay adTov huxny éavayer).
Disease, sickness, and rust are strong indications of the social and moral unac-
ceptability of phthonos.

Aphorisms continue throughout the Archaic and Classical periods. Pindar
says “Nevertheless, envy is better than pity” (Pyth. 1.85: AN’ Spws, kpéaoov yap
olkTippod pBdvos).* A more common theme in Pindar—indeed the epinician
genre as a whole—incorporates phthonos into the rhetoric of praise for the
victor, as something both to be desired as an indicator of success and shunned
as potentially destructive.® The Archaic poet Mimnermos too contrasts feeling
envy for a live man of great fame with praising a dead one (fr. 25.1-2 West:
Sewol yap avdpl mdvres éouev edrdeet {dvTi phovijoar, katbavdvra § alvéoadr).b
As well as for someone successful, we feel phthonos for rivals, as when Hesiod
says “Potter grudges potter and carpenter, carpenter; beggar envies beggar
and bard, bard” (Op. 25-26: ral kepauevs repapetl kotéer kal TéxTove TékTwWY,
Kal TTwyos TTwx® elovéel kal dotdos &0L3c§)).7 Finally, it is felt for a range of
people close to one: neighbors,® friends,’ relatives, ' fellow citizens," and those
“similar and equal” to oneself in birth, relationship, age, disposition, distinc-
tion, or wealth.'? These insights are often paralleled in research into English

envy.

* Cf. Hdt. 3.52.5.1-2. Envy is also contrasted to pity frequently in the oratorical corpus (e.g., Andoc.
2.6; Lys. 2.67, 20.15, 21.15, 24.2; Dem. 21.196, 28.18, 29.2. Arist. Rh. 2.9, 1387a3-5 and 2.10, 1388a27-30
notes that one cannot simultaneously feel both envy and pity for someone.

> While the rhetoric of praise in the epinician genre can contain elements of hyperbole, it must nev-
ertheless be rooted in agreed perceptions; hence victors must indeed have been envied by some. It was
part of the encomiast’s task to manage that envy, and help reintegrate victors into their communities
- see Most (2003) 134. On phthonos in Pindar, see especially Kirkwood (1984); Vallozza (1989); Kurke
(1991) 195-224; Bulman (1992); Most (2003).

© Arist. Rh. 2.10.1388a9-11 also notes that one does not feel rivalry, and hence envy, for the dead; cf.
Dem. 18.315, but contra Dem. 20.141.

7 Assimilating phthonein with kotein, on which more in the main text below. On envy for rivals
cf. Thuc. 2.45.1.4; PL. Spur. 376d8; Isoc. 12.158; and more generally see discussion of philotimia and
philon(e)ikia in chapter 3.3.

8 Pind. Ol. 1.47; Pl. Phlb. 48a8-50a9 (on which see pp. 102-4), Ar. Eccl. 565; Alexis fr. 51.1 Kock.

? Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 7.4 Mullach; PL. Phlb. 48a8-50a9 (see pp. 102—4), Def. 416a13; Aesch. Ag. 833;
Xen. Mem 3.9.8.1-4. But contra Arist. Rh. 2.4, 1381b21-23 and Xen. Mem. 2.6.22.1-23.7, whose views on
(perfect) friends are somewhat different from those of other Greeks - see also p. 73 with n. 58.

10 Aesch. fr. 610-13 Mette; specifically stepmothers for stepchildren at Eur. Ion 1025; a brother who
shot his brother at Sept. Sap. Apophth. fr. 10.30.3-5 Mullach; Eur. Phoen. 479 between the brothers
Eteocles and Polynices (though this occurs in three lines the latest OCT (ed. Diggle) deletes as an
interpolation); Hdt. 3.30.1.5 between the brothers Cambyses and Smerdis.

Hdt. 7.237.2.4.

12 Arist. Rh. 2.9, 1386b19-20; 2.10, 1387b25-28—see chapter 4.3.2; cf. PL. Lys. 215d3.
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Common uses of phthon- words are to accuse others of phthonos, to in-
struct others not to feel it, or to deny feeling it oneself. Accusations can be
person-specific, and are frequently made by orators against their opponents in
forensic speeches;'? there are similar agonistic accusations in plays,' and (in
oratory) against other cities."” Prohibitions are, of course, another form of
accusation—instead of saying merely “you are envious,” the prohibition adds
“but you shouldn’t be.”*¢ A particular type of prohibition craves the audience’s
indulgence before speaking (i.e., “Don’t begrudge me for speaking”);'” and
Isocrates in particular occasionally comments that phthonos is what any
speaker can expect for offering good advice."® Denials of feeling phthonos are
also not uncommon." These will logically only be made where one might be
expected to feel phthonos, which suggests that any denial can indicate its po-
tential presence. Certainly it should be treated skeptically: a speaker will be
keen to show that he is not acting under this most base of emotions, and so
will justify himself by ‘explaining’ the true cause of his actions.

Between them direct accusations, prohibitions, and denials make up around
a quarter of all instances of phthon- words in the Classical period. Indirect ac-
cusations, where an individual other than an opponent, or a part or the whole
of a group, is accused of being envious, account for many more.? This posi-
tionality—that phthonos is something YOU do (or someone else does), but I do
not—is noteworthy, as it suggests that those who ascribe it to others or disclaim
it from themselves have an obvious, and frequently suspect, agenda. There are
only a handful of instances where the speaker claims phthonos for himself, or a
group of which he is part, which makes these worthy of individual consider-
ation. Isocrates notes that ‘we’ envy all those who are foremost in intelligence

13 Dem. 18 (§$ 13, 121, 279, 303, with similar accusations of baskania at §§ 108, 119, 132, 139, 189, 242,
252, 307, 317), Aeschin. 2 (§$ 10, 22, 51, 54, 139), Lys. 24 (§$ 1 twice, 2, 3), and Isae. 2 (§$ 23, 24, 27) are the
Attic forensic speeches with the most sustained accusations of phthonos, and I discuss them at length
in chapter 5.2. Other accusations occur at Isoc. 15.259; Dem. 9.54, 19.343, 25.52, 39.34, 45.35, Epist. 3.41.

' For example, Eur. IT 503; Ar. Eq. 880, 1051, Thesm. 252, 757, Eccl. 1043.

!> For example, Lys. 2.48, 2.67; Isoc. 4.47, 14.20; Dem 15.15. Isocrates denies Athens feels phthonos
of rivals at 4.29, 4.104.

' Prohibitions occur at, for example, Aesch. Sept. 480, PV 584; Soph. OT 310; Eur. Med. 63, Rhes.
193, frs. 703.1, 1064.5 Nauck; Eupolis frs. 316, 358 Kock; Ar. Ach. 497, Eq. 580, Lys. 649, Eccl. 9oo; Pl
Symp. 223a1, Euthd. 297b6, Prt. 320c1, Grg. 489a4, Meno 71d6, Hp. mi. 372e7; Resp. 338a3, 528a2; Xen.
Cyr. 8.5.24.5; Andoc. 2.6; Lys. 21.15; Isoc. 3.60, 15.302, 19.23; Isae. 6.61; Dem. 59.15.

'7 For example, Dem. 20.74, Exord. 13.1; cf. Ar. Ach. 497, Lys. 649.

'8 For example, Isoc. 9.39, 10.30, 15.8; and he says he specifically is envied at 12.15, 12.21, 12.23, 15.4,
15.13, 15.62, 15.163, Epist. 2.22, Epist. 9.15. See Said (2003) on phthonos in Isocrates.

19 Denials occur at for example Aesch. Sept. 236, PV 628; Soph. Ant. 553; Eur. Med. 312, Hipp. 20,
Hec. 238, HF333, Bacch. 1005; Ar. Lys. 1192, Thesm. 252; Pl. Ap. 33a8, La. 200by, Prot. 361e1, Hp. mai.
283e8; Xen. Cyr. 8.4.16.3; Lys. 20.15; Isoc. 4.29, 4.104, 8.124, 14.47; Dem. 23.188, 35.40, 42.22, Epist. 3.32.

2 52 instances in the oratorical corpus alone: Lys.3.9, 12.66; Isoc. 5.68, 5.73, 5.131, 6.61, 8.13, 9.6, 12.81,
12.158, 12.172, 12.241, 12.251, 13.19, 15.142 twice, 15.316, Epist. 2.21, Epist. 4.4 (plus those in n.18); Dem. 4.8,
19.22, 19.228, 20.10, 20.56, 20.139, 20.151, 20.157, 20.164, 23.164, 25.75, 47.70, 57.6, 59.97, Epist.2.4, Epist.
3.6, Epist. 3.10, Epist. 3.20, Epist. 3.28; Aeschin. 2.111; Lycurg. 1.69.
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or anything else (10.56), and that all men suffer from feeling envy, as well as
ignorance, confusion, and disorder, none of these things being irrational or
foreign to human nature (15.130). Demosthenes rhetorically asks why Greek
cities do not help less fortunate cities but sit on their hands, concluding it is
because of envy (10.39), and says that all Greek states contend to be first, and
envy and mistrust one another, which they should not (10.52). In all these in-
stances, the speaker is saying phthonos is something ‘we’ do, but ‘we’ should
not (i.e., he is generalizing about the human condition). This positioning is a
rhetorical device that acts to palliate his criticism by removing a suggestion of
superiority. In the whole Classical corpus, there are only three surviving in-
stances where someone explicitly says T feel phthonos: one is spoken by the
insane Pentheus, who begrudges Dionysus his time (Eur. Bacch. 820: dy’ ws
TdytoTa 700 xpdvov 6€ goL phov); the second by someone who censures nobles
who act like those of baser status (Eur. fr. 334.1-2 Nauck: molois mapéorny
kapldvmaa 81) Bpordv SoTis karolow éabos aw Spotos 7));*! the third by the king
of Armenia, who is jealous of the man his son goes hunting with, in case the
son admires him more (Xen. Cyr. 3.1.39.8: kai éy éxelvew, Epn, épfévovy, St ot
é86kel TovTOV ToLelw avTov udAdov Bavpdlew 7 éué). The extreme rarity of these
instances ‘proves the rule’ of how unusual it is to claim to feel phthonos.

In a fascinating passage, Xenophon tells us how phthonos arises. He says that
men are naturally hostile: for thinking the same things fine and sweet, they fight
over them and, differing, are opposed; both strife and anger tend to hostility; a
desire to be greedy leads to ill will, while envy leads to hatred (Mem. 2.6.21.5-9:
70 8€ ToAeutkd: Td T€ yap avTa kala kal 16éa vouilovres Hmép TovTwWY pdyovTal
K(ll\, 8LXO')/VQ)MOV017VT€§ E’V(lVTLOl’;V’T(IL' WO)\G}LLK(}V 86‘ K(ll: é’pLS‘ K(IL‘ (;p'y?’} Kal: SUO'IU.GVG‘S‘
wev 6 7ol mheoverTel €pws, wiomTov O¢ 6 pldvos). This passage shows that it is
not only modern scholars who have noticed that emotions occur in episodes,
following situational antecedents with psychological affects.

This brings us to the point where we must take a closer look at phthonos
scripts. Even from the earliest surviving Greek literature there are several of
these. Phthonos, or rather the verb phthonein, occurs ten times in Homer. This
is not a large number, suggesting that the word is not yet all that common.?
However, while the word can each time be best translated into English as
‘refuse’ or ‘(be)grudge,’® nevertheless even these few instances cover an array

2! Karamanou (2006) 181-87. For phthonos as (socially acceptable) moral censure, see main text
below.

2 Most (2003) 132 suggests that the paucity of phthonos words in Homer (particularly in the Iliad)
implies it is not a ‘heroic’ emotion, and therefore largely inappropriate to a poem whose subject matter
is heroic. However, the word also appears only once in Hesiod’s unheroic Works and Days, and does
not appear frequently in any author until Pindar. We shall see in chapter 3.3 that there are several
other words overlapping with phthonos (in its sense of ‘begrudging’) in early Archaic texts that become
less common by the end of that period, so it should therefore not surprise us that the term phthonos
becomes more common in Classical texts as there are fewer alternatives for an author to select.

2 Most (2003) 129 prefers “to wish to forbid,” though I find this cumbersome.
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of scripts. One scenario involves trying to stop someone doing something they
wish: examples are Hera (not) begrudging Zeus the destruction of cities she
loves (1. 4.55-56), Penelope grudging a bard singing songs he likes (Od. 1.346),
Odysseus refusing a ghost that wants to speak with him (Od. 11.149), and (not)
refusing to let his nurse wash his feet (Od. 19.348). This we might term ‘be-
grudging refusal,” and does not at first glance seem to relate to English envy or
jealousy: the pain is not triggered by someone else’s or one’s own object or
attribute. However, it is triggered at a pleasure someone will get from some-
thing mildly detrimental to you, and in the sense that grudging it takes away
his or her pleasure, this is not unrelated to ‘begrudging envy’. A second Ho-
meric scenario involves the speaker having something and not begrudging
sharing it or giving it away: examples are Alkinods not begrudging his daugh-
ter mules or anything else (Od. 6.68), his ghost in the underworld not refusing
Odysseus a pitiable tale (Od. 11.381), and Telemachos not begrudging Odysseus
some food (Od. 17.400). I will refer to this script as ‘begrudging sharing,” and
it is not dissimilar to ‘possessive jealousy’ or ‘jealous of my position” scripts
(despite the fact that ‘jealous’ does not work as an English translation—
demonstrating again the superiority of using a script approach to complement
a lexical one). Another passage contains phthonos twice, when the beggar Iros
tries to remove Odysseus from his threshold, and the latter says: “I do not
begrudge someone taking even a lot and giving it to you. This threshold will
hold us both, and you should not envy what belongs to others” (Od. 18.16-18:
otre Twa phovéw Séuevar kal m6AN dveddvra. 00d0s & dupoTépous Sde yeloerad,
000¢€ 7 ge xp1 dAoTplwv phovéew). The first instance implies (lack of) ‘be-
grudging envy or ‘covetous envy, depending whether Odysseus believes
Iros’s loss would be his own gain; in the second Iros clearly wants both to de-
prive Odysseus and have his portion for himself, and since the threshold had
previously been his alone this suggests both ‘covetous envy’ and ‘jealous of my
position.” T discuss each of these scripts in Greek literature in more detail
below, but it is important to see how many of them are present even in the
earliest surviving Greek texts. This suggests that phthonos did not develop
from merely begrudging in Homer, only later to encompass envy and then
jealousy; all these meanings are already apparent as far back as our written
sources go.

Here it is worth pausing for a moment to consider the English word ‘be-
grudging.” This was not covered in chapter 2, because there is no psychologi-
cal research on it as a stand-alone emotion,?* but it will be clear from the
previous paragraph that we have found two new scripts that come under the
English word ‘begrudge.” First, what I termed above ‘begrudging refusal’ a
desire to deny or refuse someone pleasure in doing something that happens

2 Schoeck (1966/1969) 117, 220 refers to it as an aspect of envy. Kristjansson (2006) 95 ff. uses
“begrudging spite” as an idiosyncratic translation of phthonos.
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to be mildly detrimental to oneself. Second, ‘begrudging sharing’: wishing
not to share something I have. This might relate to some object that if I share
I lose part of, and if so it shades into ‘jealous of my position’ or “possessive
jealousy’; however, it can also relate to things for which sharing does not
entail loss (e.g., an opinion, thoughts, wisdom, etc.). In addition, we have
seen that the term begrudging can cover several envy and jealousy scripts, to
wit: ‘begrudging envy,” ‘covetous envy,” ‘jealous of my position,” and ‘posses-
sive jealousy.””

A very large number of Greek phthon- words are best translated into Eng-
lish as ‘begrudge,” and involve these scripts. Let us take first ‘begrudging re-
fusal’ (i.e., seeking to prevent someone doing something they wish). As well as
the four Homeric instances, Eteocles does not object to the chorus of Theban
women honoring the gods (Aesch. Sept. 236); the chorus of old men will not
begrudge Clytemnestra refusing to share happy news (Aesch. Ag. 263); Anti-
gone will not grudge Ismene saving herself (Soph. Ant. 553); Deianeira should
not begrudge Lichas for telling her of Heracles’ affair with Iole (Soph. Trach.
250); and Hyllos will not refuse Heracles” request to carry him to his pyre
(Trach. 1212). This script is not very common, and appears only in epic and the
Archaizing genre of tragedy.

‘Begrudging sharing’ is extremely common. This is a script in which the
speaker does not want to share something (often, though not always, intangi-
ble) whose sharing will be of no detriment to him. The sorts of things it refers
to include wisdom (Theog. 770; Xen. Symp. 4.43.5-6; and many instances in
Plato),” time (Eur. Hec. 238), shelter (Xen. Symp. 1.12.2), and physical items
such as clothes (Eur. HF 333; Ar. Thesm. 29, 252; cf. Hom. Od. 6.68, 17.400
above). It also refers to begrudging speaking (Aesch. Sept. 480, Supp. 322;
Soph. Trach. 250; Eur. Med. 63; Hdt. 7.139.1.2; Xen. Symp. 3.5.3), and similarly
begrudging an oracular pronouncement (Soph. OT 310), an introduction
(Xen. Symp. 3.14.5), or telling Orestes one’s name (Eur. IT 503).

Another common script is ‘begrudging envy,” normally best translated into
English with one of these two words. It is a pain felt when someone has some-
thing that we do not wish them to have, but generally not something tangible
that we could ourselves obtain. The desire then is purely for them to stop
being or having whatever makes them superior, not to obtain anything our-
selves. Examples include begrudging someone honor (Aesch. Ag. 833; Hdt.
8.125.1.4, 9.71.4.1; Xen. An. 5.7.10.2-3, Ages. 1.4.3; Dem. 20.141), praise (Aesch.
Ag. 904; Thuc. 2.35.2.5-8; Pl. Symp. 223a1), reputation (Mimnermos fr. 25.2
West; Pind. Ol 8.55, Pyth. 2.90; Dem. 3.24), wisdom (Eur. Med. 297, 303,

% Cairns (2003b) 239 notes that the Irish term ‘begrudgery’ likewise covers both envy and jealousy.
26 In whose works it accounts for 25 out of 129 phthon- words: Ap. 33a8; Tht. 169¢2; Alc.I1147c2; Hipp-
arch. 228¢6; Theag. 125a5; La. 200b7; Euthydem. 297b6, d8; Prot. 316d2, 316e4, 320¢1, c2, 32737, a8; Gorg.
489a4; Meno 71d6, 93¢8; Hp. mai. 2836, e8; Hp. mi. 363c4, 372e7; lon 530d4; Resp. 338a3, 476€6, 528a2.
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Bacch. 1005; Pl. Tht. 125a5; Isoc. 10.56), good fortune (Eur. Med. 312; Hdt.
7.236.1.5-8; Isoc. 1.26), gifts from the gods (Xen. Ap. 14.3, 32.2), superiority
(Pind. Nem. 8.21; Xen. Cyr. 8.8.12.7; Lys. 3.9), physical prowess (Hdt. 3.30.1.5),
political position (Ar. Eq. 1051), power (Hdt. 7.236.1.5-8), success (Pind.
Ol. 6.74, Pyth. 7.15; Hdt. 7.237.2.4; Thuc. 4.108.7.2; Xen. Hell. 3.4.8.3), happiness
(Pind. Pyth. 11.29), children (Eur. Ion 1302), and something good to one’s own
children (Pl. Hp. mai. 283e6-8; Spur. 377a8).

In ‘covetous envy,” the same urge to deprive them is felt, but also a desire
to obtain the goods ourselves. This applies particularly to tangible goods
such as wealth (Eur. Supp. 241; Ar. Eq. 580; Thuc. 6.16.3.2; Philemon fr. 92.2
Kock; PL. Leg. 956a1; Xen. An. 1.9.19.6, Cyr. 7.5.77.4; Lys. 21.15—but poverty
does not attract it at Xen. Symp. 3.9.4), making money (Xen. Vect. 4.5.2;
Isoc. 4.104, 8.124; Isae. 11.38), land (Hdt. 6.137.2.6; Isoc. 14.20), a prize of a
beautiful woman (Eur. IA 53), other possessions (Eur. Rhes. 193), and get-
ting sex (Ar. Eccl. 900, 1043). It also applies to intangibles such as political/
military position (Hdt. 8.69.1.5; Xen. Hell. 3.2.13.6) and a king’s friendship
(Xen. Cyr. 8.2.28.3).

Various jealousy scripts can also be seen. Paphlagon is ‘jealous of his po-
sition’ in Demos’s household (Ar. Eq. 879-80); King Pausanias of Sparta is
jealous of his in rushing to take Athens before Lysander does (Xen. Hell.
2.4.29.7). Otanes opines that kings are always jealous of the best of their
subjects (Hdt. 3.80.3.5-4.5). Odysseus jealously protects his reputation for
being the wisest by destroying Palamedes (Xen. Mem. 4.2.33.11); Plato talks
of someone so jealous of sharing his good fortune that he will not make
friends (Pl. Leg. 730es5), and the Platonic corpus also contains comments
about those jealous of sharing their virtue (Pl. Spur. 376ds) or their profes-
sional skills (P1. Spur. 376d8). Isocrates claims Athens does not begrudge its
good things to other Greeks, being philanthropic (Isoc. 4.29); however, He-
rodotus tells of the ancient Athenians that they begrudged having made a
gift of poor land to the Pelasgians, after the latter improved it markedly
(Hdt. 6.137.2.6).

We find ‘possessive jealousy’ too, as where the king of Armenia is jealous
of the man his son goes hunting with, in case the son admires him more (Xen.
Cyr. 3.1.39.8). Agathon denies possessive jealousy when he says he will lend
Mnesilochos his clothes (Ar. Thesm. 249, 252), and the chorus members in
Lysistrata similarly when they offer all their goods to a girl selected to carry a
basket in a procession (Lys. 1192). Maiandrios is jealous of his tyranny of
Samos, begrudging handing it over to Syloson undamaged (Hdt. 3.146.1.4).
Aristotle combines both jealousy scripts when he notes that people who do
great deeds and have good fortune (including being honored for a distinc-
tion, or especially having wisdom or happiness) can feel phthonos at thinking
that others will try to take something away from them (Rh. 2.10, 1387b28-31—
see p. 70).
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Sexual jealousy is a lexically complicated script in Greek, in that it is
rarely represented by one emotional label, and accordingly (and because of
its wide prevalence) I discuss this separately in chapter 8. However, at this
point we can note that phthonos as possessive jealousy shades into sexual
jealousy when Alkibiades wants to retain Socrates’ attentions, and is jealous
when he talks to another handsome man (Pl. Symp. 213d2—discussed fur-
ther at pp. 164-65) and the lover more generally will be jealous of his beloved
spending time with others (P1. Phdr. 239a7). When wives are held in common,
as by the Agathyrsoi, there is no phthonos (Hdt. 4.104.1.5).”” However, Hera
is jealous of Zeus’s sexual couplings (Eur. HF 1309), and the chorus of
Phthian women contemplate the jealousy of rival wives (Eur. Andr. 181—see
further pp. 151-53). Aristotle too notes that one can especially feel phthonos
for love rivals (Rh. 2.10, 1388a14-15).

Rivalry more generally is another script integral to phthonos, falling some-
where between envy (not having what someone else has) and jealousy (having
and fearing to lose).” This is first found in Hesiod’s Works & Days, where
Hesiod identifies two types of strife (Eris). Good Strife—perhaps more similar
to our ‘strive’—involves emulative rivalry: we see someone else doing well and
we are encouraged to emulate them, to work to achieve the same ends, and
both we and they end up better off for the rivalry. Hesiod describes this as
zélos (Op. 23-24: {not 8¢ Te yelTova yeltwy €is dpevos omebdovt - dyaln & "Epis
10€ Bporotow). However, Bad Strife is “cruel, tending to war, evil, and contest”
(Op. 14). This is destructive rivalry, and Hesiod had already depicted this Eris
as a daughter of Night and the parent of painful Toil, Forgetfulness, Famine,
tearful Pains, Battles, Murders, Quarrels, and others (Theog. 223 ff.). It is in
describing Bad Strife that Hesiod says “Potter grudges (koteei) potter and
carpenter, carpenter; beggar envies (phthoneei) beggar and bard, bard” (Op.
25-26). It is interesting here that phthonein is assimilated to kotein (‘to bear a
grudge against’), and clearly relates to a destructive form of rivalry (‘strife’).
This is not unique: Polynices uses it of his brotherly struggle with Eteocles
(Eur. Phoen. 479—though see n. 10), Perikles more generally of rivals (Thuc.
2.45.1.4), Herodotus of generals vying for a prize for valor (Hdt. 8.124.1.2), Kri-
toboulos of those in rivalry for primacy in a city (Xen. Mem. 2.6.20.6), and
Cyrus of soldiers vying in competition (Xen. Cyr. 3.3.10.2).%

In the Classical period, phthonos can often be understood to involve mali-
cious or spiteful action, so as to provide some sort of pleasure to the person
feeling it—not dissimilar to the way that English envy is connected to Schaden-
freude. This malicious phthonos is not necessarily felt toward those particularly

7 Cf. chapter 2 n. 71 re modern anthropological scholarship on societies where monogamy is not
usual.

2 We can compare the ‘situational’ approach to rivalrous situations discussed at p. 29.

» For further cases, see my discussions of kotein, eris, and philon(e)ikia in chapter 3.3.
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fortunate, nor is it necessarily due to personal animosity; rather its primary
motive usually seems to be pleasure-seeking, with no care that the pleasure
involves someone else’s hurt. Electra keeps her voice down, lest someone ma-
liciously decide to spread rumors (cf. Soph. El 641, love of gossip-mongering
being the assumed pleasure, and see below for the link between gossip and
phthonos). Some hounds maliciously get in the way of a hunt (Xen. Cyn.
3.10.5—possibly a unique example of this emotion being attributed to an
animal). Some gossip maliciously about Socrates, leading to general bad-
feeling against him, and his subsequent conviction (Pl. Ap. 18d2, 28a9). The
jealous lover who feels envy when his beloved possesses something rejoices
when he loses it (Pl. Phdr. 240as5). The comic playwright Alexis links epi-
chairekakia (spite) to phthonos in how someone views their neighbors (fr. 51.1
Kock). The clearest link of all between phthonos, neighbors, and pleasure in
their misfortunes, is given by Plato, who argues that one goes to see comic
plays in order to enjoy the misfortunes of one’s friends (he initially says neigh-
bors, and then changes this to friends), and that this is phthonos (Pl. Phlb.
48a8-50a9—see pp. 102—4 for a detailed discussion).

The compound epiphthonos/-0s gives us another script. While it generally
means liable to phthonos’ or ‘inducing phthonos’ (i.e., invidious), a secondary
meaning is odious or hateful. Jason is odious in saying he was driven by Eros
(Eur. Med. 530); the Nurse says it is not hateful to save Phaidra’s life (Eur. Hipp.
497); Parthenopaios, a foreigner, did not make himself odious to his adoptive
city (Eur. Supp. 893). The aristocratic Knights say that insulting the base is not
odious (Ar. Eq. 1274). A quibbling and clever tongue is hateful (Eur. IA 333), as
is pushing away one’s allies (Eur. Rhes. 334). Pausanias says maltreating a
corpse is odious (Hdt. 9.79.1.6). The Athenians say they are worthy of their
empire because of their past zeal, will, and ability, and did not acquire it by
force but by invitation, and so they should not be hated (Thuc. 1.75.1.3). Perikles
draws a parallel with misos (hatred), saying that those who try to rule others are
hated (miseisthai), but it is worth being thought hateful (epiphthonon) for great
ends, and that hatred (misos) does not last for long (Thuc. 2.64.5.2—5). Socrates
says his conversation and words have become rather heavy and hateful, so that
Athens desires to be free of them (Pl. Ap. 37d1-2). The Athenians hate (misousi)
moneylenders, and so Nikoboulos is hateful (epiphthonos) (Dem. 37.52).

In two of these examples, phthonos is actually juxtaposed to, and hence
linked with, misos (hatred). These are not isolated occurrences. Cyrus says he
will be envied and hated for his treasures (Xen. Cyr. 8.2.19.3-4). When contes-
tants at law choose a mutually acceptable arbiter, the loser envies the winner
and hates the judge (Xen. Cyr. 8.2.27.6-7). Artaxerxes’ courtiers envy and hate
any one of themselves who presumes himself superior (Xen. Cyr. 8.8.12.7).
Isocrates’ opponent aims to arouse envy against him by talking about his
wealth, and anger and hatred by talking about his legal practice (Isoc. 15.31).
Orgé (anger), misos, and phthonos are appropriate responses to Meidias
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(Dem. 21.196—see further pp. 91-93). We might conclude from this that Greek
phthonos contains hatred or hostility within its mixture of affects, or at least is
often associated with it—and again this is not dissimilar to English envy.

Anepiphthonos/-6s, the contrary of epiphthonos, can imply that one is
not arousing these feelings. However, it also frequently takes the meaning
of ‘without blame/reproach/censure.” Heracles tells his son to kill him
without blame (Soph. Trach. 1031-33). Archidamus says the Spartans
should take both Greeks and barbarians into their alliance, and since they
are being undermined by the Athenians this is not censurable (Thuc.
1.82.1.7). The tyrant Hipparchos generally exercised power in such a way
as not to invite others’ censure (Thuc. 6.54.5.2). The Athenians are not
blameworthy for invading Sicily in support of their own security (Thuc.
6.83.2.4). Whatever renowned old men say is irreproachable (Pl. Soph.
24324).

We can see that many instances of (an)epiphthonos imply censuring, and
indeed phthonos is sometimes linked to the verb epitiman (censure). A chal-
lenger to a will manifestly censures (epitimoén . . . phainetai) the dead man for
adopting and not dying childless, this being hateful (epiphthonon) and unjust
because the censurer has children (Isae. 2.23). Isocrates will not give way to
those who habitually censure and envy all speakers (Isoc 10.30). Those who
cannot write well themselves will censure and envy (baskainein) Isocrates’
words,* and begrudge (phthonésousin) him saying them (Isoc. 15.62). An-
drokles (a defendant) says he has never begrudged or censured anyone paying
Isocrates for rhetorical training (Dem. 35.40).

Phthonos is not just linked to censure through the verb epitiman, or by the
compound (an)epiphthonos, however. Sometimes phthonos itself actually im-
plies censure. This first becomes apparent with a curious phenomenon known
as phthonos theén. This involves the striking down by a god or gods unnamed
of someone excessively fortunate, and is widely identified by the word phtho-
nos throughout the fifth and into the fourth century.® This is in some ways
related to a ‘jealous of my position’ script (i.e., that the mortal should not
share a high level of good fortune only allowed to a god), which is itself a re-
flection of a ‘begrudging envy’ script in humans. We might psycholinguisti-
cally explain it by postulating that the lucky person is envied by his (only very
rarely her) fellow humans, who accordingly want his luck to change but

3 On baskania, see chapter 3.3.

3! For example at Pind. Pyth. 8.71-72, Pyth. 10.19-21, Ol. 13.24-26, Isthm. 7.39-39b; Aesch. Pers. 362,
Ag. 904, 921, 939, 947, PV 859; Soph. EL 1466, Phil. 776; Eur. Alc. 1135, Or. 974, IA 1097; Ar. Plut. 87,
92; Hdt. 1.32.1.6, 3.40.2.3, 4.205.1.5, 7.10.1.7, 7.46.4.3—4, 8.109.3.2; Thuc. 7.77.3.4, 7.77.4.5; and phthonos
is denied to the gods by Pl. Phdr. 247a7, Tim. 29e2. See Harrison (2003) on phthonos as a motivation
of the gods in Herodotus. There is a second major script (or group of scripts) also usually labeled
phthonos theén, which appears from Homer on. However, the word phthonos is never used for this, but
rather such terms as agaasthai, megairein, kotos, and nemesis, and so I discuss it when I deal with these
terms in chapter 3.3. Ranulf (1933) is the seminal work on phthonos thedn; see also Walcot (1978) 22-51.



The Vocabulary of Greek Envy and Jealousy } 43

cannot admit that to themselves. When his luck does change dramatically
they validate their invidious pleasure by foisting it onto a god—essentially by
this mechanism transmuting their own envy and Schadenfreude into indigna-
tion (or censure) and satisfaction-at-comeuppance.

The fact that phthonos could occasionally be seen as justified, when felt in
this sense by a god, probably explains a further development toward the end
of the fifth century, which is that phthonos occasionally starts to mean justified
‘moral censure’ even in mortals. For instance, Diodotos says that if someone
gives the best advice, but is suspected of being influenced even slightly by pri-
vate profit, then Athenians feel censure at his profit and refuse to take his
advice (Thuc. 3.43.1.3). Hiero opines that the good tyrant can pass his life with-
out fear, censure, or danger, and in happiness (Xen. Hier. 7.10.3). Lysias says
that in former times the Athenians resented those misusing their patrimonies
(Lys. 27.11). Demosthenes notes that a moderate citizen can offer advice with-
out fear of censure (Dem. 18.321). Isocrates believes it is reasonable for those
who behave moderately to resent worthless people who have aimed at more
power than is proper for mortals (Isoc. 4.184). Apollodoros says he was
wronged by Stephanos, so his taking revenge (i.e., through a political prosecu-
tion) is not liable to censure (Dem. 59.15). We find this idea of censure used
metaphorically too, where ‘Euripides’ stirs the reins of phthonos (Ar. Ran. 827:
avedtooouévny plhovepods kwoioa yadwovs)—reins being used to guide the way
something should go, implying that phthonos does too.

There are also a number of passages in the Attic oratorical corpus in which
orators openly call on their audience to feel phthonos. If jurors knew Kallima-
chos as well as one speaker does, they would not feel grief at his loss, but re-
sentment at what he has left (Isoc. 18.51). Jurors should not feel resentment for
the true heirs to an estate, but rather for those contesting the will if they get
what they do not deserve (Isae. 6.61). Proxenoi deserve phthonos if they an-
nounce in the theater that they were awarded crowns by other cities (Aeschin.
3.42). Demosthenes’ guardian, in squandering his inheritance, should be re-
sented, while Demosthenes himself should be pitied (Dem. 28.18).
Nikoboulos’s opponent says he should be hated as a moneylender, and de-
serves phthonos because he walks quickly, speaks loudly, and carries a stick
(suggesting he is getting too big for his boots; see Dem. 37.52). Demosthenes
says Meidias might try to arouse resentment in the jury, on the pretext that
Demosthenes should not be prosecuting him for a private quarrel (Dem.
21.29), but himself later calls for resentment against Meidias (Dem. 21.196;
see p. 93).

We can note two things from these ‘phthonos-as-censure’ passages. First,
they all relate to the abuse of political position or wealth, and this will be
relevant when we consider Aristotle’s discussion of to nemesan below and in
chapter 4. Second, they are all either written by Athenians or delivered in an
Athenian court. This may be simply an accident of survival, however, or reflect
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the fact that the vast majority of Classical literature is Athenian. Stobaeus (a
fifth-century ck anthologist) quotes a fragment from Plutarch’s (first-/second-
century CE) treatise On Slander, in turn quoting Hippias of Elis (late fifth cen-
tury BCE):*

Inmias Myer 000 elvar pBdvovs: Tov wév dikaiov, 6Tav Tis Tols KaKols
plovit Tiuwuévors, Tov 8€ ddurcov, Stav Tols dyalols. kal SumAd TdY dAAwY
Olf QOBOVGPOI: K(IKOGVT(IL‘ O'lj ’)/(ip [vLéVOV ’TO;:S‘ ZSL’OLS‘ K(IKO;:S‘ (’YCXHOV’T(IL (;30'7T€p
éxetvor, dAa kal Tots dAoTplows dyabols. (Stob. 3.38.32)

Hippias says there are two types of resentment: the just type, when
someone resents bad men who are honored, and the unjust type, when
he envies the good. And the envious suffer double the distress of others;
for not only are they aggrieved, as others are, at their own troubles, but
also at other peoples’ good fortunes.

This passage distinguishes between two phthonos scripts, those I have
termed ‘begrudging envy’ and ‘censure.” If the attribution of this passage is
accurate (and given the great distances in time between the sources it may
not be), then this provides evidence that by the end of the fifth century
phthonos could be considered as a moral emotion—censure—across
Greece.

Moving on from specific scripts to the resolution of phthonos scenarios,
we find frequent mention in Greek texts of situations where phthonos leads
to destruction. Heracles asks how anyone could worship Hera who, envying
the amount of extramarital sex Zeus has, destroys the innocent benefactors
of Greece (Eur. HF 1309). Envy, in destroying the minds of many people, will
kill both “him” and “me” (Eur. fr. 551.1-2 Nauck). Someone wishes for the
destruction of all who have something, envying their goods (Agathon fr. 23.1
Snell). Mnesilochos stabs a wineskin out of phthonos that someone else has
it, making the wine run out (Ar. Thesm. 757). Cambyses murders his brother
Smerdis from envy of his physical prowess (Hdt. 3.30.1.5). Parties in civil
strife destroy those not taking part, out of envy that they might survive
(Thuc. 3.82.8.21-23). Odysseus destroys Palamedes, sensing a challenge to his
reputation as wisest (Xen. Mem. 4.2.33.11). The son of Gobryas is murdered
by a prince jealous of his hunting prowess (Xen. Cyr. 4.6.4.2-6). Socrates is
destroyed by the slander and envy of the many, not the prosecution of one
man (PL. Ap. 28a9). The lover jealous of his beloved, and therefore wanting
him to be less attractive to rival suitors, will be harmful to his beloved’s prop-
erty, the state of his body, and most of all to the development of his soul (P1.
Phdr. 241c2). When there is neither wealth nor poverty in a community,
phthonos will disappear (sc. because there will be no need for its leveling

3T am indebted to the anonymous OUP referee for bringing this passage to my attention.
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tendency—Pl. Leg. 679c1; cf. Ar. Eccl. 565). One of Isocrates’ friends points
out to him that some people destroy others out of envy (Isoc. 15.142). That so
many instances of phthonos lead to destruction again ties in with modern
research on envy.

A particularly common way of damaging/destroying someone in Greek
literature is to slander them, and phthonos is frequently directly linked to
diabolé (slander: e.g., in Pind. OI. 1.47; Pl. Ap. 18d2, 28a9, Leg. 731a3, 731a5,
Epist. 3.316e1; Hdt. 6.61.1.3; Xen. Hell. 3.4.8.3; Isoc. 5.73, 12.21, 12.251, 15.30-31,
15.163, 15.258-59; Aeschin. 2.10). Of 200 instances of diabolé and cognates in
Attic oratory, these occur most frequently in Isoc. 15 (twenty-two instances),
Aeschin. 2 (fourteen instances), and Dem. 18 (nine instances), in all three
speeches as part of sustained accusations of phthonos.>* We also find this
connection in tragedy: for instance Phaidra’s spiteful slander against Hip-
polytos, and Orestes’ jealous slandering of Neoptolemos, both having fatal
effects (discussed respectively in chapters 7.4 and 8.3). Further evidence con-
necting phthonos with diabolé occurs at Arist. Rh. 1.1, where Aristotle says it
is not right to lead the juror astray using orgé or phthonos or eleos (1354a24—
25: 00 yap Ol Tov SikaoTny SaoTpépew els Spyny mpodyovtas 1 phivov %)
é\eov), having previously talked about diabolé and eleos and orgé and other
passions of the soul as not having anything to do with the facts of the case,
but being an appeal to the juror (1354a16-18: dtaBoAy yap kal éleos kal Spy)
kal Ta TotavTa wdln s Yuxis od mepl Tod Mpdypards éoTw, AANG TPOS TOV
ducaomiv). By juxtaposing these lists so closely, Aristotle seems to be suggest-
ing that diabolé is how one ‘does phthonos.” The idea that slandering some-
one is how one puts one’s phthonos into effect accords with the findings of
anthropologists that “gossip, backbiting, and defamation” are natural action
tendencies of envy.** We saw above that gossip is linked with the malicious
pleasure of phthonos by both Electra and Socrates (Soph. EI 641; P1. Ap. 18d2,
28a9), and Hermione notes that female gossip fostered her destructive feel-
ing—which I argue in chapter 8.3 is phthonos—toward Andromache (Eur.
Andr. 930-53). McClure suggests that gossip is the female equivalent of male
slander, operating in the oikos (the domain of women) while slander oper-
ates in the polis (the domain of men);* these texts provide some evidence of
that.

To conclude then, we have seen a large number of phthonos scripts, and it
will be helpful to summarize them here.

* The theme of phthonos in Isoc. 15 has been well discussed—see Said (2003) 226-29; Fisher
(2003) 185-87; Cairns (2003b) 244-45; Walcot (1978) 72-73. I discuss these other two speeches in
chapter s5.2.

3 Foster (1972) 172 (see p. 16). Re gossip: see also my discussions of Phaidra and Hermione (chap-
ters 7.4 and 8.3).

* McClure (1999) especially 160, 199-200. This is rather schematized, as men indulged in gossip
too (cf. Fisher (2008) 192 n. 22, 207).
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TABLE 3.1 }

(a) I'have a desire to stop you doing something you wish, which is ‘begrudging refusal’
mildly detrimental to myself [Archaic/Archaizing]

(b) I'have taken an invidious dislike to someone for something they ~ ‘odious/hateful’
have done [Classical]

(c) Ifeel pleasure that someone I have an invidious dislike for has ‘spite/malice/ Schadenfreude’
come to some harm [Classical]

(d) Idisapprove of someone for something (re money/political ‘censure’
power) they have done that is objectively wrong [Classical]

(e) I agod, wish to strike down someone excessively fortunate ‘phthonos theén’
[Classical]

(f) Ifeel astrong desire to act to deprive someone of a good, but have  ‘begrudging envy’
no desire to obtain it myself

(g) Ifeel astrong desire to act to deprive someone of a good, and a ‘covetous envy’
weaker desire to obtain it myself

(h) Twant something that someone else wants too, and currently Tivalry’
neither of us has

(i) Thave a non-limited good/quality, and I do not wish someone ‘begrudging sharing’
else to have it too

(j) Thave an exclusive relationship with something I possess, and do  ‘jealous of my position’
not want a rival to possess a similar good

(k) I'have an exclusive relationship with something I possess, and do ~ ‘possessive jealousy’
not want to lose it to a rival

(I) I'have an exclusive sexual/romantic attachment to someone, and ~ ‘sexual jealousy’
do not want to lose him/her to a rival [Classical]

It can be seen that phthonos covers a very wide range of scripts indeed. We can
note that it comprehensively covers the ground of English envy and jealousy,
with the exception that ‘emulative envy’ (“I envy you”) is excluded from
phthonos. We shall see in chapter 8 that ‘sexual jealousy’ is also a partial excep-
tion; it is a lexically complicated script in Greek, and is only occasionally iden-
tified by the label phthonos.

3.2 Zélos

Classical scholarship sometimes states that there are two Greek words relating to
envy and jealousy, phthonos and zélos, as if the two were equally relevant.* This
is not the case. As we have seen, phthonos is by far and away the most important
Greek emotion relating to both these English emotions. Zélos, at least by the
Classical period, covers a very straightforward range of scripts: (i) admiration,
which has no action tendency; (ii) emulation, implying someone is far ahead of
you and you are inspired to improve; (iii) emulative rivalry, implying someone

% For example, Walcot (1978) 2, who says that zélos should be translated as ‘jealousy,” and phthonos
‘envy,” their use being in “much the same way as their English equivalents.”
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is not too far ahead of you and you are inspired to catch up; (iv) imitation, imply-
ing a copying which takes little effort; (v) zeal, implying strong effort but not
necessarily a comparandus.’” There is one aspect of these scripts which overlaps
with English envy, which is zél6 se (“I envy you”):* this fits very comfortably
with any of the first four zélos scripts, but in English we include this script —
which I'labeled ‘emulative envy” in chapter 2.2.1—within the semantic boundar-
ies of envy. This is purely a matter of linguistics, and we would not necessarily
expect a similar semantic coupling even in other modern European languages.

However, although phthonos and zélos cover very different scripts, there is
sometimes some level of overlap, or at least some gray area between the two,
as regards the precise emotion felt—and the motivation—between rivals. It
also seems to be the case that in the early Archaic period zélos was more am-
biguous, and could cover more invidious, destructive situations.

We saw above that Hesiod envisages two types of Strife, Good and Bad, and
that the latter was related to phthonos. Of the former, Hesiod says: “She rouses
even the good-for-nothing to work: for someone in need of work saw another
getting wealthy, and so hastens to plough and nurture, and put his house in
order; and neighbor emulates neighbor, hastening to wealth; for this Strife is
good for mortals” (Op. 20-24: 1j e kal dmdAapudy mep Suds émi Epyov éyeiper
€L’S‘ GWTEPOV ’)/(ip TL/S‘ TE 2’8&'1} é’p'yOLO X(I’TL’&(,UV ﬂAOle'LOV, 53‘ G7T€158€L ILLG‘V (ipé/.,LGV(lL 7}861
puTevew olkdy 7 € Béobar {nlot 8¢ Te yeiTova yeltwv €ls dpevos omevdovt -
dyaly 8 "Epus 10e Bporotow). This is almost paradigmatic of zélos as described
above, and shows it as wholly emulative and beneficial. However, Hesiod later
says that at the end of the race of men, “zélos will accompany all wretched
men, evil-sounding, rejoicing in ills, hateful of face” (Op. 195-96: {f)os &
(iV@p(,{)ﬂ'OLO'LV (;LCUPOZO'LV (}.’77(10'L 8UO'K€/)\(180§ K(IK(;X(IP’TOS' (;MapTﬁUGL O'TU')/GP(A/HTT]S‘).
Zélos here sounds much more like destructive phthonos. A third passage says
that the nonworking person will feel zélos for the working one as the latter
grows richer (Op. 312-13: €l 8¢ kev épyd{n, Tdxa oe {nAdroelL depyds mAovTedvTa:
mAovTw & dpeTy) kal kidos dmydet), and here it is ambiguous as to whether
emulative or invidious envy is meant.

Hesiod is not the only author who includes within zélos scripts that would
later be the province of phthonos; we find considerable support in other early
Archaic texts. The verb zéloun occurs twice in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter:
Kallidike says that if the disguised Demeter were to bring up her brother, her

7 Arguably (ii)-(iv) differ more in degree than in kind, and would all fit within emulation as dis-
cussed in chapter 2.2.1.

% This is quite common in surviving Greek texts. For example, it accounts for around a third of all
instances of zélos-words in Aeschylus (2 out of 9: Pers. 712, PV 330), Sophocles (4 out of 14: Aj. 552, EL
1027, fr. 584.1 Radt, fr. 703.1 Radt), Euripides (10 out of 33: Alc. 866, 882, Med. 60, IT 1117, Or.1673, IA
16,17, 19, 677, 1406), and Aristophanes (5 out of 12: Ach. 1008, Eq. 837, Vesp. 1450, Thesm. 175, 1118). It is
much less common in the oratorical corpus, occurring only four times (4 out of 101: Isoc.12.260, Epist.
6.14; Lys. 2.72, 2.81)—perhaps unsurprisingly, given the adversarial nature of the genre.
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mother would give her [Demeter] such gifts that anyone would feel envy
(zélosai) for her (Hymn. Hom. 2.166-68), repeated more or less word for word
by the mother (2.221-23). A handful of cognates and compounds are also in-
formative. Kalypso says the gods are cruel and zélémodn, and resent (agaas-
the—see below) a goddess sleeping with a mortal if she makes him her hus-
band (Hom. Od. 5.118-20). I argue elsewhere that the usual translation of
zélémon as jealous is incorrect, that it means something more like begrudging
or censure: the gods do not have a problem with Kalypso sleeping with a
mortal, but they think she goes too far in taking him as a husband.* This ex-
planation of zélémon makes full sense of the verb agaasthai in the next line.
Two compounds of zélos can also be found: Odysseus expected Alkinogs, as
men are, to be duszélos if he saw him with his daughter (Od. 7.307); and Hera
feels zélosuné at Leto’s giving birth to a perfect son (Hymn. Hom. 3.100). These
words too mean something more painful, and potentially destructive, than
emulative rivalry: the first seems similar to possessive jealousy, the second to
begrudging envy. It seems then that zélos in the early Archaic could have some
of the invidious, destructive connotations more normally associated with
phthonos, but (as in Hes. Op. 23) could also be a gentler, emulative emotion.
As the Archaic period progresses, we find that the destructive aspects of
zélos disappear, and the emulative come to prevail.** In Archilochos there re-
mains some ambiguity: he says he does not feel zélos for Gyges’ gold (fr. 19.2
West), and tells a conquering queen that many will feel zélos for her glory (fr.
23.21 West). He may be saying he does not want Gyges’ gold, or making a
stronger ou phthono-type comment; similarly people may merely admire the
queen, but could envy her glory. However, a century later Theognis could say
without ambiguity that someone with intelligence and sense would be ad-
mired (zélétos; 455), and this is clearly emulative. Neither of the Archilochos
fragments is obviously destructive, and both they and the Theognis fragment
could be paraphrased by English “I envy you,” which is at best a weak form of
envy. After the Archaic period we only see the five scripts outlined above.
The links and differences between these zélos scripts and phthonos are most
notable when the two words are juxtaposed. Clytemnestra incites Agamem-
non by saying that the unenvied person is also not admired (Aesch. Ag. 939).
Oedipus laments that the good things he has (wealth, power, skill surpassing
skill) make Kreon feel so much (polu-) zélos that it turns to phthonos (Soph.
OT 381-82). Pelops was so admired (zélos) by men that he invited retribution
(phthonos) from the gods and ill-willed murderousness from his citizens (Eur.
Or. 973-74). Perikles says that those who wish to do as Athens has will

% Sanders (2012a) 168-69. In the next section I consider a number of more common terms that
overlap with phthonos as begrudging or censure.

Tt is not clear why, but we can note that by the time invidious zélos dies out, phthonos has become
a considerably more common word, and it is possible that these two developments are related.
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emulate her, but if they do not succeed in gaining overseas possessions they
will envy her (Thuc. 2.64.4.2-3). Socrates says that when Athens did well, it
gained first admiration, but then envy (Pl. Menex. 242a4). The Athenian says
when there is neither wealth nor poverty in a city, there will be neither hubris
(wanton violence with the intention to insult and shame for the aggressor’s
pleasure) nor injustice, nor will emulation nor envy occur (Pl. Leg. 679c1-2).
And Demosthenes says that funeral orations should inspire emulation for the
courage of the dead, not envy for their honors (Dem. 20.141). While at the
border, then, phthonos and zélos might shade into each other, they are clearly
(at least after the early Archaic) distinguished in both their related affects and
their action tendencies. Sometimes one is the evil twin of the other, sometimes
one is caused by a superfluity of the other—and juxtaposition highlights these
distinctions.

One final compound of zélos that appears from the fourth century is zélo-
tupia. This is regularly mistranslated as (sexual) jealousy, a meaning it does
not in fact acquire until after the Classical period.*' I discuss this in more detail
at pp. 164-65 where I show that in the fourth century it means either ‘posses-
sive jealousy’ or ‘covetous envy,” normally in a sexual scenario and if not then
at least as a sexual metaphor. However, it does not mean ‘sexual jealousy’ in
the sense of feeling an exclusive affectionate bond with a unique individual,
who once returned that exclusive affection. In light of zélotupia’s two scripts,
it is not surprising to find that one of the few Classical instances of the word is
paired with phthonos (PL. Symp. 213d2).

3.3 Other Greek Terms

There are a number of words that overlap with phthonos scripts discussed
above, and in this section I discuss the most important of these.

Several terms can mean ‘begrudging.” In Homer megairein is as common,
and agaasthai significantly more common, than phthonein. Both verbs have
roots implying that someone is getting too big for themselves, and generally
have similar meanings. The principal script for megairein is (not) begrudging
someone doing something they wish to do which is mildly detrimental to
yourself; the script referred to under phthonos as ‘begrudging refusal.” For ex-
ample, Agamemnon does not begrudge the Trojans burning their dead
(I. 7.408), nor Odysseus the Phaiacians their choice of contest to test him in
(Od. 8.206). Athena asks Poseidon not to begrudge what she prays for (Od.
3.55), and Hera will not begrudge Zeus destroying one of her favored cities (II.
4.54; this example is coupled with phthonos in the next two lines (rdwv o0 7ot

1 See Jones (2012) chapter 1 on zélotupia as jealousy in the first-century ce novel Chaireas and
Kallirhoe (1.2.5, 1.5.4).



50 { Envyand Jealousy in Classical Athens

6”)/(1\) 7TPO/O'0, i’O”T(l/.L(lL 01586‘ IU.E’)/U,L/P(U Ei/ mTEP ’y(ip (;JHOVG/(U TE K(II: O'L;K Gz(:) 81,0,7T€/p0'(ll.,
ovk aviw phovéova’ émel 7§ moAv pépTepds éoor)). While this verb is principally
found in Homer, a handful of examples exist in later literature, principally in
Archaizing contexts (i.e. literature concerned with the doings of gods and
mythical heroes). Thus Prometheus does not begrudge telling Io her fate
(Aesch. PV 626), and Apollo in an oracle does not begrudge the Spartans
Tegea, though he refuses them the rest of Arcadia (Hdt. 1.66.2.5). A second
script involves a god begrudging something to a mortal because of a prior lack
of respect by that mortal: thus Apollo begrudges Teucer hitting his target be-
cause he did not sacrifice to him first (Il. 23.865)—this is more anger than be-
grudging, and I shall return to this below.

Both these scripts can be seen with agaasthai, another Homeric term that
dies out after the early Archaic period. ‘Begrudging refusal’ is common: the
bronze-greaved Achaians will not begrudge meeting Hector’s challenge
(I. 7.41); Apollo grudges Menelaus the armor of a Trojan he has slain (II. 17.71);
Antinods may begrudge Telemachos saying he wants to be king of Ithaca (Od.
1.389); and Poseidon begrudges giving safe passage to all men (Od. 8.565,
13.173). Close to this script, and also similar to one of phthonos’s, is a censuring
resentment (e.g., Diomedes says he will only advise the other kings if they do
not begrudge a younger man’s advice (II. 14.111)). The gods sometimes feel this
toward those who have transgressed, and here it is very close to anger: Ithacans
should fear the anger of the gods at how the suitors are behaving in their midst
(Od. 2.67), and the suitors are eventually killed because of the gods™ anger
(Od. 23.64); Kalypso complains the gods are resentful (Od. 5.118: zélémones;
5.119: agaasthe; 5.129: agasthe) at her keeping a mortal man as a husband. Oc-
casionally the gods can merely resent humans being too happy, such as Odys-
seus coming home and sitting with his friends (Od. 4.181), or having a happy
life with Penelope (Od. 23.211). Finally, in Hesiod we find a third phthonos-like
script for agaasthai, when Ouranos has ‘begrudging envy’ (agémenos) for his
sons’ looks, size, and strength (Theog. 619).* A related word that appears oc-
casionally in Classical literature is agé: the Chorus in Agamemmnon talk about
divine censure (Aesch. Ag. 131: aga theothen); and it appears as a human emo-
tion as well, where Kleomenes feels both phthonos and agé for Demaretos, and
so slanders him (Hdt. 6.61.1.3). Here agé appears to be almost a synonym for
phthonos, highlighting the connection between the two emotions.

A third term meaning ‘grudge’ is kotos (or the verb kotein), and this is gen-
erally in the sense ‘to hold a grudge’ or be angry. Kotos is mostly hierarchical,
normally being held by gods against mortals (occasionally other gods), or by

2 A fourth agaasthai script, which does not overlap with phthonos, involves admiration or
wonderment (e.g., the Achaians admire Diomedes (Il 7.404, 9.51, 9.711); listeners admire Zeus’s or
Achilles” words (Il. 8.29, 9.431, 9.694); and Telemachos wonders at Odysseus having returned home
(0d. 16.203)).
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kings. Thus Zeus is angry with the Trojans for killing Menelaus (II. 4.11), but
the gods do not hold a grudge against Agamemnon (Il. 14.143). Athena Kkills
men in her anger (II. 5.747), and holds a grudge against Apollo and Admetos
(I. 23.391), as Apollo does against her and Diomedes (II. 23.383). Agamemnon
does not care if Achilles holds a grudge (Il. 1.181), Menelaus and Alexandros
shake their spears at each other in their rage (Il. 3.345), and Odysseus is angry
at the Cyclops for killing his men (Od. 9.501). Melantho chases Odysseus out
of the house because of a grudge against him (Od. 19.71), Penelope angrily
chastises Melantho in turn (Od. 19.83), and Odysseus and Telemachus kill her
brother Malantheus in anger (Od. 22.477). A second, related script is the gods’
anger at a mortal who transgresses against them (similar to the second
megairein script). Thus some god may hold a grudge against the Trojans for
missing a sacrifice (Il. 5.177), Athena kills heroes who give her reason for anger
(Od. 1.101), Zeus is angry at men who are unjust in assembly (II. 16.386), and
Hera and Athena hold a grudge against the Trojans (presumably because
Paris awarded the apple to Aphrodite — II. 8.429; 18.367). This term does not
die out as early as the previous two; however, it only appears in the Classical
period in tragedy, or in Archaizing contexts (i.e., gods and heroes), as when
Zeus is repeatedly said to be angry when suppliants are betrayed (Aesch. Supp.
347, 385, 427, 478, 616); Apollo holds a grudge at Cassandra (Aesch. Ag. 1261);
and the Furies’ anger at Orestes is frequently referred to with this word (Aesch.
Cho. 924, 1054, Eum. 220, 426, 501, 801, 840, 873, 889).** A handful of other
instances show different scripts which overlap with phthonos: Hesiod’s “potter
grudges potter” juxtaposes koteei with phthoneei in adjacent lines (Op. 25-26),
clearly used in the same envious rivalrous sense; Aeschylus similarly exhibits
envious rivalry of Euripides (Ar. Ran. 844); and Clytemnestra’s grudge at Cas-
sandra that will lead the former to kill the latter (Aesch. Ag. 1261) clearly has
implications of jealousy.

Homer’s comment that the Achaians feel anger and resentment (II. 2.223:
koteonto nemesséthen) at Thersites brings us to another term: nemesis (and
the verb nemesan). This word is very common in Homer, where it has several
scripts, the first being a hostile reaction to something that can be as strong as
anger or merely a milder resentment. Thus Achilles is resentful by nature
(I. 11.649), Patroclus tells Achilles not to resent him for bringing bad news
(Il. 16.22), Hera speaks to the gods in anger (II. 15.103), Ajax and Idomeneus
would be angry with anyone they found quarrelling as they are doing now
(I. 23.494), and Mentor is angry with the Ithacans for not stopping the suitors
(Od. 2.239). In many cases it is not clear exactly what point on the (English)
anger-resentment spectrum is meant, but even when it is anger it is not as
strong as rage (cholos, ménis, thumos in Greek). Nemesis is often felt by the
gods against humans who have offended them, and then it is clearly equivalent

4 The two Cho. instances are of enkotos, a word that appears only in Aeschylus and Herodotus.
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to English anger, and similar to the contexts we have seen with megairein,
agaasthai, and kotein. Apollo is angry at a Greek advance that kills a number
of Trojans (Il. 4.507); Hera is angry at Hector’s intention to take the Greeks’
prizes (Il. 8.198); Poseidon is angry at Greeks hanging back from battle
(1. 13.119); Achilles should beware the gods” anger at his excessive dishonoring
of Hector’s corpse (II. 24.53); Ilos will not give Odysseus poison for his arrow
tips for fear of the gods’” anger (Od. 1.263); and Zeus is very angry at evil deeds
(0d. 14.284).

A second nemesis script is related, and that is censure or blame (a meaning
that phthonos can take in the Classical period). Odysseus should not blame the
Achaians for chafing at being stuck by the ships (Il. 2.296); it is not blamewor-
thy for the Greeks and Trojans to suffer over such a woman as Helen (II. 3.156);
Ares tells the other gods not to blame him for avenging the death of his son
(I. 15.115); no one should censure Penelope for getting married before finish-
ing Laertes’ funeral shroud, as she will not do so (Od. 2.101, 19.146, 24.136); men
will censure Telemachus if he sends Penelope back to her father’s house (Od.
2.136); Menelaus is censorious of over- or under-zealous hosts (Od. 15.69); Od-
ysseus does not censure Penelope for weeping for her husband (Od. 19.264).
Two instances of censure relate more strongly to phthonos: Homer couples
nemesis with phthonos in mentioning Penelope’s ‘begrudging refusal’ at the
bard singing the songs he wishes (Od. 1.346/350); and the suitors” anger at Od-
ysseus’s suggestion that he too try his bow (Od. 21.285), with Homer’s comment
that they fear he might succeed where they did not, suggests envy/jealousy.**

Aside from Aristotle (and I will discuss his idiosyncratic take in chapter 4),
there are about the same number of instances of nemesis in all Archaic and
Classical texts between Homer and Aristotle as there are in Homer. Hesiod
first deifies Nemesis (as he does a number of emotions), referring to her as a
daughter of Night (Theog. 223), and saying that only bad things are left for
men, while Aidos and Nemesis—here meaning something like Sense of
Shame, and Sense of Righteousness*®—go to the gods (Op. 200). Theognis
comments that the bad man does not understand Justice as he does not fear
Nemesis (Theog. 280)—meaning something like Retribution, an obvious ex-
tension from the gods’ anger at transgressing men (a meaning also given to
the uncapitalized instances at Theog. 660 and 1182). Classical occurrences fre-
quently relate to retribution from, or something being oftensive to, the gods.*

“ A third Homeric nemesis script, which does not relate at all to phthonos, is shame—perhaps the
link being that one (actively) feels shame when one (passively) is censured. This script can be seen at
I1. 3.410, 14.80, 14.336, 16.544, 17.93/100, 17.254, 19.182; Od. 4.158, 4.195, 6.286. Unlike the previous two
scripts, this does not survive beyond Homer.

4 Wender (1973) 155.

4 Aesch. Sept. 235; Soph. El. 1467, Phil. 518, 602, OC 1753; Eur. Ph. 182, Or. 1362, fr. 1040.4 Nauck; PL.
Cra. 401a6, Symp. 19526, Minos 319a3; Dem. 20.161; Plato Com. fr. 173.14 Kock. We might also include
here the fragmentary titles of two comic plays: Kratinos fr. 107/20.1 Kock; Men. fr. 169.1 Austin. Aris-
totle only briefly mentions fo nemesan’s association with the gods (Rh.2.9, 1386b1s).
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They also sometimes relate to the goddess Nemesis (whose cult, dating from
approximately the late Archaic, was based at Rhamnous in Attica), or her fes-
tival.¥” The meanings of anger or censure by mortals still exist, but appear
fewer than fifteen times in the Classical period outside of Aristotle—and I
discuss these further, and their relationship to phthonos as censure, at
pp. 76-77.

The reader will have noticed that a number of scripts under all four of the
above terms (megairein, agaasthai, kotein, nemesis) show a god angry at a
mortal for an infraction: either a slight against themselves, or a transgression
against appropriate behavior toward gods or men. These divine anger scripts
are usually included under the label phthonos theén.*® However, this is a mis-
labeling, since none of these scripts are related to the many phthonos scripts
discussed above (let alone labeled phthonos). The only exceptions are two in-
stances of agaasthai (Od. 4.181, 23.211; cf. aga at Aesch. Ag. 131) in which the
gods resent too much happiness—similar to the many instances of phthonos
as divine censure that appear in fifth-century literature (see n. 31). Although
the four Homeric terms largely die out, divine anger can still be seen in Clas-
sical tragedy (e.g., Athena in Ajax, Aphrodite in Hippolytus, Dionysus in Bac-
chae, Athena in Trojan Women).*

A number of terms meaning rivalry also overlap with phthonos. The first
to consider is eris (or the verb erizein), which we saw appear as Good Strife
(friendly rivalry) and Bad Strife (begrudging and envy) in Hesiod’s Works
and Days.”® The word is common from Homer right through the Archaic and
Classical periods, and generally means either (i) strife in the sense of war,
conflict, or angry argument; or (ii) non-contentious rivalry in the sense, for
example, that one could not rival Odysseus in speaking (Il. 3.223), Aphrodite
in beauty (I. 9.289), or the men of the past in archery skill (Od. 8.223). While
rivalry always contains a latent potential for envy, jealousy, and begrudging,
we should not assume that these connotations are present in the majority of
instances of the word. However, there are a number of situations—and in
particular mythical stories—in which these do appear to be present; while
phthonos vocabulary is not normally seen in these, the scenarios are similar
to those in which we find phthonos scripts, or the label phthonos, elsewhere.
The suitors in the Odyssey, who are described as in strife (18.13; 20.267, where

¥ Aesch. fr. 244.6 Mette; Soph. EL 792; Pl. Leg. 717d3; Isoc. 10.59; Dem. 41.11; Men. Sententiae 520, fr.
321.2 Kock. On Nemesis cults, see Hornum (1993) 6-14. On Rhamnous in particular, see Fortea Lopez
(1994) 24-30; Parker (1996) 154 and (2005) 406-7.

8 As this is a book about human emotion I do not dwell on phthonos thedén, which has been admi-
rably treated elsewhere — see Ranulf (1933); Walcot (1978) 22-51.

4 See Walcot (1978) 25; Knox (1989) 66, cf. 72-73; Zeitlin (1985) 61; W. S. Barrett (1964/2001) 156.
In these plays divine anger is clear from the insult-revenge scenario, even though emotional labels are
frequently absent.

0 Eris is deified elsewhere in epic too: Hom. Il. 4.440, 5.518, 5.740, 18.535; Hes. Theog. 226, Op. 804.
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eris is paired with neikos), are all vying for a highly desired prize that only one
of them can win, suggesting covetous envy as a likely accompanying emo-
tion. A similar scenario suggests covetous envy may likewise be part of the
three goddesses’ eris to win the beauty contest and the golden apple (Eur.
Hec. 644, Hel. 708, 1508, IA 183 twice, 1307). Eteocles’ and Polynices’ broth-
erly rivalry for Theban supremacy is regularly labeled eris (Aesch. Sept. 726,
935; Soph. OC 372, 422; Eur. Phoen. 81, 351, 798, 811b, 1277, 1495 twice), as oc-
casionally is that between Atreus and Thyestes (Eur. Or. 13, 812, 1001; Pl. Plt.
268e10)—and cf. n. 10 on brotherly phthonos, to which can be added the
zero-sum competition for a major prize. Achilles’ and Agamemnon’s quarrel
over Briseis is also labeled eris (Hom. Il. 1.6, 1.8, 1.210, 1.277, 1.319, 2.376, 19.58,
19.64), as is Menelaus’s with Paris over Helen (Hom. Il. 3.100, 7.111; Aesch.
Ag. 698; Eur. Hec. 644, 1160), both scenarios suggesting possessive/sexual
jealousy. The word is also used several times of Hermione’s quarrel with her
‘rival wife’” Andromache (Eur. Andr. 122, 467, 490, 573, 960—and see further
pp- 151-53).

Two rivalrous terms from the Classical period are philon(e)ikia (love of vic-
tory/strife, eager rivalry, contentiousness) and philotimia (love of distinction,
ambitious rivalry).”! Thucydides (3.82.8.3 and 12) pairs both words with greed
(pleonexia) in describing civil strife between two parties in a city (cf. 8.76.1.1)—
not completely dissimilar to brothers’ fights to control a city that we saw with
eris, and we can note that Aristotle (Pol. 5.4, 1304a36) states that envy of those
in power can be a cause of civil strife. Hermocrates says he will not allow
philonikia to lead him to harm himself, just so he can also harm his opponents
(Thuc. 4.64.1.4) — a hallmark of phthonos (and English envy). Cyrus tried to
inspire philonikia for fine and good things (i.e., emulation) by holding games,
but this aroused eris and philonikia (which, when paired, must mean envy) in
his nobles.** Isocrates (10.48) uses philonikia to describe the quarrel between
the three goddesses, frequently described elsewhere as eris (with phthonos
overtones — see above). Occasionally philotimia represents envy/jealousy. For
example, Dionysus argues it was Heracles’ jealousy (philotimoumenos) that
Dionysus might copy him in bringing someone back from Hades that led him
to exaggerate the dangers of attempting it (Ar. Ran. 281). Isocrates, repeating
his own topos that others envy him,> once uses philotimds to mean phthonerds
(Isoc. 15.244). Phthonos is also sometimes explicitly linked with these terms.
Socrates, commenting on Hesiod’s “potter envies potter” passage, says that
things most similar are filled with envy and rivalry (philonikia) and hatred,
while those not alike feel friendship (Pl. Lys. 215d3). Disputants sometimes

*1 On philotimia in Classical Athens, see Whitehead (1983).

52 Cf. the passages in the main text above in which phthonos arises from excessive zélos (Soph. OT
380-84; Thuc. 2.64.4.2-5.1; Pl. Menex. 242a2-4).

53 See n. 18.
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believe the other criticizes his argument out of grudging and contentiousness
(philonikia), rather than in a desire to find the right solution (Pl. Grg. 457d4).
The person seeking to satisfy the spirited part of his soul will become envious
due to his ambitious rivalry (philotimia), violent due to his contentiousness
(philonikia), and angry due to his bad temper (PL Resp. 586¢c9). An ambitious
(philotimos) soul breeds envy, which is hard to live with, especially for the
person feeling it (Pl. Leg. 870cs). Cyrus saw that many soldiers, being rivalrous
in competition (philotimos), felt envy for each other (Xen. Cyr. 3.3.10.1). The
Athenians’ and Spartans’ intense desire to defeat each other (philonikia) be-
cause of mutual envy allowed Philip to take control of Greece (Isoc. 12.158).
Agamemnon’s soldiers were filled with anger, rage, envy, and ambitious ri-
valry (philotimia; Isoc. 12.81). Demosthenes says a law is shameful and vicious,
and similar to envy and contention (philonikia; Dem. 20.157). Athenians al-
lowed legal appeals, knowing that there would be occasional unjust results
due to contention (philonikia), envy, hatred, and other reasons (Dem. 57.6).
A number of words denote hostility that can sometimes be invidious and
imply phthonos, in particular duskolia (bad-temperedness, discontentedness)
and dusmeneia (ill-will, hostility). Frequently phthonos occurs in the same
passage. For example, Isocrates says that many will sing songs and watch trag-
edies of the great men of the Trojan War period, but are hostile (duskolos) to
living men who benefit them and cannot bear for them to be honored out of
envy (9.6). Elsewhere, he says that some desire to be honored (philotimos) like
him, and are duskolos and zélotupos (15.245) toward those like Isocrates who
work hard for what they themselves want to get easily. Some of his critics feel
phthonos and dusmeneia (15.142). Reasonable people might feel zélos for him,
but those less able will be duskolos (15.149). Of Philip, he says that seizing
Greek cities will bring phthonos and dusmeneia as well as much abuse (5.68).
Most envy the Spartans and are dusmenés toward them (12.241). And parties
in civil strife are dusmenés toward each other (6.67), where above we saw civil
strife arouse philonikia, philotimia, eris, and phthonos. Turning to other au-
thors, Medea says that stupid people feel hostile envy (phthonos dusmenés) for
those who are intelligent (Eur. Med. 297). The Chorus in Andromache says
women are exceedingly dusmenés to rival wives (Andr. 182), and later talks of
hostile (dusmenés) eris in the house (467).>* The Old Woman tells Mnesilo-
chos he is phthoneros and dusmenés for puncturing her wineskin and spilling
out all the wine (Ar. Thesm. 757). Plato says that the lover is duskolos and
phthoneros of his beloved (Phdr. 241c2), that phthonos and dusmeneia are
aroused against sophists (Prt. 316d3), and that those not wishing to abide by a
judgment are phthoneros and duskolos (Leg. 844d1). Philosophers avoid envy
and dusmeneia by not competing with people (Resp. 500c2). And in discussion

5* See chapter 8.3 on jealousy in Andromache.



56 { Envyand Jealousy in Classical Athens

of the spirited part of the soul, as we saw above, he says that philotimia leads
to phthonos, philonikia leads to violence, and duskolia leads to rage (Resp.
586¢9).

One final overlapping emotion is baskania, which refers to putting the Evil
Eye on someone; it frequently implies malice and hence is linked to envy.?
According to Isocrates, those who cannot write well themselves will censure
and envy (baskainein) his words, and grudge (phthonésousin) him saying
them (15.62; cf. 5.11, which raises similar themes). In Knights, Demosthenes
calls Paphlagon a baskanos (103)—implying he envies the more established
slaves. In Wealth, Chremylos accuses Poverty of baskania (571), after the latter
accuses politicians of enriching themselves at others’ expense.”® Demosthenes
says that criticism of the general Diopeithes’ pillaging of the Chersonese is
malicious (baskainein: 8.19, 8.22), perhaps hinting at accusations that Diopei-
thes was doing so to enrich himself,?” rather than feed his army. And he labels
Aeschines a baskanos no fewer than eight times in On the Crown (18.119, 18.132,
18.139, 18.189, 18.242, 18.252, 18.307, 18.317—see chapter 5.2 n. 45), implying that
Aeschines envies his political eminence, an eminence Aeschines himself had
long since lost.

3.4 Conclusions: A Comparison of Phthonos with Modern Theory

We saw from a very detailed survey of phthonos scripts that it covers approxi-
mately the same ground as both English envy and jealousy, but is considerably
broader, covering also such scripts as ‘begrudging refusal,” spite, rivalry, and
moral censure. The main exception is the ‘emulative envy’ (“I envy you”)
script, which is not part of phthonos, but is instead covered by zélos in Greek.
In the early Archaic period, zélos (including cognates) includes some scripts
that later appear under phthonos. However, by the end of the Archaic period
it is entirely an emulative, rather than invidious, emotion. A number of terms
in the Archaic period (megairein, agaasthai, kotos, nemesis) cover similar
ground to phthonos’s ‘begrudging refusal’ and ‘censure’ scripts. Eris covers
similar ground to the ‘rivalry’ script in both Archaic and Classical periods,
and several other terms (principally philon(e)ikia and philotimia) can also
refer to invidious rivalry. Phthonos can also be implied by a number of other

5 See Walcot (1978) 75, Aquaro (2004) 15-18, Cairns (2011) 45-48 on the relationship between
baskania and envy. See Rakoczy (1996), Jahn (1855) on the Evil Eye more generally in Greek literature;
also Dunbabin and Dickie (1983) on iconographic representations. See Foster (1972) on envy and the
Evil Eye in other cultures.

% See chapters 5.4 and 6 on such allegations in (respectively) real-life oratory and Old Comedy.

%7 An accusation frequently leveled at generals in both real life and comedy (again see chapters 5.4
and 6.3.3).
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hostile, malicious terms, such as duskolia, dusmeneia, and baskania. Phthonos
is a highly destructive emotion, whose principal action tendency is to destroy
or damage either the envied object or the rival. We see this quite frequently
done through slander or gossip.

No tendency to transmutation has been noted from this lexical survey.
However, by definition a lexical survey would be unlikely to show this. We
should consider, though, that the prevalence of accusations of phthonos in
Greek texts—when the accused would almost certainly be denying the accusa-
tion—does suggest (a) that phthonos might have been transmuted or misrep-
resented in a similar way to envy, and (b) that there would have been a similar
first-person (“Iam ... ”) attribution of indignation or desire for justice, where
there was a second-person (“You are . . . ”) attribution of envy.

In this chapter I have consciously ignored the views of Aristotle. This is for
two reasons. First, because his was the most sustained attempt in the ancient
world to explore the complex nexus of emotions aroused by others’ good for-
tune, and as such is best treated separately. Second, because while much of
what Aristotle says about rhetoric is accurate, some—not unusually in theo-
retical systemizations—is not, and his account of phthonos and related emo-
tions is similarly incorrect in some details. It was therefore necessary to com-
plete this comprehensive survey of other (Archaic and) Classical texts before
considering his account, which I now turn to.
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Aristotle on Phthonos

In the mid-fourth century, Aristotle developed his own socio-psychological
theory of the emotions, the first person ever to analyze them systematically in
this way. His theory is laid out in The Art of Rhetoric.' In this treatise Aristotle
argues that an orator, in trying to persuade an audience, has three modes of
persuasion available to him: logical argument (logos), the speaker’s own char-
acter (éthos), and “putting the hearer into a certain frame of mind” (1.2, 1356a1-
4: & 10 Tov arpoarny dwabeval mws). He elaborates: “[The orator persuades]
through his hearers, when they are led to emotion by his speech” (1.2, 1356a14-
15: dua 8€ TV drpoaTdv, 6Tav els mdlos Vo Tod Adyov mpoayfdow). The third
mode of persuasion is thus emotion (pathos),? which can legitimately be used
as part of an orator’s armory of rhetorical weapons to persuade his listeners.?

! All references in this chapter are to Arist. Rh. unless otherwise stated. On the treatment of emo-
tions in Rh., see Grimaldi (1980) and (1988); Furley and Nehamas (1994); Garver (1994); Rorty (1996);
Gross and Walzer (2000); Konstan (2003a) and (2006). Konstan (2003c), Ben-Ze’ev (2003), Viano
(2003), and Gill (2003) all deal, in whole or in part, with phthonos in the Rh., and will be discussed to
a greater or lesser extent in this chapter.

2 Leighton (1996) 223-30 shows that, while Aristotle generally (e.g., Eth. Nic. 2.5, 1105b21-23) includes
both emotions and epithumia (appetite = hunger, thirst, sex drive) within the pathé, in Rh. he excludes
epithumia, as he is only interested there in pathé that affect judgment (i.e., emotions)—Viano (2003) 94
agrees; and Aristotle himself says that he has discussed the pathé that relate to persuasive argument (2.11,
1388b29-30). Grimaldi (1988) 14-15 reviews the various meanings of pathos in the Aristotelian corpus.

* Rh. 1.2 appears to contradict 1.1, in which Aristotle says that “slander, pity, anger and such emo-
tions of the soul have nothing to do with the facts, but are merely an appeal to the juror” (1354a16-18:
SuaBoly) yap ral éleos kal Spyn kal Ta TowadTa mdln THs Yuyxis ob mepl Tod mpdypards éoTw, AANG Tpos
7ov ducaoriiv), and “one should not lead the juror into anger, envy or pity—it is like warping a car-
penter’s rule” (1354a24-26: 0d ydp Sei 7ov SucaoTy SiaoTpépew els Spyry mpodyovtas 1) pldvov ) éXeov-
Spotov yap kav €l Tis & uélew ypnabar kavévy, TovTov Toujoete oTpefAdr). Dow (2007) is persuasive on
how to resolve this contradiction; see also Fortenbaugh (1979) 147; Grimaldi (1980) 9-11; Wisse (1989)
17-20; J. M. Cooper (1994) 194-96; Barnes (1995) 262. Whatever the tensions, it is clear from the rest
of the Rh. that Aristotle did see a role for pathos in persuading an audience, so his comments in 1.1
need not detain us unduly. Arousal of emotions certainly occurred in real-life oratory: see Conley
(1982) 307-8, Carey (1996) 399-406 for examples re all emotions; Johnstone (1999) 110-25 on pity;
Allen (2000) on anger; Rubinstein (2000) 212-31 on gratitude; Fisher (2003) on phthonos; Kurihara
(2003) on hatred; Rubinstein (2004) on anger and hatred; Bers (2009) 77-98 on pity; Sanders (2012b)
on anger, hatred, and phthonos; and chapter 5 of this book.
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Aristotle discusses emotions in Book 2 of the Rhetoric, defining them as feel-
ings that affect judgment and are accompanied by pain and pleasure (2.1,
1378a19-21: €071 8¢ Ta mdly 60 Soa peraBdAlovres Siapépovat Tpos Tas Kploets
ofs émerar Avmy kal joovi)).* In the following chapters (Rh. 2.2-11), Aristotle
analyzes fifteen named (and several unnamed) emotions, stating the general
psychological condition under which each arises, and who might feel each emo-
tion, for whom, and in what circumstances. One of these emotions is phthonos.

4.1 The Placement of Phthonos in the Rhetoric

Aristotle generally treats the emotions in named pairs—such as anger and
calmness, or friendship and hate. However, he treats as a group emotions
relating to the fortunes of others. In Rh. 2.8 he begins with eleos (pity), which
he describes as pain at someone’s undeserved bad fortune (1385b13-14: €orw
on éeos Aomn Tis éml pawopévw kak® . . . 700 dvafiov Tvyydvew).’ In 2.9,
Aristotle discusses the relationship between pity and a number of other emo-
tions. He begins by stating that fo nemesan (indignation) lies most opposed
to pity in being pain at someone’s undeserved good fortune, both emotions
being felt by someone of good character (1386b8-12: dvrikeirrar 8¢ 7¢) éleetv
wdAtoTa wév 6 kalolol vepeodv- TG yap Avmetolar émi Tals davaélois
Kakompaylals AvTikelpevdy éoTi Tpémov Twa kal dmo Tol avTol 7lovs TO
Avmreiabar émi Tals dvaélaws edmpaylats. kal dupw 1o mdbn 7Hovs ypnorod).
Phthonos (envy) appears to be similarly opposed to pity, and perhaps even
the same thing as indignation, but in fact it is a pain excited by the perceived
good fortune, not of someone undeserving, but of those like us (1386b16-20:
d6€eie & v kal 6 pBdvos T( éleetv Tov adTov dvTikelobal Tpémov, Ws civeyyvs
WV Kol TaOTOV TGO veueaar, €o1i 8 érepov: \Umm wev yap Tapayxddns kal 6 phdvos
oty kal éml edmpayiq, AN 0 10D dvaéiov dAda Tob loov kal Spolov).* He goes
on to say that these feelings will be accompanied by their opposite emotions
(1386b25-26: pavepov 8 671 drxolovbiicer kail Ta évavria wdbn TovTois),” which

4 Frede (1996) discusses whether each emotion involves both pain and pleasure (pleasure in antici-
pating an action to alleviate pain), or just one or the other. She argues that Aristotle tends toward the
former view in Rh. Book 1, and the latter in Book 2.

® Aristotle goes on to say that we must believe we could suffer the same bad fortune in order to
pity. Kristjansson (2006) 89-92 argues that eleos is more properly translated compassion, and that pity
should be reserved for pain at deserved bad fortune; his attempt to show that Aristotle implies this as
a separate emotion, when he talks of putative pain (or lack of it) at parricides and murderers being
punished (2.9, 1386b28-29), is highly unconvincing.

¢ See chapter 4.3.2 for a discussion of the phrase 705 {gov kal duolov. I translate phthonos unambigu-
ously as envy here; although Aristotle later cites phthonos examples corresponding to a number of different
scripts, his definition here makes it clear that (begrudging/covetous) envy is primarily what he has in mind.

7 Aristotle clarifies “accompanied,” saying that the type of person who feels indignation is the same
type of person who feels its opposite in a contrary situation (not that each individual episode of indig-
nation will be accompanied by its opposite).



60 { Envyand Jealousy in Classical Athens

will be pleasurable or at least not painful (1386b2y: 7Wolycerar 3 dAvmos
éorad).® Finally, in 2.11, Aristotle discusses zélos (emulation). This is, like
envy, a pain at someone else’s good fortune (1388a32-33: €/ ydp éorw {Hlos
Ao Tis éml pawopévn mapovaoia dyaldv évripwr), though not because they
have something, but because we do not; emulation (as Aristotle parentheti-
cally explains) is a good emotion felt by good people, whereas envy is a bad
emotion felt by bad people;® emulation makes us act to acquire goods our-
selves, envy to deprive someone else of them (1388a34-38: o0y 67t dAAw AN
67 00Xl kal a7 €oTw (810 kal émiewcés éoTw 6 {fAos kal émetkdv, 10 O€
@hovetv padlov kal pavdwv 6 wev yap avTov mapackevdler dwa Tov {Hlov
TUyxdvew TV dyaldv, 6 8¢ Tov mAnoiov wiy Exew Swa Tov phdvov)).'* The op-
posite of emulation is kataphronésis (disdain) (1388b22-23: évavriov yap {jAw
kaTappévnals éoti, kal 7& {nAodv 76 kaTagppoveiv).!!

This collection of emotions, and their relationship to each other, is on first
reading rather bewildering. We can understand it better by considering the
factors that separate these emotions.'* Pity is a painful emotion triggered by
perceiving someone to have some undeserved misfortune. Indignation is a
painful emotion triggered by perceiving someone to have some undeserved
good fortune. It is opposed to (antikeisthai) pity by the good/bad nature of the
fortune. Envy and emulation are two other painful feelings on spotting some-
one’s good fortune, and in a number of short passages Aristotle tells us how to
distinguish the three:"

a. We feel indignation because the other person does not deserve the good
(2.9, 1386b10-11: 70 Avmretofar émi Tats avaéiais evmpayiacs), but this is
explicitly contrasted with envy, where it is not a concern (2.9, 1386b18-

7/ \ \ 7 e 7 3 \ A \ b ’ 3 > 3
20: Ao pev yap Tapaydons kal 6 phévos éoriv kal éml edmpayia, dAX 00

8 Aristotle’s desire to schematize can be restrictive. For instance, if something is opposite to pain-
ful, it should be pleasurable, but in some situations it might not be (e.g., any good person will be pained
by a criminal escaping justice, but one’s response to a convicted murderer being hanged will depend
partly on one’s attitude to the death penalty). Aristotle sidesteps this by saying “pleasurable, or at least
not painful.”

¥ Aristotle does not seem to envisage the possibility of a bad person emulating another bad person
(e.g., a mugger emulating a bank robber). Perhaps his desire to schematize, to present emotions as
either ‘good’ or ‘bad,” has led him to ignore such situations.

10This self-improvement versus other-deprivation dichotomy reflects the split between emulation
and envy in English (see chapter 2.2.1), and demonstrates that Aristotle does not include the script I
have termed emulative envy in zélos—incorrectly, as we saw in chapter 3.

W Kataphronésis is difficult to translate, as no English word does it full justice. Barnes (1984) uses
“contempt,” but this does not capture the self-satisfaction, and desire to avoid similar misfortune,
implied by Aristotle (see main text below). I believe “disdain” does so better, but these aspects should
be borne in mind wherever I use this term.

12T loosely base this argument on an analysis by Ben-Ze’ev (2003) 102—4, which I amend signifi-
cantly. For a detailed critique of Ben-Ze’ev’s argument, see Sanders (2008).

13 He discusses each emotion in its own right according to who feels it, when, and against whom
(2.1, 1378a23-26); but this is not how he distinguishes one emotion from another.
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700 dvaéiov dANa Tod {oov kal Suolov), nor is the other’s deservingness
mentioned in connection with emulation.

b. We feel emulation because we want the same good as someone else,
though we have no desire to deprive them of theirs (2.11, 1388a34-37:
ovx 67t AAw dAX 7L o)t kal adT® 0T . . . 6 v yap adTov
mapackevdlet dua Tov {Hdov Tuyydvew Tdv dyafdv), but in both
indignation and envy our concern is with someone else owning the
good, not with our own lack (2.9, 1386b20-21: 76 8¢ w7 §7v ad7d 70
cvpPricerar érepov, dAa 8¢ adTov Tov mAnalov, dmacw dpolws det
vmdpyew; 2.11, 1388a37-38: 6 8€ Tov mAnalov wy Exew dua Tov pldvov).

c. Itisbad (phaulos) to feel envy,' but good (epieikes) to feel emulation
(2.11, 1388a35-36: 510 Kal émietkés oTw 6 {NAos Kkal émetkdy, T 8¢
plovelv pailov kal pavAwr), and indignation is also associated with
good (chréstos) character (2.9, 1386b11-12: kail dugw Ta wdly [to
eleein and to nemesan] 76ovs xpnorov; 2.9, 1386b33-87a1: kal €oTw
700 ad70d Thovs dravra TavTa [to nemesan and others (see below)],
70. 8 dvavtia Tob évavtiov 6 yap adTds éoTw émiyaipéraros Kal

¢lovepds).”®

We can see, therefore, that Aristotle distinguishes these emotions by reference
to three factors: whether the subject’s character is good or bad; whether
the object’s deservingness is important; and whether the good itself is
specifically desired. Each factor shows one emotion differing markedly from
the other two.*

Aristotle also discusses emotions that are opposed to (antikeisthai) pity in
a second way: pleasurable emotions on perceiving someone to have some bad
fortune. What has changed this time is not the (good/bad) nature of the for-
tune, but whether we feel pleasure rather than pain on spotting it. However,
such pleasures will differ from indignation, envy, and emulation in both fac-
tors: pleasure/pain, and nature of the fortune, and so will be what Aristotle
terms “contrary” emotions (enantia pathé) to these.'”

4 Cf. Eth. Nic. 2.6, 1107a9-11, where envy is one of only a handful of bad emotions, alongside spite
(epichairekakia—see main text below) and shamelessness.

15 Grimaldi (1988) 56 cites Vahlen, J. (1914) Beitrige zu Aristoteles’ Poetik (Berlin) 266-8, on “the
similarity, if not the identity, in the Poetics of émieucris, xpijoros [sic], omovdaios to denote the morally
good.” Bonitz (1870) 813b37-38 notes that epieikés and chréstos are opposite to phaulos.

16 We should note that Aristotle is not overly interested in mixed motives here, but presumably
one can feel both indignation and emulation simultaneously, if one both wants what someone else
has and thinks the other person shouldn’t have it. However, since one cannot be both morally good
and morally bad, for Aristotle feeling envy precludes feeling either of the other two emotions as well
(though see n. 9).

17 Arist. Cat. 10 says there are four ways in which things can be opposed (antikeisthai): as relatives
(ta pros ti—e.g., double and half); as contraries (ta enantia—e.g., good and bad; black and white); as
privation and state (sterésis kai hexis—e.g., blindness and sight); as affirmation and negation (kata-
phasis kai apophasis—e.g., he is sitting, and he is not sitting). At Metaph. 5.10, 1018a25 he says that
contraries are the most strongly opposed.
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Aristotle names one pleasurable emotion at someone else’s bad fortune,
disdain, which is a true contrary to emulation (2.11, 1388b22-23: évavriov yap
{h\w katappdvyols éoTi, kal TG {nlodv 16 kaTappoveiv): if we emulate those
who have certain goods, we disdain those who do not have them; if we wish to
copy someone in achieving something positive, we do not wish to copy them
in achieving something negative (2.11, 1388b23-26: dvdyxy 8¢ Tovs olTws
é’XOV’T(ZS‘ (;30'7'6 C'Y])\(DO'(IL’ TLVAasS ';} Cn/\OﬁUH(IL KU,'T(IQDPOV'Y]’TLKO'L‘)S‘ €EV(1L ’TOI;T(UV TE Kal:
émi TovTois Soor Ta évavria kard Exoval TV dyaldv Tdv {nplwrdv)." Just as in
emulation we feel a pain at not having the same goods as someone else, so in
disdain we feel pleasure that we are not suffering such evils ourselves."

The true contraries of indignation and envy are more complicated, not
least because it is not immediately clear whether there are two feelings or one.
Having compared indignation with envy, Aristotle goes on to talk about the
opposite emotions accompanying the ones to which he has just referred:

pavepov & 67t dxolovOoer kal Ta évavrio mdfy TovTols® O wWév Yap
Avmodpevos émi Tols avaéiws kaxompayoiow nabfjcerar n dAvmos éoTa
émt Tols évavtiws karxomparyobaw, olov Tovs maTpalolas Kal wiaipérovs,
oTav TUYWoL Tipwplas, ovdels dv Avmmbeln xpnoTds: Set yap yalpew émi
’TO;:S‘ ’TOLOI;’TOLS‘, (I)S‘ 8) CL'L);’T(US‘ K(li €’7le 7'025‘ Eﬁ 7Tp(1/.’T’TOUO'L K'(l’T) (igl,,(l]/' &ILLQD(U
’)/(ip BL/K(IL(I, K(Il: TI'OLEZ X(IL’pGLV ’T(‘)V €,7TL€LK77' (iV(i'yK'Y] ’ydp E’AWL/CELV ljﬂ'dpf(lL &V
dmep T Spolw, kal avTd. kal éoTw Tob avTob flovs dravra TadTa, TA O
évavtia Tob évavtiov 6 ydp adTds éoTw émyaipéraros kal plovepds: €’ &
ydp Tis AvmetTar yryvouévw kal vmdpxovTi, avaykaiov TovTOV €mi T
oteprioer kal 1) plopd 1 TovTOU Yaipew. (2.9, 1386b25-87a3)

And clearly the opposite emotions will accompany these ones. For
whoever is pained by someone suffering bad fortune undeservedly, will
be pleased or at least not pained by those who suffer bad fortune oppo-
sitely [i.e., deservedly]. For instance, no good person [chréstos] would be
pained at parricides or murderers being punished; one must rejoice at
such things, just as at people having good fortune deservedly. For both
things are just, and make the good person [epieikés] rejoice, since he
must expect the same thing to happen to him as to someone like him.
And all these emotions are felt by the same character [éthos]; and con-
trary feelings are felt by the contrary character: for the same person is
spiteful [epichairekakos] and envious [phthoneros], as someone pained
by something’s existence or genesis will necessarily rejoice at its absence
or destruction.

18 Aristotle goes on to say that we can also feel kataphronésis for those with good fortune, when
it does not come with the right sort of goods (2.11, 1388b26-28: 816 modAdxis kaTappovoiow TV
evTUYO0UVTWY, 6TV dvev OV évTinwy dyabdv Smdpxy avTols 1) Toxn) — equivalent, in the modern world,
to our contemptuous feeling for those we know will squander their lottery winnings, or for the nou-
veaux riches who buy vulgar status symbols.

19 Grimaldi (1988) 179 calls this “the pleasure which comes with self-satisfaction.”
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Where Aristotle says “And clearly the opposite emotions will accompany
these ones,” he initially appears to be talking about indignation and envy, the
emotions he has been contrasting in the immediately preceding paragraph. In
fact, in the following sentence, Aristotle talks about being pained by unde-
served misfortune, which is not indignation but pity. “These ones” therefore
refers to all the emotions so far discussed, pity (in 2.8) as well as indignation
and envy (at the start of 2.9), and Aristotle deals with these three emotions one
after another.?

First, Aristotle says that the man pained by undeserved misfortune (i.e., the
person who feels pity), already identified with the person who feels indigna-
tion, will also feel joy at deserved misfortune (1386b26-28 and 30) and de-
served good fortune (1386b30-31).?' We therefore have four emotions: pity;
indignation; pleasure at deserved misfortune (a sort of satisfaction at someone
‘getting their comeuppance’);** and pleasure at deserved good fortune (‘happy
for’).? All these emotions will be felt by people of the same (i.e., good) charac-
ter (the epieikés or chréstos)—people who can diagnose others’ deserts cor-
rectly and feel appropriate pain or joy.

Aristotle goes on to state that contrary feelings will be felt by the contrary
(i.e., bad) character (the phaulos): that the phthoneros (the envious man) is
also epichairekakos (spiteful).** Aristotle says later that this joy is roused simi-
larly to envy (2.10, 1388a24-27: 57Aov 8¢ kai ép’ ols yaipovow ol TotovToL kal émi
TioL kal Tds ExovTes: Ws yap xovres AvmoivTal, oUTws éxovTes éml Tols évavTiols
Nobjoovrar), which must mean by the misfortunes of equals, rather than solely
the deserving. This is appropriate, as someone morally bad will be unable to
diagnose deserts correctly. He will feel envy and spite whether the other
person deserves it or not.

We therefore find that in the Rhetoric Aristotle posits three pleasurable
emotions—pleasure at deserved misfortune, spite, and disdain—respectively
contraries to indignation, envy, and emulation. Pity also has a contrary:
‘happy for.” Each pair of emotions is aroused in the same individual in directly
contrary circumstances. What distinguishes envy (phthonos) and spite (epi-
chairekakia) from the others, then, is that they are felt by bad people in certain

2 Grimaldi (1988) 155.

21 Cf. 2.9, 1387b16-18; see J. M. Cooper (1996) 242, who draws attention to this unnamed good
contrary to indignation.

22 Kristjansson (2006) 96-99 refers to this emotion as “satisfied indignation” (see chapter 2 n. 43),
on the basis that it can only be felt after some injustice causing righteous indignation has been rem-
edied; cf. the main text at that point, where I argue that satisfied indignation is in fact not pleasurable,
merely satisfying (though I am using “pleasurable” in the everyday, rather than Aristotelian, sense).

# Adopting Ben-Ze’ev’s (2003) 118 term.

2 Kristjansson (2006) 94-100 insists on translating this emotion as “Schadenfreude,” by explicit
contrast with “spite” or “malice.” I prefer “spite” because in Schadenfreude the patient does not usually
take part in the action causing the pleasurable feelings, whereas if epichairekakia is to be a true oppo-
site to phthonos (and, indeed, be included in the Rh.) it must be able to motivate action.
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situations, in some of which good people will feel indignation, pleasure at de-
served misfortune, emulation, or disdain (i.e., the ‘good’ emotions are only
felt when appropriate, but the ‘bad’ emotions will be felt indiscriminately).

4.2 'The placement of Phthonos in the Ethics

In saying in the Rhetoric that ‘good’ (epieikés or chréstos) people feel indigna-
tion and emulation, while ‘bad’ (phaulos) people feel envy, Aristotle appears
to suggest there are only two types of character (éthos): good and bad. The
former would then feel a number of emotions related to others’ fortunes (pity
and ‘happy for,” indignation and ‘pleasure at deserved misfortune,” emulation
and disdain); the latter only envy and spite, depending whether the fortune is
bad or good. Good people would not be able to feel envy and spite at all; bad
people would feel nothing else. If this interpretation were valid, an orator’s
audience could consist only of people whose characters were either good or
bad. People whose characters were somewhere in the middle, or who were
sometimes good and sometimes bad, would not be envisaged. Anticipating
slightly the Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristotle argues that to be morally vir-
tuous requires an ethical education, this would imply that those without such
moral virtue (i.e., virtually everyone) were bad.

Is Aristotle really arguing that the vast majority of his orator’s audience will
be morally bad individuals, capable of feeling only envy and spite? It seems
inherently unlikely. If nothing else, why would Aristotle then devote 186 lines
to good people (sixty-six lines to pity, eighty-two to indignation, and thirty-
eight to emulation) and only forty-four to bad (envy)? Indeed, if the vast ma-
jority of the audience could only feel envy and spite, why even bother teaching
an orator about pity and indignation? Such an interpretation would place Ar-
istotle at odds with oratorical practice, where appeals to an audience’s pity and
indignation (or righteous anger) are commonplace.”

However, we should realize that the Greek words phaulos, epieikés, and
chréstos are much more flexible, and have a broader application, both socially
and morally, than the English words ‘bad” and ‘good,” and—at least in the
moral sense—moving from one to the other is possible.? It is likely Aristotle

% Carey (1996) 402-5; Dover (1974) 195-96; Allen (2003) 80-86; see also n. 3. Webb (1997) 120-25
shows that Roman oratory likewise attempted to arouse misericordia (pity) and indignatio (indigna-
tion). Note that appeals ostensibly to indignation might in fact (partly/wholly) be to transmuted envy
(see chapters 5.4 and 6).

% For Archaic literature the two senses are identical, ‘the good” being synonymous with aristocracy
and ‘the base’ with commoners. In democratic Athens the two become separated, so Euripides can
talk about an honest poor man (Ion 834: paidos xpnords). Aristotle is of course aware that these two
senses are not identical. It should, however, be noted that to become morally good (through studying
ethics) social ‘goodness’ (i.e., wealth and leisure) would be a prerequisite (see Hutchinson (1995) 203;
Nussbaum (1994) 55-56.
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intends they should be understood this way (even in the Rhetoric), i.e., as
‘characteristic of moral goodness’ and ‘characteristic of moral badness’, which
is suggestive of a continuum.?” In the Nicomachean Ethics it is much clearer
that Aristotle does not believe most people to be either uniformly bad or uni-
formly good, but somewhere in the middle.”® Most people’s characters have
been partially educated, partially encouraged toward moral goodness (I dis-
cuss how in chapter 4.3.3). Much of the time people will not feel emotions that
are either phaulon or epieikes. There will be instances where they feel one or
the other, but with no reliability, and it is the orator’s job to try to tug them
toward one end of the spectrum or the other, to try to awake an indignant or
envious emotional response by appealing to their moral education or lack of it.

Aristotle (unlike the Stoics) does not believe that emotions are inimical to
reason, and should therefore be eliminated as far as possible.” In the Nicoma-
chean Ethics, he argues that people have dispositions to feel either a proper or
an improper measure of emotion, and defines virtue in relation to feeling a
proper amount of emotion, which he calls the mean (mesotés; Eth. Nic. 2.5,
1105b28-29; 2.7, 1108a30-b10).** However, one might not feel the proper
amount of emotion: one might feel an excess or a deficiency (both are opposed
to the mean and to each other), and both these extremes are vices (Eth. Nic.
2.6, 1107a2-3; 2.8, 1108b11-12). For instance: a disposition to feel a lack of fear
when proper (the mean) is bravery, a virtue; a disposition to feel a lack of fear
even when one should feel fear (the excessive vice) is rashness; a disposition to
feel fear too often (the defective vice) is cowardice (Eth. Nic. 3.7, 1115b11-16a9).
Aristotle argues that the location of the mean will vary, not just from situation
to situation, but from person to person—for instance, if eating two measures
of food would be too little for all and ten too much, the right amount (the
mean) will not necessarily be six measures: this would be too little for a cham-
pion athlete, but too much for a beginner; thus six measures might be an
excess, a deficiency, or a mean (Eth. Nic. 2.6, 1106a25-b3). Means are therefore
relative to us, not to the object.

In the Eudemian Ethics, nemesis is a mean, and is said to cover four emo-
tions: pain at undeserved good or bad fortune (indignation and pity), and
pleasure at deserved good or bad fortune (‘happy for’ and ‘pleasure at de-
served misfortune’).’! The excessive vice is phthonos, which is described as a

¥ As these formulations are clumsy in English, I shall continue using the designations ‘bad” and
‘good,” but the broader interpretation of these words should be borne in mind.

28 Broadie (1991) 102.

2 Nussbaum (1994) 9-10, 41-42; Gill (2003) 29; Knuuttila (2004) 6.

3 As Nussbaum (1996) 316-17 points out, this means that even a correct action is not virtuous
unless it has been motivated by morally appropriate emotions.

1 While this definition is idiosyncratic (to say the least), these are the same four emotions that
Aristotle treats together at Rh. 2.9, 1386b25-33 where he argues they are all the product of the same
good character, so there is at least some logic here. One of the four emotions (pain at undeserved good
fortune) is the same as to nemesan in the Rh. (and nemesis in the Eth. Nic.). See Coker (1992) 70.
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pain felt at deserved good fortune (envy);** the defective vice is unnamed, but
is felt by the epichairekakos, and is a joy at undeserved misfortune (spite) (Eth.
Eud. 3.7,1233b19-25: 6 wév phdvos 76 AvreiabBai émi Tots kar dfiav €d mpdrTovow
éorlv, 70 8¢é 10D émiyaperdiov mdbhos émi 7o adTo Avdvupov, dAN 6 Exwv dlos,
émi 76 yailpew Tais mapa Ty aélav karkompayiais. péaos 8¢ ToUTwWY 6 veueonTIKSS,
Kal 6 éxdlovy ol apyatol Ty véueow, 70 Avmetabar pev émi Tals mapa v a€lay
KaKOWpa’)/L’aLS‘ K(ll: €l’)7TP(l'yL’U,L§, X(IL,PELV 8’ €’7TI: Tafs (ifl,/(lLS‘).

In the Nicomachean Ethics, nemesis is again the mean, and thus a morally
acceptable emotion, providing it is felt only when the object’s good fortune
is undeserved (righteous indignation, what Aristotle calls to nemesan in the
Rhetoric; the other three good emotions are dropped from the definition).*
Phthonos is once again identified with an excess of indignation, feeling pain
even when good fortune is deserved (envy); and this time the defective vice,
being so far short of pain that one feels joy (presumably at undeserved bad
fortune), is named as epichairekakia (spite) (Eth. Nic. 2.7, 1108b1-5: véueots
8¢ weadrys phdvov ral émiyaipexarias, elol 6€ mepl Aoy kal fdoviy Tas émi
Tots cvuBaivovor Tols mélas ywouévas 6 pev yap vemeonTikos AvmetTar éml
Tols dvaéiws €0 mpdrTovow, 6 8¢ @lovepos VmepBdwy TolTov émi maoL
Avrmetral, 6 & émiyaipékaros TogodTov éNdeimer Tob Avmeichar doTe Kal
xalpew).** In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle seems to have replaced four
emotions identified in the Rhetoric with only three, having lost ‘pleasure at
deserved misfortune,” the second virtuous emotion. But let us look closer. In
suggesting that, in moving from indignation to envy, one moves from virtue
to vice and ceases to concern oneself with desert, Aristotle is paralleling what
he said in the Rhetoric, albeit in the language of his newly developed doctrine
of the mean.

However, in both the Eudemian and Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle is a little
unclear, confusing the disposition to feel indignation on appropriate occa-
sions, too often, or too little, with the emotions themselves. This suggests that
the language of the doctrine of the mean is somewhat unhelpful when consid-
ering the emotions themselves, or at least these particular emotions, and Aris-
totle had to ‘shoehorn’ them in to some extent. For example, envy (phthonos)

32 Kristjansson (2006) 95 disputes phthonos’s equation with envy, as he believes that would imply
that we want the good ourselves, which is not the same as feeling indignation (nemesis) on too many
occasions; he thus prefers “begrudging spite” as a translation. However, as we saw in chapter 2.1.2, envy
also primarily involves a desire to deprive someone else, and only secondarily to acquire ourselves.

¥ Kristjansson (2006) 102 believes that the definition given for nemesis in Eth. Eud. is correct, and
that is why he chooses a different term from that used in the Rh. (to nemesan), which refers only to
“indignation”; however his subsequent attempt to explain the difference in nemesis’s meanings in Eth.
Eud. and Eth. Nic. is not persuasive.

3 Phthonos and epichairekakia are not equivalent to other emotions treated in the ethical works,
as they are not means that can be morally good in some measure, but are always vicious (Eth. Nic. 2.6,
1107a9-12): M. J. Mills (1985) 10; Broadie (1991) 102; Garver (2000) 66.
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is not an excess of indignation (nemesis), as Aristotle seems to state. However,
it is not unreasonable to argue—whether or not this is what Aristotle actually
meant—that envy (phthonos) is an excessive disposition to feel pain at some-
one’s good fortune (i.e., when they deserve their good fortune as well as when
they do not), while indignation (nemesis) is the virtuous disposition to feel
that pain only when it is merited (i.e., when the person does not deserve their
good fortune).* This does fit in with what he says in the Rhetoric.

It is by no means so obvious why spite should be the defective vice: one
would expect the defect to correspond to an inability to be indignant even
when appropriate.’® Mills argues that the triad envy-indignation-spite is the
only one in the Ethics in which there are two excesses, and he has suggested
that really there ought to have been two triads, corresponding respectively to
pain at good fortune and joy at bad fortune.”” While he, like Aristotle, con-
fuses a disposition to feel emotion with the emotion itself, he does point the
way toward a resolution of Aristotle’s confusions. I follow Mills in positing
two triads, relating to dispositions to feel (respectively) pain at someone else’s
good, and pleasure at someone else’s bad, fortune. The virtuous mean in each
triad corresponds to an ability to diagnose desert correctly and feel pain or
pleasure in the right circumstances, while the excess in each triad corresponds
to the lack of this ability coupled with feeling pain or pleasure indiscrimi-
nately. Since the deficient extremes correspond merely to a lack of this ability
and a dearth of feeling, this allows us to use the language of the doctrine of the
mean to relate four emotions from the Rhetoric (envy, indignation, spite, and
‘pleasure at deserved misfortune’) as in Table 4.1. Despite the limitations of
the diagrammatic approach, these are not continuums of emotion, but rather
continuums of dispositions to feel pain or pleasure on regarding others’ good
or bad fortunes.

TABLE 4.1}
Envy Indignation - Apathy
(felt by those disposed to feel (felt by those disposed (felt by those disposed
pain at deserved and to feel pain at not to feel pain even at
undeserved good fortune) undeserved good undeserved good
fortune) fortune)
Spite - ‘Pleasure at deserved - Apathy
(felt by those disposed to feel misfortune’ (felt by those disposed
pleasure at (felt by those disposed not to feel pleasure even
undeserved and deserved bad to feel pleasure at deserved at deserved bad fortune)
fortune) bad fortune)

3 See Coker (1992) 65-68.

36 Grimaldi (1988) 152; cf. Coker (1992) 70.

3 M.]J. Mills (1985) 10, who shows the triads as envious-indignant-unnamed and spiteful-unnamed-
unnamed. See also Urmson (1980) 166-67; Konstan (2006) 115. Coker (1992) 71-80 postulates four
triads of emotions, each based on nemesis in a different one of its four Eth. Eud. guises.
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In the Rhetoric, envy and spite were depicted as emotions that affect bad
people in certain situations. In the Ethics, however, they have become para-
digms of badness: dispositions by the ethically uneducated to feel painful or
pleasurable feelings excessively at someone’s good or bad fortune, which an
ethically aware person would feel more judiciously, and which, in that judi-
ciousness, would be perfectly acceptable.

4.3 Phthonos and Those Who Feel It
4.3.1 WHAT GOODS EXCITE PHTHONOS?

Returning to the detailed account of the emotion in the Rhetoric, Aristotle de-
fines phthonos as a pain we feel when we see those like ourselves having good
fortune concerning their goods, not because we want their goods, but purely
because they have them (2.10, 1387b22-25: éo7iv 6 pOdvos Avmy 7is émi evmpayia
pawopévn 1oV elpnuévav dyalov mepl Tovs opolovs, un a TL adTH, AAAd O
éxelvovs).” This definition clearly describes begrudging envy (rather than pos-
sessive jealousy, spite, or any of the other scripts that we saw phthonos could
cover in chapter 3.1),” and is reflected in modern psychologists’ insistence that
envy contains a stronger desire that the other person be deprived of what they
have, than that the patient obtain the good themselves (see chapter 2.1).

Aristotle says in 2.10 that he has already spoken about the good things in
life that incite phthonos, which he summarizes as the things that inspire those
who love fame and honors, whether deeds or possessions, and who desire
reputation and all the things that are due to good fortune; phthonos is felt for
nearly all these things, especially if we desire them ourselves and think we
should have them, or if their possession makes us surpass or fall short of
others by a little (1387b35-88a5: é¢’ ois 8¢ plovoio, Ta uev dyalba elpnrar é¢’
ols yap gpulodoéoliol kal prloTiwotvTar épyots 1) kTiuact kal 6péyovtar 66€ms,
Kal 6oa edTuxNpaTd éoTw, oxedov mepl mdvTa ¢ldvos €oTi, kal pdlioTa by adTol
';]‘ 5p€/yov7'aL ';]‘ Oi/OVTaL SEEV a'lj’TOl‘)S‘ €”X€LV, 73]‘ (f)V ’Tﬁ K’T')’}O'EL IU.LKP(?) '157T€p€/XOUO'LV ';}‘
putkpd ENelmovow).

The earlier passages Aristotle refers to are Rh. 1.5-1.6, and these elaborate
considerably on the good things. In Rh. 1.5 he discusses the external and bodily
goods that bring happiness (eudaimonia): good birth, plenty of friends, good

* This definition is largely Platonic in origin: the various elements can be extracted from Pl. Phib.
49¢8-50a10 (see chapter 6.2; cf. PL. Def. 416a13: POSvos Ao émi pidwv dyabols 1) obow 1) ye'yev*r],ue’vmg),
though he talks about friends and neighbors rather than equals. Xenophon records a similar Socratic
formulation, that envy is a pain, and consists in being grieved at the good fortune of friends (Mem
3.9.8.1-4: ®Odvov 8¢ oromdv, 6 Tu efr], )\15777]1/ ,LL€/V Twa e’g”qﬁpmkev avTov dvTa, oUTE ;Lévrot T”I‘]V émt (pt//\wv
arvylaws ovte T ém’ exbpdv edtvyiais yryvoudvmy, dAa pévovs épn plovelv Tovs éml Tais TGV pilwy
evmpadiaws dviwpévovs).

¥ Though, as we shall see (chapter 4.3.2), the situations Aristotle gives as examples of phthonos
make it clear he recognizes—even if only unconsciously—that it involves other scripts too.
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friends, wealth, good children, plenty of children, a happy old age, bodily excel-
lences (such as health, beauty, strength, height, athletic prowess), fame, honor,
good luck, and virtue (1.5, 1360b18-22). He says all these things are the product of
good fortune, and as such incite phthonos (1.5, 1362a5-6: SAws 8¢ Ta TowadTa TGOV
dyafdv éoTw dmo TixMs €’ ols éoTw 6 phdvos). In Rh. 1.6 he goes on to talk about the
good (to agathon) and the useful (to sumpheron). These are goods that should be
chosen for their own sake, and not for the sake of something else (1.6, 1362a21-23).
They include pleasure, happiness, goods of the soul (such as justice, courage, tem-
perance, magnanimity, and magnificence), health, wealth, friends and friendship,
honor and reputation, good memory, the ability to learn, and more (1.6, 1362b5-28).

Two points should be noted here. First, there is some considerable overlap
between goods desirable for their own sake (1.6), and those that bring happi-
ness (1.5). Second, there is no mention in 1.6 that the goods listed are the prod-
uct of good fortune (on the contrary, as the Nicomachean Ethics shows, many
of them are virtues that must be developed by hard work over many years),
nor that they incite phthonos. If Aristotle is saying that goods appearing in
both lists—wealth, friends, honor—incite phthonos when judged to be the
product of good fortune rather than hard work, that is tantamount to saying
they incite phthonos when they are seen as undeserved. Aristotle is throwing
into doubt his own distinction between nemesis (to do with desert) and
phthonos (to do with the bad character of the observer) discussed above. We
shall see in chapter 4.4.2 that in other Classical authors the line between these
emotions is not where Aristotle states, and here, perhaps inadvertently, he
undermines his own distinction.

4.3.2 WHO FEELS PHTHONOS, AND WHEN?

Aristotle elaborates on “those like ourselves” (2.10, 1387b24: Tovs duolovs),
elsewhere referred to as equals (2.9, 1386b19—20: 707 {oov kai duolov).** People
will feel phthonos toward those who are or appear similar to them in birth,
relationship, age, disposition, distinction, or wealth (2.10, 1387b25-28:
ploviicovar wév yap of TowovToL ois €lol Twes Suowor N palvovrar Spolovs de
Myw kata yévos, kata cvyyéveiav, kal NAwkias, kato é€eis, kata d6Eav, Kard.
Td vmdpyovra), and near them in time, place, age, and reputation (2.10,
1388a6-7: Tols ydp éyyvs kal xpovw kal Tomw kal NAuia kai 66N plovodow).
Additionally people feel phthonos for kin (1388a7-8: S0ev elpyrar “76 ovyyeves
yap ral plovelv émioraral”’) and anyone else they are in rivalry with (1388a9:
kal mpos obs guloTiwotvrar). Most especially is this the case for those who
compete for the same things both in sport and in love,* and in general any
case where they desire the same things, presumably including those who are

1 These comments are reflected in the observations of some modern scholars that envy is felt more
for our peers (i.e., for people who have a little, rather than a lot, more than us—see chapter 2 nn. 8, 59).
41 This is particularly notable for my discussion of Greek sexual jealousy in chapter 8.
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rivals in business: he quotes from Hesiod that “potter envies potter”
(1388a14-17: émrei 8¢ TPOS TOVS AVTAYW VLGTAS KAl AVTEPATTAS KOl GAWS TOUS TV
adTOV Epreuévovs @uloTiwolvTal, avdykn pdAiota TovTols @lovelv, Sidmep
elpnTat “kal kepapevs kepauet ).

People will feel phthonos (begrudging/covetous envy) when they fall a little
short of having all the good things in life (2.10, 1387b28: kai ofs pikpov éXAelme
700 un mdvra vmdpyew). People who do great deeds and have good fortune can
also feel phthonos (possessive jealousy), as they think others will try to take
something away from them (1387b28-30: 810 of weydda mpdrrovTes Kal of
evTvyodvTes phovepol elow) mdvTas yap olovrar Ta avTdv pépew)—this includes
those honored for a distinction, especially wisdom or happiness (‘jealous of my
position’; 1387b30-31: kal of Tiudpevor éml Twi Sapepdvrws, Kal pdliora éml
copla 7 eddaiuovia). Ambitious people feel phthonos more than unambitious
ones, as do those with a reputation for wisdom, who are ambitious as regards
wisdom (1387b31-33: kai of @iAdTiwor phovepdrTepor TGV deidoTiuwy. kal of
dofdoopor puAdTior yap éml cogpia); presumably they want to match those
above them (envy), and stay ahead of those striving to catch up (‘jealous of my
position’). In general, anyone wishing to be distinguished in anything can be
envious/jealous in regard to that thing (1387b33-34: xai SAws of ptAddoéor mepl
71 plovepol mept TovTo). The small-minded (mikropsuchoi) also feel phthonos,
because everything seems great to them (1387b34-35: xal ol pikpdpvyor mavra
yap peydda doxel avTols elvar), suggestive of spitefulness as well as envy. People
teel phthonos (begrudging/covetous envy) for those whose possessions or suc-
cesses they feel to be a reproach to them (1388a18: xai dv 3 kexTyuévowv 7
kaTopfotvTwy dveidos adrois). Those who have lost something, or who never
had it, feel phthonos for those that do have it, as do those who have not got it yet
(1388a21-22: Kkal 7ols 7 éyovol TadTa N KekTHUEVOLs Goa ADTOlS TPOCTKEV 1)
éxéxtnTd moTe); this scenario also applies to youth, so older men envy younger,
and money, so those who have spent much envy those who have spent little
(1388a22-23: 616 mpeafiTepol Te vewTépots Kal of moAdd SamaricavTes €ls TaUTO
Tols 8Alya ghovovow). These last examples cover several scripts: begrudging
envy for unrecapturable youth; covetous envy for regainable money; possessive
jealousy if what was lost was of personal significance.®

“2 Hes. Op. 25-26: kal kepaueds kepapel koTéel kal TékTovt TékTw, Kal TTwyos TTwx® plovéet kal
dowdos dodp—see chapter 3.1. I avoid the word envy in this paragraph, because Aristotle is effectively
talking about rivalrous situations that will potentially involve both (begrudging/covetous) envy and
(possessive) jealousy—compare the ‘social comparison’ approach of scholars such as Salovey, dis-
cussed in chapter 2.4.3. In the remainder of this section I indicate the scripts involved in each example
Aristotle gives.

* There are some instructive contrasts with zélos. While the small-minded (mikropsuchoi) and
the old are prone to phthonos (2.10, 1387b34; 2.10, 1388a22), the high-minded (megalopsuchoi) and the
young will feel zélos (2.11, 1388a38-b3). Both phthonos (2.10, 1387b26) and zélos (2.11, 1388b3-7) can be
felt for those who fall short of having all the goods mentioned in chapter 4.3.1; however, the one must
be felt by bad (i.e., ethically uneducated) people, and the other by good (i.e., ethically educated).
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Three other envious situations occur in the Politics. The rich are prone to
treat the poor as masters do their slaves: they feel disdain (kataphronésis) for
them, and the poor will feel phthonos for the rich in return. Anyone great in a
city is apt to cause civil strife, either through being envied or because they get
‘too big for their boots.” And kings unrestricted by law are more despotic, so
more envied, than those more restricted.* These situations do not on the face
of it appear in the Rhetoric. However that treatise presupposes the context of
a polis, and it is in that context that envy is described as being felt for equals
(00 {oov kai opolov). As Schofield points out, for Aristotle “a polis is an asso-
ciation of free and equal persons.”® In a polis, a man’s homoioi and isoi are his
fellow citizens. Sparta indeed called its citizens Homoioi,* while in Athens
and elsewhere isonomia (equality before the law) implied democracy.”” The
idea was the same in both cases: that all (male) citizens were equals, both po-
litically and legally.* In the examples of envy given in the Politics, someone or
some class is seeking to surpass his or their natural homoioi and isoi; the rest
of his or their society responds with phthonos. Phthonos as moral censure
plays no part in Aristotle’s thinking in the Rhetoric or Ethics; in these brief
remarks in the Politics he is (once again) showing some reflection of a more
popular morality (see chapter 4.4.2).

4.3.3 WHO DOES NOT FEEL PHTHONOS?

From this analysis we can conclude, even from the Rhetoric, that some situa-
tions exclude phthonos. People who are not similar or equal in any of the ways
listed will not feel phthonos for each other. Even being dissimilar in only one
respect can preclude phthonos (e.g., people who lived ten thousand years ago,
or at opposite ends of the Mediterranean, or those far above or below us) (2.10,
1388a9-12: ﬂpés 8€ Tovs ,prLOO'Tc‘)V éros dvras ﬁ wpés ToVS éoop,elvovs 7’7‘ TebvedTas
000¢els, 008€ mpos Tovs ép” Hpardelais omidats. 008 Gv modd olovrar map’ adrols
7 mapa Totls dAdots Aelmealar, 008 dv mod Smepéyew). But for a more detailed

4 Pol. 4.11, 1295b19-23: ol of wev dpxew ovk émioTavra, ax’ dpxeabar SovAucyy dpxiv, ol &
dpxeabar wév oddeplav dpxiv, dpyew 8¢ SeamoTucny dpyiv. yverar odv SovAwv kai SeamoTdv moAis, AAN
ovk éAevlépwr, kal TGV pev phovotvTwy TGV 8¢ kaTappovovvTwy. Pol. 5.4, 1304a34-38: of Suvduews aiTiol
’}/GVO/ILLGVOL, KG,E ZBL(:)TG.L Kﬂ.z de(li Kai (pv/\ai Kﬂ.z (;//\(US Mépog KCLE 77/\‘/’}\005‘ (;ﬂOLOVOGV, UTG’,O’LV KLVOi;O'lV: 7"; 'ydp
ol TovTots plovoivres Tipwpévols dpyovot Tis oTAGEws, 1 00TOL Std TV VTepoxy oV Bélovar uévew éml
Tév lowv. Pol. 5.11, 1313220-23: dow yap dv élarrdvwr dot kipiot, mAelw ypdvov dvaykaiov uévew macay
T'Y‘]V &pxﬁv: (11."7'0[ TE 'y(ip ﬁTTOV 'yl,/’yVOVTCLL 85(77707'”(02 Kai Tofg ';]/050‘“/ l’,/G‘OL M&)\)\OV, K(ll‘, l;ﬂ'(‘) T(Z)V (iPXOME/VwV
@hovoivTal fTToV.

4 Schofield (1998) 45.

16 Cartledge (1987) 15.

47Hdt. 3.80.26 (Athens), 3.142.15 (Samos), 5.37.2 (Miletus); Thuc. 3.82.8 (in general).

8 See Ober (1989) 7, 70, 197, 240, etc. for the ideology of political and legal equality underpinning
the Athenian democracy. Dem. 51.11 (76 mdvras éyew {oov kal Snuorpareiobhar) shows the link between
equality and democracy being invoked in fourth-century oratory.
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analysis of those who will not feel it, we must turn to Aristotle’s discussion of
virtue and ethical education in the Ethics.

We have already seen that morally good people cannot feel phthonos, but
how does one become morally good? Aristotle believes the human soul is di-
vided into an alogical half and a logical half (Eth. Nic. 1.13, 1102a26-32). The
alogical half is the passionate, desiderative part of the soul, the seat of the emo-
tions and bodily desires. However, since emotions are cognitive (i.e., they in-
volve judgment), it is possible for them to be controlled by the logical half of
the soul; the alogical half of the soul is (potentially) subordinate to the logical
half.*® Ethics involves training both halves of the soul. As Broadie notes:
“human virtue, when achieved, is precisely an excellence of reason and feeling
in partnership.” Training of the logical half of the soul aims at practical
wisdom (phronésis) (Eth. Nic. 6.5, 1140b25-29). Training of the alogical half
aims at moral excellence (areté éthiké), which is brought about by the charac-
ter (éthos) developing the habit (ethos) of acting in a certain way.”' One cannot
truly have either moral excellence or practical wisdom without both being
present (Eth. Nic. 6.13, 1144b30-32).

In order to eliminate phthonos and epichairekakia, one must habituate the
alogical half of the soul, which feels emotions based on its training, only to feel
pain or pleasure at someone’s perceived good or bad fortune when it ought to
be felt. This habituation is brought about by many influences, such as parental
upbringing, the influence of society’s norms and laws, and the scrutiny of
peers. By habituation one builds up a kind of mental database of situations in
which one has been taught that indignation is a proper response, or that
someone has ‘got their comeuppance’ deservedly. When someone so trained
perceives an instance of good or bad fortune, his cognitive response will rec-
ognize this fortune and say “deserved” or “not deserved” correctly, causing
him to feel (or not) pain or pleasure accordingly. This ability is moral excel-
lence, and is the training that a well-brought-up child might have, or an adult
man before starting on a course of ethics.”

Fortenbaugh believes that perfecting the alogical side of the soul is
sufficient: since deliberation is not necessary for every individual virtuous
response (sometimes there is insufficient time), practical wisdom is not nec-
essary for a virtuous response to be guaranteed.”® Sorabji rightly disagrees
(see Eth. Nic. 6.13, 1144b30-32), but in my view goes too far in the other di-
rection, by arguing that deliberation (by the logical half of the soul) is

* Fortenbaugh (2002) 23-27.

0 Broadie (1991) 64.

*! Broadie (1991) 72; see also Kosman (1980). Aristotle notes the close similarity in the Greek words
(Eth. Nic. 2.1, 1103a14-b25); LS] confirms éthos is a lengthened form of ethos.

2 A. D. Smith (1996) 60 notes that, for Aristotle, education in habit must come before education
in reason.

53 Fortenbaugh (2002) 73-75.
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required to find the mean in every instance of ethical emotional response,
even if only subconsciously.* Fortenbaugh focuses too much on habitua-
tion, Sorabji too much on deliberation;> the truth is somewhere between
the two. Aristotle makes plain that excellence is built through habituation:
“we become just by doing just acts, temperate by doing temperate acts,
brave by doing brave acts” (Eth. Nic. 2.1, 1103b1-2: oU7w 67 ral 7d puév Sixata
7TPU’/T’TOV’T€§ BL’K(ILOL ’)/LVélU.EHCL, ’Td, 86\ GU’)(PPOV(I O'QI)QDPOVGS‘, ’T(i 8’ (iVSpGECL
dvdpetor).”® A good upbringing should habituate one to be properly indig-
nant but avoid envy, to feel proper pleasure at others’ misfortunes but avoid
spite. However, while someone with a good upbringing might hit on the
morally correct response repeatedly, there is no guarantee that they will hit
on it invariably, since for that to happen they must have true knowledge of
where the mean lies, and that requires practical wisdom. An education in
moral excellence is therefore necessary, but not sufficient, for practical
wisdom: sometimes the acquired database will be insufficient to the situa-
tion, and then a trained ability to deliberate and reach correct conclusions
will be required.

The man who has perfected both his moral excellence and his practical
wisdom is megalopsuchos—the virtue is megalopsuchia®—and such a man
will not feel phthonos. Gill has argued that the megalopsuchos should not feel
any of the rivalrous emotions covered by Rh. 2.9-11, since he has a goodly
measure of all appropriate goods, and knows that what he does not have is
unimportant. A second context Gill identifies as precluding rivalry for the
many goods of life is (perfect) friendship: a friend will only compete with his
friend in virtue, and will willingly lose all his possessions, and his life itself if
need be, for his friend’s sake.”®

4.4 A critique of Aristotle on Phthonos
4.4.1 A COMPARISON WITH MODERN THEORY

It will be fairly obvious that there is considerable overlap between Aristotle’s
views on phthonos and modern social scientific research on envy and related

** Sorabji (1980) 210-11.

> A. D. Smith (1996) argues that Fortenbaugh takes a Humean approach, pitting himself against
the ‘intellectualists,” each side stressing either character or intellect has priority in “determining good
moral ends” (58).

% Translation from Barnes (1984).

7 Megalopsuchos is normally translated “magnanimous,” and megalopsuchia “magnanimity.” In
n. 43 I translated it “high-minded,” to highlight the comparison with “small-minded” (mikropsuchos).

8 Gill (2003) 36-37—though note that Aristotle states that we wish someone to be our friend if we
want them to emulate but not envy us (2.4, 1381b21-23: ¢’ dv {nAodcbar Bovlovrar kal un plovetabar,
ToUT0US 1) prhodow 7 BovdovTar pidot elvar). Xenophon also argues that phthonos is incompatible with
friendship (Mem. 2.6.22.1-23.7).
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emotions.” Aristotle says phthonos is an emotion aimed at those similar to us;
majority opinion in modern research says envy is most strongly felt for peers,
and the more like someone you are, the stronger your envy is likely to be. Ar-
istotle says phthonos is primarily felt when we see someone in possession of
some good; modern research talks of ‘social comparison’, when someone has
some object or attribute that we desire. Aristotle says the primary drive of
phthonos is that the other person should not have (i.e., should be deprived of)
the good; modern research notes envy’s tendency to want to deprive the other
of the envied object/attribute, even if that involves some loss for ourselves.
Phthonos is connected with its spiteful opposite, in the same way that envy is
required for Schadenfreude or spite/malice to be felt. It is clear that Aristotle’s
understanding of ancient Greek phthonos bears much similarity to modern
research on envy and related emotions. This is important because it means
that we can—and I will—often use Aristotle’s work on phthonos to explain, in
Greek terms, our reading of envy scenarios in Greek literature.

Aristotle initially describes phthonos through the ‘prototypical’, or most
usual, script for the emotion: one which corresponds to our begrudging envy.
From his later analysis it emerges that there are some significant differences
between his more detailed thought about phthonos and begrudging envy. The
most obvious is that phthonos covers more than just envy scripts: he quotes
scenarios that are examples of begrudging envy, covetous envy, spite, posses-
sive jealousy (though he does not highlight the requirement for an exclusive
bond), and ‘jealous of my position’ scripts. Salovey’s ‘situational’ approach,
which considers three-person rivalry situations that may involve any combi-
nation of envy and jealousy, is therefore at least as helpful for understanding
how phthonos works (if not for the detail of individual scripts) as the rigid
envy/jealousy separation of Parrott and Smith (see chapter 2.4.3). Second,
emulative envy (as in the first-person statement “I envy you”) is philologically
not a part of phthonos (also noted in chapter 3, where we saw zélos words used
for this type of first-person claim—though Aristotle has no reason to mention
this). A third difference is that Aristotle does not draw out the action tenden-
cies of phthonos, except in his comment that we want our neighbor not to have
the good; modern research on envy is much more interested both in its de-
structive tendency, and ‘defenses’ against it (i.e., ‘coping’ mechanisms—see
chapter 2.1.3). Fourth, Aristotle does not mention any tendency of phthonos to
disguise itself (whether advertently or inadvertently), which modern research
does note for envy; however he does say that to nemesan (similar to our righ-
teous indignation) is easily confused with phthonos, and that the former is

T compare the findings of this chapter with chapter 2. At least one reason for this overlap is that,
because the cognitive approach has become so ubiquitous since the 1970s, modern scholars are much
more receptive to absorbing points from Aristotle’s analysis than pre-cognitivists. Also important is
the sociological dimension of at least some of the modern studies, a perspective shared with Aristotle.
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‘good’ while the latter is ‘bad.’® Fifth, there is the moral aspect: Aristotle makes
clear, both in the Rhetoric and the Ethics, that phthonos is a morally base emo-
tion felt by morally base people; despite expression of envy being socially
taboo, modern social scientists do not focus on the characters of those who
feel it. Ben-Ze’ev comes closest by saying that any moral pretensions envy has
are false, that envy can never be moral no matter how it cloaks itself; Kristjans-
son will not even go that far, questioning whether envy should even be classed
as a “negative emotion” at all.*!

These differences are instructive for a variety of reasons. First, they confirm
(as we saw in chapter 3) that the parameters of ancient Greek phthonos and
modern envy (even minus emulative envy, plus nonsexual jealousy) are not
coterminous. This means at a basic level that translation of phthonos will always
require thought. More subtly it requires us to be wary of assumptions we might
make on seeing phthonos terminology—one of the reasons I gave in chapter 1
for adopting a script approach to complement the lexical. Second, we should
not assume that phthonos will dissipate in the way envy does when the person
feeling phthonos has gained whatever it was they wanted, or the target of their
emotion has been brought low; the bivalent (envy/jealousy) nature of phthonos
combines with the competitiveness of Greek life to ensure that phthonos may
remain even after its apparent aim (to bring low) has been achieved.* Finally,
the fact that phthonos is not so much reified as a bad emotion (as is ‘envy’), but
rather reflects back on the character of the person feeling it, requires us to con-
sider the motivations of an accusation of phthonos: unlike an accusation of
‘envy, it will not merely be questioning the moral motivation of someone at a
particular moment, but will be branding them as someone morally base at all
times and in all aspects. It is a statement about their character, and it will be
very important to bear this in mind when we consider accusations and denials
in the oratorical corpus that an opponent is/was motivated by phthonos.

4.4.2 A COMPARISON WITH ARISTOTLE’S CONTEMPORARIES

Many of the observations Aristotle makes about phthonos can be found in
other Classical authors. Most obviously, Aristotle’s focus in his ‘prototypical’
definition on (primarily begrudging) envy is matched by the plurality of in-
stances of phthonos words in the Archaic and Classical corpora that refer to
begrudging or covetous envy situations. He also gives example scenarios that
relate to many of the other scripts phthonos covers. In other Classical authors,
gnomic utterances confirm that phthonos is felt for kin (see chapter 3 n. 10), or

T come back to this idiosyncratic separation in chapter 4.4.2.

o1 See chapter 2 nn. 46, 55; Kristjansson (2006) 23-35 on “negative emotions.”

2 On the competitiveness of the entire ancient Greek emotional lexicon, see Konstan (2006)
259-61.
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the rich (Eur. Supp. 241; Xen. Cyr. 7.5.77.4, 8.2.19.3—4). It is also felt by the base
for the worthy (Soph. fr. 188.1 Radt; Eur. frs. 295.2, 334.1 Nauck; Ar. Eq. 1274;
Lys. 3.9), and against the wise (Agathon fr. 25.1 Snell; Anaxandrides fr. 54.5
Kock; Isoc. 2.46). Phthonos is felt against tyrants who abuse their powers, but
not against benevolent ones or monarchs (Xen. Lac. 15.8.4; PL. Resp. 579c1,
580a3; Isoc. 3.18). It is felt for political rivals (Xen. Hell. 2.4.29.7, 3.2.13.6, 3.4.8.3,
Mem. 2.6.20.6). And it is regularly contrasted with pity (mostly eleos, occa-
sionally oiktos or to sunachthesthai: see chapter 3 n. 4). Nearly all of these
points are made too by Aristotle—and given these authors were not setting
out to confirm his analysis, nor he theirs, this represents an impressive collec-
tion of corresponding points.

However, in one respect Aristotle’s analysis differs significantly from con-
temporary usage, and this is in his distinction between the immoral emotion
phthonos and the moral emotion fo nemesan (or nemesis). This differentiation
does not reflect the usage of these words in contemporary Greek authors. Ar-
istotle tells us that to nemesan is felt at someone having some good fortune
that they do not deserve, whereas phthonos is felt at good fortune whether it is
deserved or not (Rh. 2.9,1386b8-12 and b16-20). However, it is not acquisition
or possession of any good thing (e.g., virtues of character such as justice or
courage) that Aristotle says arouses fo nemesan, but rather of undeserved
wealth, power, and other such things that worthy people should get.®* We saw
above (chapter 4.3.1) that these are some of the important things Aristotle says
arouse phthonos even when deserved, and this will become even clearer when
we look at Attic oratory in chapter 5, as wealth, political power, and honors are
the primary things that we see arousing phthonos in that corpus.

There are other indications that Aristotle is out of step with contemporary
usage.® First, the phrase to nemesan appears nowhere outside Aristotle (nem-
esis is the usual substantive, though the verb nemesad is seen, if not in articular
infinitive form). Second, while nemesis and its cognates occur sixty-eight
times in Homer and thirty-nine times in Aristotle, there are only about sixty-
five surviving occurrences (including fragmentary texts) in other authors in
the entire Archaic and Classical periods. As we saw in chapter 3.3, Classical
occurrences sometimes relate to the goddess Nemesis or her festival, and
sometimes to retribution from (or something being offensive to) the gods.
Only rarely is it used in the Classical period to mean something close to anger

3 Rh. 2.9.1387a8-13: €l ydp éo7i 76 vepeoav Avmeiofal émi 76 pawopévew dvains edmpayetv, mpdTov
pev 8iAov 671 0dy oldy T émi maow Totls dyalols veueodv od yap el Sikaios 1) avdpeios, 1) €l dperny Miperat,
vepeofoet TobTw (098¢ yap éeot émi Tols évavtiows TobTwy elolv), dAd éml mAovTw Kal Suvduer kal Tols
TOLO?jTOLS‘.

¢ See Konstan (2003¢) 76-77, whose analysis covers similar ground to my own in this paragraph,
though with different emphasis. There is nothing inherently unreasonable in Aristotle avoiding con-
temporary language, or refining it for his purpose by reactivating archaic meanings, but he gives no
indication that this is what he has done.
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or censure by mortals, and it will be instructive to consider what arouses it. A
lover behaving in an unloving way is censurable (Aesch. fr. 228¢c.3 Mette).
Philoktetes should not be blamed for speaking intemperately when he is out
of his mind with pain (Soph. Phil. 1193). It is not disgraceful for a man brought
up in freedom and leisure to balk at menial tasks (Pl. Tht. 175e2). Someone
should not be censured for becoming a slave to his lover in a search for wisdom
(Pl. Euthd. 282b4). It is not blameworthy when legislating to consider that a
citizen might be stubborn (Pl. Leg. 853d1). [Old men] will be exceedingly in-
dignant at those who commit hubris against orphans and foundlings (P1. Leg.
927c1). A lie is offensive by its nature to both shame and justice (Pl. Leg. 943e2).
It is not blameworthy for a buyer to act in his own interests before oaths have
been exchanged and a contract exists (Aeschin. 3.66). It is right to be indig-
nant at what Phormio has done in putting someone forward as a witness who
has a shameless way of life and is ungrateful (Dem. 45.71).

It can quickly be seen that none of these instances has anything to do with
“undeserved wealth, power, and other such things that worthy people should
get” (Rh. 2.9, 1387a8-13, quoted above).% In fact, the emotion that is aroused
by such things outside Aristotle is phthonos.® The (probably contemporary)®’
pseudo-Aristotelian Rhetoric to Alexander demonstrates this by saying that
the orator can arouse phthonos against: (a) those who have had, are having, or
will have undeserved good fortune; (b) those who have never been, are not
being, or will never be deprived of some good; or (c) those who have never
suffered, are not suffering, and will never suffer some misfortune.*® The emo-
tion aroused in (a) is indignation, and that is made clear by the reference to
desert (anaxids), making this emotion identical to that Aristotle calls to neme-
san;® the emotions in (b) and (c) respectively correspond to Aristotle’s de-
scription of phthonos, and the emotion he calls epichairekakia. The author of
this treatise demonstrates that a contemporary Greek could include all three
emotions in the one word phthonos, and (as importantly) recognize phthonos
as covering these three distinct scripts.”

% A brief survey of aganaktein (‘to be indignant’) in the oratorical corpus shows that that word like-
wise is not used for undeserved wealth, power and the like, but rather describes a similar emotion to orgé.

% See chapter 3.1, where we saw phthonos includes, by the late fifth and fourth centuries, censure in
regard to abuse of political position or wealth. See also Fisher (2003) 199-202, Cairns (2003b) 246-48,
Konstan (2003c¢) 79-82 on phthonos as a morally appropriate emotion.

'The Rh. Al is dated by Chiron (2002) as written after 344/343 BCE (xI - from an event mentioned
in the treatise), and probably in the second half of the fourth century (cvii). This would make its com-
position contemporary with, or at most a few decades later than, Arist. Rh.

% Rh. Al 34, 1440a35-39: ¢0dvov 8¢ mapackevdooper cuAM}BONY mpds TovTOUS, 0¥s dmogalvopey
dvaéiws b mempaxdras ) mpdrrovras ) mpdlovras, 1 dyabod undémore éoTepnuévovs i <un> oTepopévovs
1) w1y oTepnoouévous, 1) kakod undémore TeTvYNKSTAS 1) 1) TUYXAvovTas 1) un Tevéopévous.

% Cairns (2003b) 247.

70 Kaster (2003) and (2005) 84-103 argues that Latin invidia also covers a morally bad emotion (i.e.,
envy) and a morally good one (i.e., indignation), and suggests differentiating these in accordance with
Aristotle’s analysis as phthonos-invidia and nemesis-invidia. From what we see here, this method of
labeling the two scripts will not work.
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In chapter 3.1 I showed that a number of instances of phthonos in Classical
literature are linked to (or even imply) resentment, censure, or reproach. This
passage of pseudo-Aristotle confirms that a Greek theorist contemporary to
Aristotle had noticed this too. For the sake of clarity, I therefore introduce and
henceforward use where required two script names: ‘good phthonos for the
positive aspect of phthonos (i.e., moral censure), and ‘bad phthonos’ for the
negative (all the other scripts: begrudging/covetous envy, begrudging sharing,
possessive jealousy, malice, etc.). As with the script names I introduced in
chapters 2 and 3, it should constantly be borne in mind that these are adopted
for analytical purposes only: for the Greeks, there was only phthonos. There is
always, therefore—at least from the fifth century—some ambiguity inherent
in the meaning of phthonos (i.e., whether it refers to the morally positive or
negative type), though the sense would normally have been abundantly clear
to the Greeks due to the social acceptability or otherwise of what was de-
scribed.” It is, however, this ambiguity that is played on frequently in the
arousal of phthonos in audiences, both in the law court and in the comic the-
atre, the subjects of the next two chapters.

7! For clarity, I mean it would have been obvious to the Greeks when they were referring to phtho-
nos as something socially divisive and destructive (e.g., in gnomic statements, or in accusations/
prohibitions/ denials), or when they were talking about it as something censuring or corrective (i.e., in
stating that it was appropriate to feel phthonos). As a comparison, consider our word ‘light’: we have
no difficulty in correctly interpreting it as meaning not-heavy or not-dark, depending on context.



5}

Phthonos in the Attic Oratorical Corpus

5.1 Phthonos and the Aristotelian Orator

Aswe saw in the previous chapter (chapter 4.3.3), those with sufficient virtue never
to feel envy (megalopsuchoi and perfect friends) will clearly be few and far be-
tween, and accordingly the vast majority of an orator’s listeners will be susceptible
to envy. However, the morally bad nature of phthonos raises problems—in terms
of its explicit stimulation by orators—which do not apply to other emotions, at
least in the Aristotelian perspective that does not recognize ‘good phthonos.’
Emotion arousal is useful as an oratorical tool because emotions, by appli-
cation of pain or pleasure through rational argument, affect judgment. In an
insightful article, Leighton has discussed exactly how judgment can be af-
fected by the emotions:' this will either be as the consequence of emotion, or
as a constituent of emotion. Judgment alteration as a consequence of emotion
can come about in four ways. The first is by allowing our reason to be over-
ruled (e.g., if we pity someone, we let them off for a crime we know they have
committed). Secondly, if we can be brought to favor or disfavor someone, we
will be better or worse disposed toward giving them the benefit of the doubt
when the situation is ambiguous. Thirdly, through perception: for instance,
our strong support for one of two tennis players will affect whether we think a
ball she hits is in or out. The final way is through strong emotion causing us to
give more attention to an issue. Alteration of judgment as a constituent of
emotion is more complex. It is not that one emotion rules out another, rather
that the “emotions are complexes involving judgments, each complex exclud-
ing certain other emotion complexes, their judgments, and certain other judg-
ments as well.”? Aristotle gives one, and only one, effect of envy: he says that if
an orator can put the jury into an envious state of mind, then his opponent

! The remainder of the paragraph summarizes Leighton (1996) 206-17; these are his own views, not
his interpretation of Aristotle’s views, on emotion arousal.
% Leighton (1996) 210.

79
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will not be able to win pity from them.? In Leighton’s words: “It is not that
envy brings about a change of judgments such that one does not show or feel
pity; rather, to be moved to envy involves being moved to a particular set of
judgments that excludes those of pity.”

But can an Aristotelian orator make use of this? Another of the three modes
of persuasion (see introduction to chapter 4) is the orator’s character (éthos):
an orator must make his argument in a way that makes him appear worthy of
trust, and it is good men that we trust; a good man’s character is demonstrated
by what he says, and it is pretty much the most effective means of persuasion
available to him.> However, since Aristotle specifically says that envy is bad
(phaulos—see p. 61), if an orator presents himself as envious of his opponent
in trying to rouse similar envy in his audience, he will show his own character
to be base. If his character is “pretty much the most effective means of persua-
sion” available to him, displaying envy is not worth that sacrifice. Second, he
cannot present himself as not envious, but still explicitly attempt to rouse envy
in his audience: they will either believe he shares that envy, or that he does not
and is merely spinning sophisms. Worse, by appearing to impute bad charac-
ter to his audience, he may alienate them.

A third, and more complex, possibility is that the orator might seek to
rouse envy in the audience while seeming not to. However, I do not believe
this is possible either. First, the audience might spot it, which leads to the
problems already mentioned—though this merely makes it risky, not impos-
sible. A more serious objection is that, although rhetoric (like dialectic) is a
skill that can be used to argue anything, an Aristotelian student must pursue a
life of moral excellence and practical wisdom, and politics is an extension of
this ethical life;® accordingly an Aristotelian orator must not use unethical
arguments, even if they might be rhetorically effective.” A fourth explanation
also fails: Aristotle cannot be instructing his orator how to deal with envy if it
is used against him,® because he does not tell him how to counter envy, only

3 Rh. 2.10, 1388a27-30: ho7e dv adrol uév mapackevasldow olrws éyew [i.e., to feel phthonos], of &
éAeetolar ) Tvyyavew Twos dyabod déotvres dow olot of elpnuévor, SHAov s ov TevéovTar EXéov mapa
Taw kvplwv. Cf. Rh. 2.9, 1387a3-5: 610 kwAvTwka pév éXéov mdvra Tadr [to nemesan, phthonos, and their
contraries] éor(, Siapéper 8¢ Sua Tas elpnuévas aitias, BoTe TPos TO w1 ENeewd molelw dmavTa Spolws
xproyua. Cf. also Rh. 2.9, 1387b17-21 for a similar comment relating to indignation.

* Leighton (1996) 210.

5 Rh. 1.2, 135624-13: Swa pév odv 700 7bovs, Stav olrw Aexlij 6 Adyos dore déidmiaror Tofjoar ToV
Ayovra- Tois yap émecéol moTeboper wdAlov kal QarTov. . . . Oet 6¢ kal ToiTo cupfaivew dia Tod Adyov
... oxedov ws elmely kupiwTdTny éxeL mloTw 76 Hos.

¢ Schofield (2006).

7 Hesk (2000) 219 says Aristotle believes that rhetoric without moral purpose is merely sophistry.
Irwin (1996), Grimaldi (1972) 1921, and Halliwell (1994) believe that the Rhetoric contains injunctions
to behave ethically; contrast Engberg-Pedersen (1996) for an alternative view.

8 Trwin (1996) 144 says Aristotle (Rh. 1.1, 1355a29 ff.) believes that an orator needs to be able to rec-
ognize illegitimate arguments when his opponent uses them against him, even if he should not use
them himself.
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that envy can be used to counter pity. There are therefore problems with any
use the orator might wish to make of envy within the purposes of Rh. 2.1 (i.e.,
arousing it in an audience to affect their judgment).

So what use can an Aristotelian orator make of the chapter on envy? Well,
first, it has a negative role. This chapter has didactic purpose: if there were no
discussion of what envy is and how it differs from indignation and emulation,
how could an Aristotelian orator avoid straying from these acceptable emo-
tions to envy? This, I believe, is why Aristotle devotes so much space to telling
his orator exactly how one distinguishes these emotions from each other, and
why he makes such a point of saying how acceptable and worthy indignation
and emulation are, while envy is so base (see chapter 4.1). If envy did not exist,
Aristotle would have had to invent it.

However, there is something more an Aristotelian student might extract
from the Rhetoric. There is a second type of rhetorical use for the emotions,
more acceptable for envy than manipulating an audience, and this is to ex-
plain one’s opponent’s motivation (Rh. 1.10, 1369a15-19).° Prosecutors must
consider all the motives that can affect defendants, and how many apply to
their opponent, while defendants must consider how many do not apply to
them (Rh. 1.10, 1368b30-32). Aristotle argues (Rh. 1.10, 1368b33-69a6) that all
of a person’s actions are caused either by the person himself (di” autous), or
something external to him. The latter comprises things done out of chance or
necessity (which itself subdivides into compulsion and nature); the former out
of habit or desire (orexis). Desire subdivides into rational desire, or will (boulé-
sis), and irrational desire, which further subdivides into appetite (epithumia),
and anger (orgé).'"* In fitting the emotions into these, it would seem that at
least all pleasurable emotions are subsumed within appetite: appetite is a
desire for what is pleasant (Rh. 1.11, 1370a18: 7 yap émbuuia 700 Hdéos éotiv
8peéis). For painful emotions, it is helpful if we recall that anger (orgé) is a pain
accompanied by a desire for revenge, and that revenge brings pleasure (Rh.
2.2, 1378a30-b2)." In fact in general, painful emotions are accompanied by a
desire to escape from pain, and that desire will be pleasant (Rh. 1.10, 1369b26—
28): hatred is attended by a desire to harm,"? pity by a desire to aid, envy by a
desire to bring low, emulation by a desire to succeed. Thus pleasant

° It should be noted that Aristotle does not explicitly say phthonos should be used in this way
(let alone only in this way). Striker (1996) 288 notes that the idea of emotions being motivational is
Platonic.

L eighton (1996) 222-23notesthatin Dean. 414b2, Demotuan.700b22,and Eth. Eud. 2.7, 1223a25-27,
this subdivision of desire is thumos, or spirit—a name less likely, in the context of my continuing dis-
cussion, to cause confusion with orgé as the emotion discussed in Rh. 2.2.

' Viano (2003) also locates pleasures within the epithumia and anger within the thumos; she
argues that the thumos is probably also the seat of the competitive emotions. Elster (1999) 60-1 has
some interesting comments on emotions and action tendencies in Aristotle.

12 Strictly, Aristotle says that hatred, unlike anger, is not painful (Rh. 2.4, 1382a12-13); see J. M.
Cooper (1996) 247-49 and Leighton (1996) 232-33 n. 14 for discussion of this point.
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feelings are aroused by a desire to act in certain ways, and painful feelings by
a desire to act in other ways.

This, then, is the second use an Aristotelian orator can make of the emo-
tions, and, if the first is ruled out of court, the only use he can make of envy:
he can show that his opponent is motivated by it. The association of this nega-
tive emotion with his opponent allows the speaker to alienate his audience
from his opponent, reducing his credibility and making them less inclined to
vote for him. Conversely, if his opponent is trying to show that the speaker
himself is envious, the latter must demonstrate he is not motivated by that
emotion. If Aristotle (on this reading) is right, then we should expect phtho-
nos’s use in oratory to be confined to positioning statements (i.e., as to the
opponent’s phthonos, and/or the speaker’s lack of it), countering his oppo-
nent’s explicit accusation or the audience’s potential perception (if he is a type
of person commonly thought to be envious—e.g., a political rival).

5.2 Phthonos Accusations in the Attic Oratorical Corpus

I do not intend to make a comprehensive review of the theme of phthonos in
oratory. Such a study would require far more space than one chapter, and in
any event the topic has already been well examined, especially in political-
economic terms." Instead, I limit my discussion in this chapter to two issues
that relate to oratory as a genre: phthonos accusations (i.e., phthonos narra-
tives between parties in legal cases); and arousing or suppressing an audi-
ence’s (normally a jury’s, occasionally an assembly’s) phthonos.

First, we must confirm whether my analysis of Aristotle’s views—to the
effect that phthonos can only be used explicitly to explain one’s opponent’s
motivation—is reflected in actual oratorical practice or not. Out of 139 in-
stances of phthonos words (excluding aphthon-) in the oratorical corpus, we
have already listed in chapter 3 a total of ninety-eight accusations, prohibi-
tions, and denials (the latter two of which I argued were merely variants on
accusations)." We can add to this four statements that the opponent wants to
arouse the audience’s envy against the speaker,' and five that the speaker is
not blameworthy or is seeking to avoid the audience’s phthonos.'® Of the re-
mainder, twelve are gnomic statements about phthonos and, often, whom it is
directed against;'” eight are statements that someone other than the speaker

13 See especially Ober (1989) 192-247; Fisher (2003); Said (2003); Cairns (2003b); Walcot (1978)
67-76.

" Twenty-eight direct accusations, fifty-two indirect accusations, nine prohibitions, nine denials
(chapter 3, respectively nn. 13 and 15, 18 and 20, 16 and 17, and 19) total 98.

15Tsoc. 15.31; Isae. 11.38; Dem. 21.29, 29.2.

!¢ Isoc. 15.100; Dem. 18.305, 18.321, Epist. 2.24; Aeschin. 2.167.

7Tsoc. 1.26 twice, 2.46, 3.18, 11.49; Dem 3.24, 18.315, 19.99, 19.313, 20.140 twice, 60.23.



Phthonos in the Attic Oratorical Corpus } 83

does/will not feel phthonos;'® and in four cases the speaker appears to claim
envy for a group of which he is part, but as a necessary rhetorical prelude to
advising his listeners not to feel the emotion." It can be seen therefore that Rh.
Book 2-style arousal of phthonos, to influence decision making, does not in
any way account for 131 of the 139 instances of the word in the oratorical
corpus.? Rather, as my above analysis of Aristotle predicts, these are Rh. Book
1-style positioning statements about who does (normally the opponent, some-
times another person) or does not (normally the speaker) feel phthonos. The
remaining eight instances of phthonos in the oratorical corpus do attempt to
arouse the emotion in the audience.” Crucially, however, this is not ‘bad
phthonos,” but ‘good phthonos.** Never once, in the whole oratorical corpus,
does a speaker attempt to arouse ‘bad phthonos’ by explicitly calling for it.*

We have seen that accusations of phthonos are commonplace. However,
explicit calls for an emotional response cannot emerge in a vacuum; rather
they must be built up to, or subsequently explained—or at the very least arise
naturally from narrated circumstances. It is notable that Aristotle, who makes
the first and most explicit case for linking emotion arousal to rhetoric, does
not tell an orator to call for emotions, but rather to show the audience that
certain situations exist so that these emotions will arise naturally. For exam-
ple, he says a speech might need to prepare the audience to be disposed to be
angry, and show the opponents as liable for such things that cause anger, and
that they are the sorts of people one should be angry at.**

We should consider, then, how explicit cases for an opponent’s phthonos
are built up (i.e., the situational, and sometimes behavioral, indicators high-
lighted to make their alleged phthonos obvious to the audience). Isaeus 2, On
the Estate of Menekles, is a reply by Menekles’ adopted son to a speech by
Menekles’ brother, who is disputing the will in which Menekles left to his ad-
opted son what he owned by challenging the legality of the adoption. The
brothers had originally fallen out over money, and this happened partly be-
cause Menekles had divorced the sister of the man he later adopted (i.e., the
sister of the speaker) and had had to repay her dowry; accordingly there was a
history of bad blood between Menekles’” brother and the speaker’s family.?

¥ Isoc. 7.31 (the poor); Dem. 8.71, 20.141 twice, 20.165 (the audience); 25.97 (ancestors); Isoc. 19.45,
Aeschin. 2.139 (ironically, against the opponent).

¥Isoc. 10.56, 15.130; Dem. 10.39, 10.52—see pp. 35-36, where I argue that the ‘admission’ is required
so the speaker can finesse telling his listeners that they feel phthonos without alienating them.

% Though of course the sociological insights of Aristotle’s analysis in Rh. 2.10 will still be germane.

2 Lys. 27.13; Isoc. 4.184, 18.51; Aeschin. 3.42; Dem. 21.196 twice, 28.18, 37.52. We can perhaps add
Lys. 18.16 to this list (see n. 75).

22 See further chapter 5.3.

21 consider how a speaker might arouse ‘bad phthonos’ covertly in chapter s5.4.

2 Rh. 2.2,1380a2-5: 87\ov 8 67t 8éou Gy kaTaokevdlew T Adyw TowovTous ofot SvTes dpyilws Exovaw,
K(ll TOl)g G’VGVTL/ng TOU/TOl-g €’V6XOU§ 5V7as E’(;D, Of; ép'}/[goVTﬂ.L, Kal} TOLOleovg Oi’OLg (;P’)/l.’éOVTU.L.

» See Edwards (2007) 27-32 for the background to the speech, and an explanation of the structure
of the argument.
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The speaker argues that his uncle blames Menekles for having adopted at all,
having wanted him to die childless, and since the uncle himself has a son, his
censure of Menekles is epiphthonos (2.23) (i.e., he begrudged his brother also
having what he had himself). The speaker says that one does not normally be-
grudge the right to adopt even to a nonrelative and try to steal it from them,
yet the uncle does this to his own brother (2.24). He goes on to argue that,
since there is almost no money or property remaining (nearly all the family
money and property already being in the hands of the uncle: 2.40-41), this can
only be due to phthonos (2.27). This phthonos is very close to Aristotle’s defi-
nition. The uncle is not motivated by obtaining a desired good, as he might be
with covetousness or greed, since the amount of money in question is (for
him) negligible. His desire is solely to deprive the hated nephew, and a focus
on depriving someone else rather than on one’s own gain is phthonos. By fo-
cusing so closely on this motivation, the speaker turns the argument from one
about rightful or wrongful possession between two equal appellants, into a
dispute where one party is motivated solely by base character. This should
help to win over the jury to his, the supposedly better man’s, side.

Another sustained accusation of phthonos is found in Lysias 24, On the In-
valid. The speaker, who is in receipt of the meager dole handed out to those
whose property was less than three minae and who were too disabled to earn
a decent wage, is being prosecuted on the twin grounds that his property is
above this minimum threshold and that he is not too disabled to work. He
responds to these accusations, which are probably well founded, not with log-
ical argument but with evasion and irreverence.?® He says that his opponent is
a liar, and that he himself deserves praise not envy (24.1). His opponent is
motivated by nothing except envy (24.1), and envies where others pity (24.2).
He (jokingly?) suggests his opponent might be prosecuting him maliciously
for money**—at any rate he cannot be prosecuting him out of enmity to gain
revenge,” since because of his baseness (ponéria) the speaker has never had
any dealings with him before—and so clearly his opponent feels phthonos for
the speaker as a better citizen (24.3).° Let us examine these arguments more

% Todd (2000) 254 suggests he is trying to get the case laughed out of court. See also Edwards and
Usher (1985) 263 ff. and Carey (1990) on the speaker’s strategy, which includes elements of parody.
Usher (1999) 106-10 suggests that the whole speech is in fact a parody, an exercise or ‘jeu d’esprit’ (106),
rather than a speech written for a real case.

?” For example, where others see the speaker as worse off, his opponent sees him as better off (see
main text above on not being able to feel both pity and envy simultaneously). This is a rather strange
attempt to have it both ways: he is so poor he needs a dole, but rich enough that someone might think it
worth prosecuting him for moneyr it is such inconsistencies that lend credence to the ‘jeu d’esprit’ theory.

% See my comments at chapter 6 n. 27 (with bibliography) on the practice of sukophantia, and the
sukophantés as a bad citizen.

» Rhodes (1998) argues that this is frequently a motivation for prosecution; Kurihara (2003) for a
more nuanced assessment, where he denies its acceptability in public suits. Cohen (1995) 82-83 argues
for the mutual exclusivity of enmity and envy in motivating prosecutions (though see n. 43).

3 See Lys. 3.9 for another case where a speaker claims that some people envy anyone who is worthy
(chréstos); cf. also Pl. Menex. 242a3—4.
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closely, bearing in mind the phthonos scripts we have seen. The opponent’s
case is that the speaker is in possession of something (the dole) that he does
not deserve, which suggests he is motivated by justified indignation. This is a
to nemesan-type emotion, or rather (following the argument of chapter 4.4.2)
‘good phthonos,” since it relates to a putative abuse of money—even though
very little money is actually at stake. To counter his opponent’s case, the
speaker plays with the ambiguity of the different phthonos scripts to portray
his opponent as suffering from phthonos plain and simple (i.e., ‘bad phthonos’)
with the aim that such a base emotion will repel the jury and cause them to
throw the case out. The ambiguity allowed by the different phthonos scripts
affords even more possibilities than English, where ‘the politics of envy’ can be
presented as ‘fairness’ or vice versa (i.e., one emotion being transmuted into,
or masked by, a different one—see chapter 2.1.3 and 2.3).' Greek allows a
speaker to do all this with just one word. Whether the dole is actually deserved
or not—and thus the phthonos ‘bad’ or ‘good’—is immaterial for our pur-
poses: what matters is the rhetorical strategy, and the transmutation/masking
of one phthonos script with another.

I now turn from money to politics, the other issue we frequently find con-
nected to phthonos in Attic oratory, to consider one of the longest-running
and most famous political grudge matches in Classical Athens, that between
Aeschines and Demosthenes. In 343, when Aeschines 2 (On the Embassy) was
delivered, Aeschines was forty-seven and a well-connected politician.”> Dem-
osthenes was six years younger and,* while he still must have been considered
a major, if up-and-coming, player in Athenian politics,** was less well con-
nected. Nevertheless he may broadly speaking be considered a political con-
temporary of Aeschines, and certainly a political rival.*® Let us consider how
Aeschines characterizes Demosthenes’ motivations and rhetorical strategy.
He begins by stating that Demosthenes does not feel orgé for him, and the
jurors can be sure of this because of his many lies (pseudomenos) and slanders
(diaballomenos) about Aeschines,* yet he aims to rouse orgé among the jurors
through those slanders (2.2-3).” Orgé is the most common retributive emotion

3! See Cairns (2003b) on the difficulty, even in English, of distinguishing genuine indignation from
transmuted envy.

32 Carey (2000) 88 for date of speech, and 9 for Aeschines’ birthdate of 390. Carey notes that
“Aeschines had arrayed some of the biggest names in Athenian politics in his defense” (89).

» Yunis (2005) 9 for his birthdate of 384. Demosthenes and Aeschines both entered public life
(i.e., began making political speeches) in the late 350s: Demosthenes with the First Philippic, dated 351
(Yunis (2005) 14 n. 15). It is not known precisely when Aeschines entered politics, but he had two other
careers first (Carey (2000) 9), and so despite his slight seniority he may not have begun his political
career until around the same time.

* He had been included in the ten-man embassy, headed by Philokrates, to Philip in 346.

3 Buckler (2000) 113; Yunis (2005) 117-18.

% For example, if Demosthenes were telling the truth, he could understandably be angry; but since
what he is saying is not true, any anger will be synthetic.

7 Aeschines accuses Demosthenes of slander fourteen times in this speech (see p. 45 on the con-
nection of slander with phthonos).
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orators try to arouse against their opponents,* and it will clearly be detrimen-
tal to Aeschines’ case if it can be shown that he himself does not genuinely
share in that emotion. Aeschines goes on to accuse Demosthenes of hubris,
lies, and abuse (loidoria) (2.8), themes that recur throughout the speech.” He
says that Demosthenes envies him and uses slanders against him (2.10:
épfdvmaé pov Tais StaPolais), and is prosecuting him out of excessive phtho-
nos, terrible cowardice, and bad character (kakoétheia) (2.22).*° Having thus
lodged Demosthenes’ alleged phthonos in his audience’s minds, Aeschines
explains how these alleged motivations arose: despite boasting that his argu-
ments would easily persuade Philip (2.21), Demosthenes apparently suffered
stage fright and ‘corpsed’ (2.34-35); his arguments were treated disdainfully by
Philip, who instead treated Aeschines’ own remarks with the most respect.
These, Aeschines implies, were the situational antecedents which, coupled
with Demosthenes’ kakoétheia, caused his excessive phthonos (2.22—see
above); and it is because of this phthonos that Demosthenes is prosecuting
him now. Aeschines next describes Demosthenes betraying his fellow ambas-
sadors while reporting back to the Assembly, thus causing uproar in the audi-
ence (the démos) who themselves called Demosthenes base and malicious
(2.51: movmpos kai phovepds). This alleged treachery, Aeschines implies, was the
result of Demosthenes’ rivalrous envy against the other ambassadors. Shortly
after, Aeschines again lists Demosthenes” bad points: his inconsistency, his
phthonos, his collusion with the traitor Philokrates, and his treacherous and
untrustworthy character (2.54), and finally toward the end of the speech Ae-
schines reminds us of Demosthenes’ cowardice and phthonos once more
(2.139). We see that Aeschines can very plausibly make the case for his rival’s
enmity being driven by envy.

In 330 Demosthenes had his chance for revenge. As Carey notes, “[b]y the
time Aeschines and Demosthenes faced each other in court again, their
positions had to a large extent been reversed. Demosthenes’ influence had
increased,” and Aeschines” had declined. Accordingly, when Aeschines at-
tacked Ktesiphon for illegally proposing a crown be awarded to Demosthenes,*

3 Allen (2003), who argues that orgé is measurable, and should be dispensed in an amount appro-
priate to the crime. In reality orators did not generally seek to quantify the amount of orgé they were
trying to arouse. Rubinstein (2004) demonstrates that the vast majority of calls for orgé occurred in
prosecutions in public cases (graphai), and for crimes of which the whole city (including the jurors)
could be presented as victims.

3 Mowdop- appears five times (and BAaognu- twice more), 5fp- six times, and evd-/ipevo- no fewer
than twenty-six times in the speech. None of this is uncommon for Greek oratory—see Hesk (2000)
207-13 for the oratorical topos of describing your opponent as a master of deceptive word-spinning.

“In light of Aristotle’s description of phthonos as phaulon phaulén (“a base feeling of base men”),
it is interesting and noteworthy that Aeschines couples it with kakoétheia: a term Demosthenes will
himself use about Aeschines (see also n. 56).

4 Carey (2000) 159.

42 See Hansen (1974) on the graphé paranoman, especially 37-38, 54—57 relating to this case.
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Demosthenes defended Ktesiphon (in On the Crown) by making the most
sustained case in surviving Greek oratory for his opponent being motivated
by envy.** He begins by stating that Aeschines mostly told lies about him (18.9:
kal Ta mAetoTa katepevoars wov) and abusive slanders (18.10: Aotdopoduevos
BeBlacpriunrer mepl éuod); he says that Aeschines has bad character (18.11:
karonfns 8 &v, Aloyivy),* that he spoke abusively (18.11: 7as Aowdoplas Tas
mapa cod Tpéfecfar), and that he lied and slandered (18.11: karefeddov kal
diéBalles); that the case shows the spite, insult, abuse, and contumely of an
enemy (18.12: éxfpoi pev émijperav éyer kal UPpw kal Aodoplav xal
mpomAariondv); and that Aeschines is acting out of spite (epéreia) and phtho-
nos (18.13: év émmpelas Tdet kal phdvov TovTo moretv). This list of motivations is
notably similar, indeed almost identical, to those Aeschines attributes to De-
mosthenes in On the Embassy, and they are repeated throughout the speech.*
We might draw the inference that, while hostility is to be expected between
major political rivals, phthonos (it can at least be claimed, however disingenu-
ously) is not a natural result of political rivalry, but rather the mark of a vi-
cious character (kakoétheia). We can infer that only the kakoéthés will feel
phthonos,* and seek to give effect to it by abusing, slandering, lying, and oth-
erwise being spiteful about his political rival—actions, resulting from phtho-
nos, which aim to destroy the rival’s career.

It is not just rivals, however, who might envy major political figures: they
can also be allegedly envied by the entire démos. However, the case must be
made very carefully: accusing someone of envy directly is highly antagonistic,
and when that ‘someone’ is the démos, politically potentially suicidal. We have
already seen one way for an orator to do this: assign envy to “us” as a group,
and then say that “we” should not feel it (see pp. 35-36 ). In his third Letter,
Concerning the Sons of Lykourgos,” Demosthenes negotiates these tricky
waters in an altogether more subtle way, building up very gradually

3 E. M. Harris (1995) 147 argues, very plausibly, that Aeschines’ main motivation in bringing this
case was revenge; this would be an indication of enmity. I agree with Cohen (1995) 77-81, who believes
Demosthenes argues Aeschines prosecutes through both enmity and envy—though this conflicts with
Cohen’s own views on their mutual exclusivity (see n. 29).

# Cf. n. 56. Usher (1993) 174 says that Demosthenes hammers home the emphasis on éthos with a
succession of homophones (18.11.2: ednfles 1707s).

> Xoidop- appears fifteen times, BAacenu- eight times, pevd-/ipevo- twenty times, and SiaBol-/
duaBal- nine times. éx0p- occurs no fewer than forty-six times (see n. 43). Accusations of epéreia (spite)
occur four times (§§ 12, 13, 138, 320), and explicit accusations of phthonos also four times (§$ 13, 121,
279, 303). We also find eight accusations of baskania (§$ 119, 132, 139, 189, 242, 252, 307, 317—see end
of chapter 3.3).

“ Contrast with Aristotle where almost everyone can feel phthonos, because their éthos has not
been trained (chapter 4.3.3).

¥ Goldstein (1968) considers the authenticity of this letter; he notes arguments against its authen-
ticity (4-5), but following a detailed study concludes that there should be “a strong presumption in
favor of authenticity” (181). The evidentiary value may not be diminished by a decision against authen-
ticity, however, since it would still be informed by an understanding of the nature of the political pro-
cess and the psychology of the participants.
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toward an accusation. He begins by stating that Lykourgos was prosecuted
many times by those who felt phthonos toward him, yet the démos always ac-
quitted him (Epist. 3.6)—by implication, they did not as a rule share the accus-
ers’ phthonos. Moving from general prosecutions to the particular one in
which the fine against Lykourgos was imposed, Demosthenes says that this
came about due to gossip (logos) and envy (phthonos)—by persons unstated—
and if the démos hesitate to overturn it, then they are in a state of confusion
regarding what is democratic (Epist. 3.10). He goes on to talk more generally
of those whom phthonos keeps from their just rewards (Epist. 3.20), and says
that the whole démos is blameworthy if phthonos is more influential among
them than gratitude (Epist. 3.28)."® We should note that he still avoids accus-
ing any individual of phthonos. Before finally reaching his direct accusation,
Demosthenes plays still further with the opposition of gratitude and phthonos:
he says he feels goodwill and friendship toward the démos (Epist. 3.37), and—
he is now talking about his own exile, rather than Lykourgos’s children’s—he
has hoped for their gratitude, magnanimity, and goodwill in return (Epist.
3.39—-40)—but, he goes on, they begrudge (phthonountes) him words and be-
nevolence (Epist. 3.41). We can see how gradually he has built up to this
moment, and how, even now, his accusation is phrased as tactfully as possible.

5.3 Explicit Suppression and Arousal of Audience Phthonos

At the end of chapter 4, I gave pseudo-Aristotle’s definition of phthonos, and
showed that for him it encompassed the three scripts Aristotle refers to as to
nemesan (i.e., ‘good phthonos’), phthonos (i.e., envy), and epichairekakia
(spite). Pseudo-Aristotle goes on to say:

. v sy , - , s A ,
SaBatolier 6€ Tovs avridikovs kal plovetofar mourjooper éx TV évavriwy
/ b 4 \ / \ ~ 4 14 \ bl
TOUTOLS, ATOPAiVOVTES VO TOUTWY 7 TAV TOUTOLS PIAWY TOUS AKOVOVTAS
adTods n dv knNdovral, kakds memovléTas m mdoyovTas 7 melgouévous
mapd TO TPOGNKOV. €K YaAp TOV TOWUTWY Kal uloos kal Spyny mwpos
3 \ 9 N \ \ ~ 3 / 4 3 N / ~
avTovs €€ovow. dv 8¢ wi) TadTa évdéynTal, cuvdlouev, é¢ dv phdvov Tols
3 / \ ~ 3 14 3 ’ \ \ ~ /’
arovovar kara Tov évavtiwy épyacdueba- 7o yap ¢@lovelv mwAnciov
~ ~ 5 ’ \ ’ 5\ 5 ’ 5 \ 2
700 pioew éoti. plhovicovtar 8 cuAMiBdny, éav dvaéiws adTovs €d
4 3 / \ \ 3 / 3 /
TPATTOVTAS ATOPAVWUEY Kal TPOS TOVS AKoUovTas dAoTpiws €xovTas,
/ ¢ 3 \ \ / bl /7 N 4 N
dweéiévres ws ayaba modda memdvbaow adikws 7 mdoyxovow 1)
7/ /’ N o ~ 3 4 /7 3 / N -~ >
wéovor meloealai, 1) ayalod o0vdémore mpdTepov éoTeprinoar ) viv od
oTeplokovTal 7) 00 oTepricovTaL, <> KaKOD 0VOETOTE TETUXNKITES 7) VOV
, , . , v A sy \ ,
ol TuyxdvovTes 1) ol Tevéduevol, éav un viv adTods ol kpiTal KoAdowouw.

(Rh. Al 36, 1445a12—26)

8 See chapter 5.3 on these two opposite responses to a politician by the démos.
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And we shall slander and create phthonos for our opponents from the
opposite methods to these,”” by showing that our hearers themselves or
those for whom they care have suffered, are suffering, or will suffer badly
at their hands or at the hands of their friends, contrary to what is fitting.
For from such arguments they will be put in a state of hatred or anger at
them. And if this proves impossible, we shall collect together all the ar-
guments from which we can create phthonos for our opponents in the
audience: for phthonos is very near to hatred. And, in short, they will feel
phthonos if we can show them to be doing well undeservedly and that
they are unfavorably disposed to the audience, going in detail through
a) how many good things they have received, or are receiving, or are
likely to receive unjustly, or b) that they have never before been de-
prived, are not being deprived now, or will never be deprived of some
good, or ¢) that they have never suffered, are not suffering now, or will
never suffer some misfortune—unless the judges punish them now.

The latter half of this passage repeats the one we saw before, and describes the
same three scripts. However, some important points are added: first, that an
orator can attempt to arouse phthonos in his audience (including ‘bad phtho-
nos’); second, that phthonos is a useful adjunct to hatred and anger; and third,
that the opponent should be portrayed as unfavorably disposed to the whole
jury, not just the speaker.*

Demosthenes provides excellent evidence for both the undesirability of
‘bad phthonos’ and the appropriateness of ‘good phthonos,” and shows how the
former should explicitly be suppressed and the latter aroused in his audience.
In 356, a certain Leptines had proposed a law to the effect that the small
number of wealthy individuals exempt from liturgies for past services ren-
dered to Athens (either by themselves or their ancestors) should no longer be
exempt, and this law had been enacted.® Demosthenes’ speech Against
Leptines was in support of an attempt to repeal this law, an attempt that was
probably successful.”* Demosthenes says Leptines’ law is a disgrace to the city,
unworthy of either their ancestors or themselves, as it makes them seem
phthoneros, untrustworthy, and ungrateful (acharistos) (20.10).> This associa-
tion of envy with ingratitude (i.e., the binary opposition of envy and gratitude)

* Note again the connection of diabolé with phthonos—see nn. 37, 45.

% We shall see below that in Against Meidias Demosthenes explicitly calls for the jury to respond
with phthonos alongside hatred and anger (Dem. 21.196), and attempts to persuade them that his oppo-
nent is unfavorably disposed to all of them, not just to him personally. Rubinstein (2004) has shown,
re this latter issue, that appeals to orgé and misos are common in public prosecutions and generally
inappropriate elsewhere; cf. Kurihara (2003). See also Sanders (2012b) on appeals to hostile emotions
(orgé, misos, phthonos) against an opponent in Attic forensic oratory.

51 See E. M. Harris (2008) 16-17.

52 E. M. Harris (2008) 20-21; Kremmydas (2012) 58-60.

5 Kremmydas (2012) 201 says all three contravene democratic principles.
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underpins the argument of the entire speech.’ Demosthenes says that the city
cares more about honor than money (i.e., it is grateful rather than envious as
a rule), and this law is outside its character (20.13). If someone has a lot of
money but has not done wrong to the city, one should not envy (baskainein)
him; however, if he has a lot of money unlawfully, he may be punished by law
(20.24). Demosthenes argues that an observer of the Athenian political scene
might condemn the moral viciousness (kakia) of the authors of this law; when
the city no longer needs someone who was previously a benefactor, “we” are
so ungrateful (acharistoi) and base (kakoi) as to take away their rewards
(20.55). Taking away something that has been given is phthonos, and “you”
must not appear to be in the grip of that emotion (20.56).” This law will intro-
duce a base habit (ponéron éthos) into the body politic (20.124). If you make
this law operative, you will seem to be acting from phthonos (20.139). Phthonos
is a sign of a base nature (20.140: 67t mravTdmact pUoews Karlas onueidy éoTw 6
@fdvos).* There is no greater reproach than that our city should seem phthon-
eros, as it avoids all shameful conduct (20.140). Better men seek honors for
themselves, rather than try to take away other people’s through phthonein
(20.151). The law is shameful and base, and can be likened to phthonos and
contention (philonikia) (20.157). And retaining the law will give the city the
reputation of being untrustworthy, phthoneros, and base (phaulos) (20.164).
Demosthenes ends the speech by appealing to the better nature of the jurors:
their generosity over their envy, their sense of justice over vice, and all worthy
things over all very base ones (20.165: év 8¢ 79 Tav rkabnuévwr Sudv évds
éxdoTov yrauy elavbpwmia mpos eldvov kal dukaiootvy mpos kakiov kol mdvTa
70, xpnoTa mpos Ta movypétar avrirdrrerad).” In a sustained attack then,
spanning the entire speech, Demosthenes argues that Leptines’ law makes
Athens seem as if it is responding to its benefactors with phthonos, when it
should be responding with charis. Since, from an objective point of view (and
Demosthenes frequently asks what a named outsider or group will think),

5 See Fisher (2003) 193-200, Cairns (2003b) 246—47, Hesk (2000) 40-50 on Demosthenes’ strat-
egy. The association of phthonos with ingratitude goes back (at least) to the poetry of Solon—see, e.g.,
frs. 5-6, 34, 36-37 West (although Solon does not use the word phthonos, he describes the poor as
agétoi—feeling agé (on which see p. 50)—for the wealthy); cf. Arist. Pol. 5.4, 1304a36 on phthonos as
the driving force of the poor in stasis. Klein (1957/1975) argues at length for the binary opposition of
envy and gratitude.

> Initially Demosthenes says he knows nothing of Leptines’ character and has nothing bad to say
about it (20.13; cf. 20.102); this is belied by 20.55-56. Hesk (2000) 43-44 and Kremmydas (2012) 208 say
that Demosthenes draws a distinction between Leptines’ character and that of the city.

56 Compare Aeschin. 2.22 (kakoétheia); Dem. 18.11 (kakoéthés); Arist. Rh. 2.11.1388a36 (phaulon . . .
phaulén).

57 In total yapt- appears twenty times in the speech, and ¢fov- thirteen times (only Isoc. 15, with
fifteen instances, has more in the entire oratorical corpus); we can also note that aloyp- appears four-
teen times in the speech, movnp- thirteen times, xax- (excepting kakourgos) eleven times, pavA- nine
times, and dvelS- three times.
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these individuals really do deserve their exemptions, ‘good phthonos’ is ruled
out. It can only therefore be ‘bad phthonos’ that Demosthenes is trying to sup-
press in his audience (the jury), while, simultaneously, showing that his op-
ponent is motivated by it. Both techniques should help him win his case.

A different, and much more personally abusive, approach is taken in the
speech Against Meidias, in which Demosthenes prosecutes Meidias for a
punch the latter threw at him while he (Demosthenes) was acting as chorégos
at a civic festival, and for which he had already received a vote against Meidias
in a probolé trial.*® Demosthenes’ aim in this speech is to arouse the jury’s orgé,
misos, and (‘good’) phthonos against his opponent,” and he chose to bring his
case as a graphé hubreos (a public case for hubris), rather than a diké aikeias (a
private suit for battery), possibly in order to make these very appeals.®
Athenians believed there was a corrupting risk inherent in wealth that might
cause the wealthy person to behave in certain ways that were unacceptable in
a democracy: an ostentatious lifestyle (big house, expensive clothes), arro-
gance, frequent loud boasting, scorn for the democracy, and most of all a
propensity to hubris (wanton, shaming, and often drunken violence) toward
those less wealthy than themselves.®' Demosthenes takes this line, arguing that
Meidias’s one punch at him was symptomatic of the man’s much wider hubris
toward all Athenians, evidenced by his lifestyle and habits.®> Demosthenes
begins his case by stating that Meidias treats everyone with aselgeia—the word
normally means licentiousness, but MacDowell argues for a translation of
“aggressiveness” and “bullying” here, and notes that the word is often linked
with hubris in Greek.® In the earlier probolé trial, the Assembly was enraged
(21.2: dpylobn; cf. §§ 6, 36, 175, 183, 215, 226) at Meidias’s blow against
Demosthenes, thinking he was overbold, brutal, and unrestrainable (21.2).
Demosthenes has received blows and hubris, committed by Meidias against
“me,” “you,” the laws, and everyone else (21.6-7).** He calls for an emotional
response from the jury: he will not, however, tell them about the many in-
stances of private epéreasmos (spite) and hubris which have caused him
orgé personally, but only instances that should make them equally angry

8 See MacDowell (1978) 195-97 on the probolé procedure; see E. M. Harris (2008) 75-81 on the
earlier history of this case.

* He eventually calls for these explicitly in 21.196 (see main text below).

% See n. 50. See Dem. 21.25-28, 54.1, and Isoc. 20.19 re penalties and choice of case. For a detailed
discussion of graphé hubreds and diké aikeias, see Fisher (1992) 36-85; also MacDowell (1978) 129-32,
and 57-59 for the differences between graphai and dikai more generally. On Against Meidias being a
graphé hubreds, see MacDowell (1978) 131 and E. M. Harris (2008) 79; the latter disagrees (80-81 n. 20)
with the suggestion in Rowe (1994) that it might be a graphé for asebeia (impiety).

1 Ober (1989) 206-11; Fisher (1992) 19-31, 102—4; Dover (1974) 110-11.

62 See Ober (1996), P. Wilson (1991), Fisher (2003) 201-2 for Demosthenes’ strategy.

% MacDowell (1990) 220.

% The speech continues in this vein. In all, doedy- (aggressive bullying) occurs eighteen times,
vmepnpavia (disdain, contempt) five times, fpac- (over-boldness) nine times, and 3/8p- a staggering
131 times.
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(aganaktésas) (21.15) (i.e., those in which the whole city has been slighted).®
Again and again in the speech he demands that they feel anger against Meidias
and condemn him, because his crime was committed against the entire city
(SS 34, 42-43, 46, 70, 100, 108, 123, 127, 147, 183, 186, 196, 222).° To do this so
explicitly, Demosthenes had to demonstrate that Meidias’s one act of violence
against himself qua liturgist was symptomatic of Meidias’s habitually hubris-
tic behavior against his fellow citizens, and he spends a good deal of the speech
doing so.

Demosthenes also calls for jurors’ misos (hatred). Aristotle notes that orgé
is produced by offences against oneself, while misos does not require this: one
can hate a class of people.” Demosthenes tells us, at some length, of Meidias’s
manipulation of the laws to have one Strato stripped of his citizenship
(S$ 83-93). After describing this abuse, achieved through malicious prosecu-
tion, and reminding them of Meidias’s impiety in striking him on a religious
festival, he denounces Meidias as “abusive and disgusting,” and calls for juror
hatred.®® This hatred arises from the kind of person Meidias is, and thus
accords with Aristotle’s comments on the sorts of people we hate.

Finally, Demosthenes works on arousing (‘good’) phthonos. He has put
down a number of markers linking Meidias’s wealth to his arrogance (thrasos,
huperéphania, hubris) and other inappropriate behavior (§$ 20, 66, 96, 98,
109, 138, with later reminders at §§ 198, 201), and made several general com-
ments to the effect that bad behavior resulting from wealth deserves punish-
ment (S$ 98,124, 143). He now brings Meidias’s inappropriate use of his wealth
center stage in a long section (§$ 151-74), deriding the small number of litur-
gies he has performed, and explaining why such liturgies as he has done
should not be taken into account. This focus on liturgies is important. Unlike
modern democracies, Athens had no income tax.®® It therefore instituted a
system whereby the rich (citizens and resident aliens) paid directly for certain
expenditures for the military or cultural benefit of the polis (e.g., outfitting
warships (triérarchia), superintending the exercise halls (gymnasiarchia),

 We can note that epéreasmos and hubris are two of the three types of belittling (the other being
kataphronésis, contempt) that Aristotle says arouse orgé (Rh. 2.2, 1378b14-15)—see further pp. 140-41.

¢ For example, 21.34: “If he has committed hubris against a chorégos undertaking his public duties,
then he deserves the people’s orgé and punishment. For at the same time Demosthenes suffered hubris,
so did the chorégos.” See Rubinstein (2004) on calls for orgé and misos in public prosecutions, on the
grounds that the entire city has been injured.

7 Rh. 2.4, 1382a3-6: c’»py't\] ;Lév olv éoTw ek TV 7rp6§ avTov, é'XGpa 8¢ katl dvev Tob ﬁpég avTov Av
yap vmolapBdvwuer elvar Towdvde, pioodpev. kal 1 pév dpyn det mept Ta kal éxaora, ofov Kallla 7
Zwipdrel, 76 8¢ uioos kal wpos Ta yévn. Rubinstein (2004) 192-93 makes the same point, and agrees
this is common in the oratorical corpus.

% Dem. 21.98: 67 vy AL doeyrs éort kal Bdedvpds: TadTa ydp éoti TaAnb- dAa pioelv Speller,
avdpes Abnvaior, Snmov Tovs TotovTovs wdAov 7 odlew.

@ Although there were many types of indirect taxes that fell on all citizens (e.g., customs dues,
transaction taxes, production taxes, slave tax, etc.)—see Bresson (2008) 107-15; Migeotte (2009) 49-54.



Phthonos in the Attic Oratorical Corpus } 93

producing choruses for the tragic/comic festivals (chorégia), and giving public
feasts (hestiasis)).”® The benefit for the rich was that, if the system worked
properly, they greatly reduced the risk of civil strife with the numerically far
greater poor, in which they risked being killed and having their property ex-
propriated.”* Over time, the traditional competition among the aristocracy
found an outlet in competition to render services to the polis.”* A rhetoric of
reciprocity grew up, whereby the rich performed liturgies and the polis re-
sponded with gratitude (charis)—which could be called on if ever they were
on trial.”> When wealthy individuals avoided or evaded their duty to perform
liturgies, the démos responded with (‘good’) phthonos.”* It is notably only after
along section deriding Meidias’s poor liturgy performance that Demosthenes
finally calls for the audience’s phthonos at Meidias’s lifestyle and conduct,
without any trace of pity, to accompany the misos and orgé he has been de-
manding for some time (Dem. 21.196: pOdvov é¢ dv {fs, kal ép’ ols éfamards
é\eov. ok €oTw o0vdapdler oot mpoorikwy éNeos 0vde kal év, dANd TovvavTiov
uioos kai phdvos kal Spy1).

Against Meidias is far and away the most sustained oratorical case for the
appropriateness of juror phthonos against the opponent, but not the only
one. There are six other calls for it in the oratorical corpus (Lys. 27.11; Isoc.
4.184,18.51; Aeschin. 3.42; Dem. 28.18, 37.52).”” We saw on p. 43 that the ma-
jority of these have something to do with money, and particularly the
misuse of it: not performing liturgies, squandering patrimonies, getting
away with a small fine, and moneylending. The other instances involve the
abuse of democratically voted honors, undemocratic behavior, or undemo-
cratic levels of political power. Money, honors, and power are exactly the
issues that Aristotle said aroused to nemesan (see p. 76), and also the issues

7> Payment was initially voluntary; it became institutional over time, but some still performed
extra liturgies voluntarily; see Ober (1989) 199; MacDowell (2009) 127-28; E. M. Harris (2008) 15 for
a list of liturgies, with references to further bibliography. Some expenditures were allocated on a rota
system, others by lot; some were defrayed by a group of moderately rich men, rather than by one who
was very rich.

7! Aside from the brief oligarchic coups in 411 and 404-403, the Athenian democratic settlement
was notably stable for its time. On civil strife (stasis), excluding Athens, see Gehrke (1985). See Ober
(1989) for the most in-depth study of “mass” and “elite” relations in Classical Athens. See also Hansen
and Nielsen (2004) 124-29.

72 On aristocratic competition in services to the démos see Whitehead (1983); Ober (1989) 84-8s,
291 and (1996) 27-28; MacDowell (2009) 128.

73 Ober (1989) 226-33; Fisher (2003).

74 Fisher (2003) and Cairns (2003b) 244-49 argue that economic differences—and the concomitant
potential for the wealthy to avoid burdens that the poor could not avoid— ensured that (‘bad’) phtho-
nos was always a latent possibility, ready for exploitation as part of an orator’s strategy. On phthonos
as an appropriate emotional response to poor performance of liturgies, see further Sanders (2012b)
376-79.

75 See n. 21. Carey (2007) 180 tentatively argues for gpfovijoca. at Lys. 18.16 as per the manuscript,
over dyavaxtioat, favudoat, Spytabijvas, or ppovricar chosen by previous commentators, and if he is
right this would also be ‘good phthonos’.
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that arouse ‘bad phthonos.” Despite these examples, though, it is striking that
there are so few instances of (‘good’) phthonos being called for. It may be that
(‘bad’) phthonos was so socially unacceptable that orators felt uncomfortable
using the word even to mean morally acceptable resentment. This leaves a ter-
minological lacuna regarding resentment over abuse of money and political
power, which the word phthonos only goes part of the way to fill.”®

5.4 Covert Arousal of Audience Phthonos

We have seen how a speaker can suppress ‘bad phthonos’ in the jury when it is
harmful to his case, and how he can arouse ‘good phthonos’ against his oppo-
nent when that opponent is in clear breach of acceptable behavior with regards
to money or political power. However, sometimes the speaker will want to
arouse phthonos proper in the jury, ‘bad’ as well as ‘good’, an ambiguity best
expressed in English by the word ‘resentment.” While a speaker cannot call for
this explicitly—as I demonstrated both from my analysis of Aristotle’s views,
and from the complete absence of calls for (‘bad’) phthonos in surviving
oratory—a clever logographer would know that by pulling on the right ideo-
logical strings with sufficient subtlety he might be able to awaken the desired
feelings.

We find these sorts of arguments, which I explore below, made frequently
in political trials. There is a reason for this. There was a widespread perception
in democratic Athens that those who were politically active (in the Assembly
and/or the law courts, or filling magistracies) did rather well out of the
system.”” Some genuine rewards were available to them (voted honors and
immunities from certain expenditures, free dining at public expense, etc.—
though most of these were very rare); but still they were seen to make money
in all sorts of underhand ways, including bribery (by foreign allies, or to avoid
malicious prosecution), corruption (i.e., kickbacks), and embezzlement.”
This prevailing assumption is underlined by Perikles” pointed commendation
of himself to the démos as incorruptible.” Hyperides (5.25) suggests that it was
both expected and acceptable for public figures and generals to make signifi-
cant personal profits—provided the money was used in the interests of Athens
rather than against them—but this cannot have been the generally accepted

7¢I suggest at n. 84 one way in which this lacuna might have been filled.

77 Sinclair (1988) 179; Carey (1994) 73. Henceforth I use the word ‘politicians’ as a convenient short-
hand for those who are politically active in the direct democracy. We should not confuse this with
politicians in a modern sense (i.e., salaried ‘professional’ politicians in modern representative democ-
racies).

78 Sinclair (1988) 176-186; Harvey (1985) 89-102.

7 Thuc. 2.60.5.3-4: @uAémolis Te kal xpnudrwv kpeloowv—see Hornblower (1991) 333-34. Harvey
(1985) 98 notes that only four Athenian public figures are so described in literary sources, three of them
from the mid-fifth century.
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view given the numbers prosecuted, which Hansen rightly calls “astonishingly
high.”® Accusations of bribery, corruption, and embezzlement will in fact
play to a range of hostile emotions. For instance, embezzlement is normally
described as klopé (theft) in Greek, and in several speeches this is associated
with explicit calls for orgé.®' Although we do not find explicit exhortations to
(‘bad’) phthonos for such crimes, I contend that this is because phthonos had
such negative connotations that it was much harder to play with explicitly
than orgé —hence why there are only eight explicit calls even for ‘good phtho-
nos” in the corpus. Nevertheless, it should be clear from the previous section
that accusations of elites abusing their positions with respect to money and
political power will at least potentially play to a phthonos agenda, and I believe
this allows some speakers to covertly arouse phthonos (‘bad” and ‘good’ (i.e.,
resentment)) alongside orgé.

Close examination of several speeches concerning embezzlement and
bribe-taking suggests this does indeed happen. Lysias’s Against Ergokles is the
peroration of a speech for the prosecution in a case of embezzlement and
bribe-taking.®? The speaker begins by listing a number of offences Ergokles has
committed, and calls for orgé (28.2). However, he focuses on just one of the
charges: that Ergokles has become wealthy from poverty at “your” (i.e., the
démos’s) expense (28.1: kai éx mévmTos éx TV VpeTépwy mAovaoios 'yeyew],ue/vos),
this phrase making clear who the rightful owners of the money are. The phrase
plousios ek penéton (or similar) appears a number of times in the oratorical
corpus,® and—as Aristotle notes in his description of to nemesan—while
those who have been wealthy for a long time seem to be so justly, those lately
wealthy do not (Rh. 2.9, 1387a24-26: aiTwov & J7t of pev [apyaidmlovTol]
8OK000L Td (ll;T(I)V G’IXGLV OE 8’ [VG(;WAOUTOL] Ol’)" Té yo\tp (iEl: Olr)/T(,U (P(XLV(s/JLGVOV E”XGLV
aAnbeés dokel, BaTe of érepor ov Ta avTdv éxew). ‘Correcting’ Aristotle in ac-
cordance with actual usage, we might expect this phrase to aim to arouse
‘good phthonos.’®* However, by stating that this economic transformation was
“at your expense,” the speaker seems to be trying to turn this from general
disapprobation of the nouveau riche into a more personalized emotion.

% Hansen (1975) counts 144 Athenians prosecuted by eisangelia in surviving sources (11), seventy
of whom were politicians (58), and the true figure must have been much higher: this is “astonishingly
high” for a city of 20,000-40,000 citizens (11). Politicians were also prosecuted for bribery, corrup-
tion, or embezzlement under other procedures, including scrutiny for office (dokimasia), removal
from office (apocheirotonia, generally followed by eisangelia), audit at the end of a period of office
(euthunai), and a procedure for recovery of state property (apographé)—see Hansen (1975) 9 and
(1991) 203-24; Bauman (1990) 82-94; MacDowell (1978) 58, 62.

81 Lys. 27, 28, 29, 30; Din. 1, 2, some of which are discussed in chapter 5.4. Arist. Rh. 2.4, 1382a6-7
connects theft with misos, but this only finds support in the oratorical corpus in Din. 2.

82 Todd (2000) 286-87.

8 Tsoc. 5.89, 8.124; Lys. 1.4, 25.27, 25.30, 27.9, 28.1; Dem. 24.124, 57.45; see also n. 94.

8 One way in which the terminological lacuna noted at the end of the previous section could be
filled, without explicitly using the word phthonos.
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Whether in English we would say it was covetous envy or possessive jealousy
he was trying to awaken—clearly “this used to be yours” aims at more than
mere greed—in Greek it seems clear that it is ‘bad phthonos.” By avoiding the
exhortation “you should feel phthonos”—explicitly stating the word itself
would mean ‘good phthonos’—the speaker is able covertly to awaken feelings
of phthonos proper, in all its ambiguity.

Having put down this marker at the start of the speech, the speaker states
that Ergokles and his colleagues used to be poor and in need, but now have
swiftly accumulated the largest property of all the citizens (28.2). He continues
to contrast the impoverished jurors with his enriched opponent: the jurors are
weighed down by the war tax (eisphora), so should not forgive embezzlers and
bribe-takers (28.3); jurors would be rendered poor because of the eisphora,
while Ergokles and his cronies became the most wealthy citizens (28.4);% as
soon as they had taken their fill of and enjoyed the démos’s possessions, they
thought themselves apart from the city (28.6); now Ergokles and his cronies
are rich and hate the démos, they want to rule over it and, fearing to lose what
they have embezzled, they want to turn Athens into an oligarchy (28.7). Kon-
stan argues that phthonos is “an emotional response based on the judgment
that ... an equal . . . is getting above himself,”* and members of the démos
conspiring to form an oligarchy would certainly fall into that category. This
passage, delivered only a few years after the two coups referred to earlier,*”
clearly aims at arousing far more than phthonos: fear, anger, and hatred are at
least as likely. But the repeated refrain of “we’re poor, they’re rich; we’re poor,
they’re rich” should make it clear that phthonos is one of the emotions covertly
being aroused throughout this passage.®®

Similar themes can be found in Lysias’s follow-up prosecution Against
Philokrates. Ergokles was convicted and executed (29.2), but since no money
was found, the prosecutor alleges that he must have deposited it with the man
he was closest to, Philokrates, who must now be convicted similarly for the
money to be recouped. The speaker calls Philokrates one of those who possess
the city’s property (29.8: Tovs 7a Tijs méAews éyovras), and says that on convic-
tion he would not be losing any of his own property, rather he would be giving
the démos’s back to them (29.8). After two more references to the démos’s
property (29.9-10), he says Philokrates was an accomplice of Ergokles in steal-
ing their property (29.11), and they should grant no amnesty to those who steal
their property (29.13). Finally, he concludes that if they are wise, they will take
back their property (29.14). The constant focus on the wrongful

% This refers to huge military losses incurred by Thrasyboulos, a dead Athenian general; Ergokles
was one of several subordinate generals (Todd (2000) 286-87).

86 Konstan (2003c) 82.

8 Usher (1999) 99 says that this passage plays to the “tensions of those times.”

8 Chaniotis (2009) 200 refers to such verbal stimuli as “acoustic signals.”
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possession of “your property” (the démos is addressed throughout in the
second person) is striking, and seems calculated to arouse the jurors’
phthonos.®

In another Lysias speech, On a Charge of Accepting Bribes,”® we see how this
type of attack might be countered. The speaker dwells at great length on his
lavish expenditure on liturgies, and his other services to the city. He then
pleads that he not be deprived of “my own” property (contrast the repeated
insistence on “your” property in the two speeches just discussed), as the vast
amounts he has spent on the city should win him gratitude (21.12; cf. 21.17,
21.25). Finally, he points out the sheer unlikelihood that someone who spends
so much of his own money to the benefit of his city would then take bribes to
harm it (21.22). This line of argument directly links two issues I have consid-
ered in this chapter. The speaker recognizes that the démos may feel phthonos
for his supposed bribe-taking/embezzlement (i.e., possessing the démos’s
money), and he cleverly draws a parallel to phthonos at liturgy avoidance (i.e.,
not spending money on the démos). By conflating these two issues, the speaker
effectively attempts to defuse phthonos for one type of action by showing
phthonos for another type not to be deserved. And he even makes this explicit:
“You should pity me for being poor,” he says, “rather than feel resentment
(phthonos) for me for being rich” (21.15: kai mévnra yevduevov éAefjoar pdilov
7 wAovrovvte phovijoar). This provides some assurance that the emotional re-
sponse to bribe-taking/embezzlement indeed is—or at the very least
includes—phthonos.”!

Finally, and as a lead-in to the next chapter, I want to look at one more
speech, a deliberative one. Arousal of hostile emotions at opponents is charac-
teristic of forensic speeches,” but personal attacks are unusual in deliberative
ones. However, Demosthenes makes an exception in a passage dealing with
demagogues near the end of his Third Olynthiac. After extolling Athens’s po-
litical leaders of previous generations (such as Aristides and Miltiades), Dem-
osthenes castigates the current crop of politicians,”® whose policies have led to
Athens’s impotence in the face of Philip’s attack on Olynthos. He begins by

% Many of the same themes that appear in Lys. 28 and 29 appear also in Lys. 27, Against Epikrates,
including the phrases “they are stealing your property” (27.6) and “they have become wealthy from
poverty out of your property” (27.9). See Usher (1999) 98-99; Todd (2000) 282.

% Todd (2000) 228-29 contends that the title of the speech may be misleading, and given various
comments about being in possession of the city’s money it could be embezzlement that is the actual
charge. It may be true that other charges are involved; however, the speaker does beg not to be con-
victed of bribery (Lysias 21.21: éyw & Sudv Séopar kal (ketebw kal dvTifold wiy kaTayvdvar Swpodokiav
éuod).

! We might also note, in light of Aristotle’s belief that one cannot simultaneously feel both pity
and phthonos for someone (see n. 3), that the fact that the speaker eventually asks for pity suggests he
believes he has by then successfully dispelled jurors’ phthonos.

%2 See Sanders (2012b).

% 3.29: moliTevopévous (see n. 77).
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saying that some of these politicians have gone from being beggars to being
wealthy,” they have become eminent from obscurity, some of their private
houses are grander than public buildings, and their personal fortunes have
risen as much as the city’s have fallen (3.29).”> Demosthenes alludes to whole-
sale embezzlement by the political class, and this is made even clearer when he
goes on to say that, when politicians spend public money, the démos are grate-
ful for them spending their (the démos’s) own possessions (3.31).” In the next
chapter, I shall demonstrate that such arguments are designed to play to latent
phthonos in the démos toward politicians. Demosthenes’ motivation here is to
discredit more established politicians, and position himself rhetorically as
being on the side of the démos against them, in order that his own advice
might be more likely to be listened to.”

5.5 Conclusion

We have seen that there is one use for phthonos by an orator that is consistent
with Aristotle’s philosophy: accusing one’s opponent of being motivated by it.
In practice this can be extended to any positional statement that loosely falls
into the twin categories of “you (or some other person/people) feel phthonos”
and “I do not feel phthonos.” However, Aristotle’s analysis of the role of phtho-
nos in oratory is limited by an unresolved paradox between two positions he
takes: first, that an orator’s most effective weapon is his good character;
second, that phthonos is (always) base. In explicitly arousing phthonos there-
fore, the orator risks demonstrating his own character to be base, thus remov-
ing his most effective weapon. Although Aristotle does not resolve this para-
dox (and indeed may not even have been aware of it), nevertheless his analysis
does raise the valid question: what role, if any, is there for phthonos in oratory
beyond positionality?

It is certainly the case that Athenian orators do not present themselves as
phthoneros, nor do they attempt explicitly to arouse phthonos in their audi-
ence when it would be considered inappropriate by their fellow-citizens

9 3.29: dv of pév ék mrwyxdv mhovaiol yeydvaow—cf. plousios ek penétén above (main text and
n. 83).

% Compare this last allegation with “he is in possession of your money” above.

% We shall find very similar arguments advanced for comic purposes at Ar. Vesp. 655-712 (see
pp. 107-9); however, the presence of such similar arguments in a public speech proves that the preju-
dices Aristophanes/ Bdelykleon plays to are very real.

7 Thucydides has Diodoros say in the Mytilenean debate that if someone gives the best advice but
is suspected of being influenced even slightly by private profit, then we feel censorious of his profit
and refuse to take his good advice (3.43.1.1-4: dv rjuets Tavavria Spduev, kal mpooért v Tis Kal
momTebnTal képdovs uev éveka Ta BédTioTa 8¢ Suws Aéyew, ploviicavtes Tis ov Befalov Soxricews
TV KEPODY TNV pavepav wpeliav Tis méAews dpawpoiueda). See also Lys. 18.16, with the amendment
referred to in n. 75.
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(i.e., the circumstances in which it would be ‘bad phthonos’); that type of
phthonos they only attribute to their opponents. However Aristotle has cre-
ated problems for himself by separating off moral phthonos, phthonos when it
would be considered appropriate by their fellow-citizens (i.e., when it would
be ‘good phthonos’), under the separate label of to nemesan—a separation that
I have shown to be unjustified by contemporary texts. His less idealistic con-
temporary, pseudo-Aristotle, reflects everyday usage, found several times in
fourth-century oratory, by including such moral resentment within phthonos.
That rhetorician does not stop at advocating that orators arouse moral phtho-
nos, however, but also advocates arousing envy and spite. It does seem that the
badness associated with these emotions prevents them from being aroused
explicitly (all surviving explicit calls for phthonos being for the moral version).
However, orators can sometimes arouse ‘bad phthonos covertly alongside
‘good phthonos’ through manipulation of common civic values, while leaving
unstated the exact point on the phthonos continuum that they are aiming for.
This is not dissimilar to the modern facility to play to envy through the confu-
sion of transmuted envy with indignation or ideas of fairness—but Greek can
conveniently do it all with one word.

The vast majority of Classical speeches that survive come from Athens: all
but one speech (Isoc. 19) in the entire oratorical corpus was written either by
Athenians or for an Athenian audience (or both). Speeches in historiography
of the period have a somewhat broader geographical base: even if two of the
three major Classical historians come from Athens, they all put speeches into
the mouths of non-Athenians, which might be expected to reflect the values of
those other cities.”® However, (mortal) phthonos is not a major element in
historiography, and the genre yields little of interest that we do not find else-
where. What comments we do have about it tend to focus on three areas: first,
the role of envy in civil strife (e.g., Thuc. 3.82-84); second, jealous rivalry be-
tween Spartan kings and generals (e.g., Thuc. 4.108.7.2; Xen. Hell. 2.4.29.7);
and finally, envy between poleis, principally Sparta for Athens. Only the last of
these appears in speeches, for instance when Corinth tries to arouse Sparta’s
phthonos (among other emotions) at the Athenians, by dwelling on the sub-
ject cities Sparta has lost—and stands to lose—to Athens, and Corinth’s admi-
ration for Athenian optimism, energy, and innovation (Thuc. 1.68, 1.70).*”
While an examination of phthonos arguments in historiographic speeches
may be worthwhile for its own sake, it will tell us little more about either
phthonos or Athens (the twin focuses of this volume) than we have seen, so I
leave oratory here and move on to a new genre.

% See, for example, Debnar (2001) for discussion of speeches delivered to Spartan audiences in
Thucydides.

% One can also see phthonos against a rival politician (Cleon against Diototos) aroused and sup-
pressed respectively in Thuc. 3.38 and 3.42.
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Audience Phthonos in Old Comedy

6.1 Introduction

In the last chapter, we saw prosecutors exploiting certain words and ideas in
order covertly to awaken jurors’ phthonos. The same practice occurs quite
commonly in Old Comedy. Comedy shares some key features with oratory.
Its pronounced metatheatricality keeps its communicative relationship with
its audience overtly in view (unlike tragedy), and both explicitly and implicitly
it claims the desire and the ability to influence its audience on important
issues of public concern.! However, the audience at a comedy was different
from that in the Assembly or courtroom, not necessarily in its social makeup,
but certainly in its members’ expectations of what would be put in front of
them, and the emotional reactions they might expect to have as they listened.?

I will not be concentrating primarily in this chapter on representations of
Pphthonos on stage (which forms the subject of the next chapter), but rather repre-
sentations that invite or utilize it in the audience. Though this effect is by no means
confined to political contexts, I will focus specifically on passages relating to politi-
cians (demagogues, ambassadors, and generals). As in the previous chapter, I use
the word ‘politician” as a convenience, without any implication of similarity
between politicians in Classical Athens’s direct democracy and salaried ‘profes-
sional’ politicians in our modern representative democracy. Rather I mean those
who regularly and voluntarily attempted to direct the political life of the Athenian

!'There has been a long-running debate about the ‘seriousness’ of comedy (i.e., the intent of comic
playwrights in giving advice to the audience): for example, Heath (1987); Henderson (1990); Silk
(2000) 301-49. I am less interested in the intent than in the fact that comedy explicitly places itself
within a civic discourse with its audience, and in the dynamics of how it does so.

2 See Sanders (2012b) 362, where I argue that sukophantai would arouse hatred in a trial, but a dif-
ferent emotion on the comic stage—and we will see that I believe that emotion to be Schadenfreude.
Sukophantai appear regularly as comic butts in Aristophanes (Ach. 818 ff., Ran. 1410 ff., Plut. 850 ff.),
and other comic playwrights would almost certainly have treated them likewise (see Christ (2008)
170-74 and Fisher (2008) 197-208 for some kémdidoumenoi who appear in both Aristophanic and
non-Aristophanic Old Comedy).
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democracy, principally through advocating policy in the Assembly, by prosecut-
ing (or defending) those elected or appointed by lot to fill political or civic posts,
or by putting themselves forward for elected posts such as the generalship.

I concentrate on politicians for a variety of reasons. First, because it allows us
to see political phthonos, which we have seen plays a significant role in oratory, in
another civic and generic context. Second, the prominence of political phthonos
in Old Comedy is a result of the visibility of politicians, and thus it demonstrates
the importance of political phthonos in the everyday world of Classical Athens,
outside of the comic theater. And finally, because the sheer volume of political
abuse in Aristophanes’ plays, and its persistence over time from Acharnians to
Wealth (though here I focus on the plays of the 420s), makes it a good test bed
and adds to confidence in the outcome, compared for example with an examina-
tion of the fewer and shorter passages playing to phthonos at luxurious lifestyles.

I necessarily rely on Aristophanes, as the only Old Comic playwright whose
plays survive in their entirety, to explore this cultural phenomenon. However,
as Wilkins points out, Aristophanes was not writing in a vacuum,’ and such
themes will almost certainly be traceable in the surviving fragments of other
Old Comic playwrights.* The approach I adopt in this chapter is not intended
as a comprehensive interpretation of the pragmatics and psychology of Old
Comedy, even if such were possible on present evidence, but rather an explo-
ration of one important aspect of the role of comic theater and its relationship
with its audience that has a particular relevance to my theme.

6.2 Phthonos Arousal: An Approach to Old Comedy

In Plato’s Apology, Socrates says some people spread malicious gossip about
him, which led to general bad feeling against him, and his consequent convic-
tion; he is unable to name an individual involved except perhaps “some comic
playwright.” The connection of malicious phthonos with ridicule and/or plea-
sure occurs in a number of other places too.® But it is Plato’s Philebus that has

* Wilkins (2000) xv; though see Bakola (2009) 6-8 on the pitfalls inherent in assuming conclusions
from Aristophanes can be extrapolated to all Old Comic poets.

4 The increasing interest in the fragments of other Old Comedians (in particular Eupolis and Kra-
tinos) can be seen in the growing scholarship on these playwrights: see Dobrov (1995); Harvey and
Wilkins (2000); Storey (2003); Olson (2007); and Bakola (2009); this research has to huge degree been
rendered possible by Kassel and Austin (1983-2001).

> Pl. Ap. 18c8-d3: 81 098¢ Td dvépata oldy Te avTav eldévar kal elmetv, TA €l Tis kKwpwdomoLos
TUy)xdvel dv. Soot de pldvw kal Stafoli) xpdevol buas avémebov;

® Laches says that pretension to skill at arms invites phthonos, and is liable to ridicule (katag-
elastos) unless the claimant is outstanding (Pl. La. 184c1-4). Socrates says that a lover will necessar-
ily envy (phthonein) his boys when they have property, but rejoice (chairein) when they lose it (PL
Phdr. 240a5-6). Demosthenes chastises the Athenians because—due to some motive he cannot divine,
which might be phthonos—they ask Philip’s “hired men” among the population to speak, and laugh
(gelan) at their abuse (Dem. 9.54).
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the most extended treatment of this link, and this will be the starting point for
my theoretical approach.

In the Philebus, Plato discusses comedy as an example of “false pleasures”
of the soul.” I give relevant excerpts from this extended, but important, passage
on the facing page:®

There are a number of points that can be drawn out of Plato’s analysis. First,
that phthonos includes the idea of malice or Schadenfreude.’ Aristotle sepa-
rates phthonos as a painful feeling from its opposite pleasure, epichairekakia,"
saying that the same character will feel them in opposite circumstances. Plato
however conflates both feelings in the word phthonos, and as we have seen,
this is not the only Classical Greek passage that seems to show phthonos en-
compassing a malicious pleasure.!! The second important point in the Philebus
passage is the idea that we feel some sort of animus against characters in a
comedy. Third is that those who are funny are those made to seem ridiculous."?
Fourth, Plato is right that we do not laugh at those who have the ability to
harm us in return—and a vast crowd can laugh with impunity at someone who
could retaliate if they mocked him individually. Finally, and most importantly,
Plato’s main claim: that phthonos (envy, malice, Schadenfreude) is the basis of
comic pleasure.” It is not clear if he means that it is publicly acknowledged as
such.' However, this is not important for our purposes: one can distinguish

7 Pleasures mixed with pain (see Frede (1993) xlv—xlvi, 1-lii).

8 Translation from Frede (1993) 56-59, slightly adapted.

° But without the possible guilt that Schadenfreude implies (see chapter 2.2.3). Frede (1993) 56 n. 2,
Wood (2007) 78, Halliwell (2008) 301 and Munteanu (2011¢) 95-97 all see phthonos here as Schaden-
freude. Wood (2007) 79, 81 perceptively suggests that Plato was more concerned in this passage to
analyze the nature of phthonos than the nature of comedy. Duran Lopez (1996) compares his thoughts
on phthonos in the Philebus to his comments in other dialogues.

10 Cerasuolo (1996) 177, 181, 183 says that Plato’s comic phthonos is equivalent to Aristotle’s epi-
chairekakia; cf. Halliwell (1991) 289, (2008) 300-1, 301 n. 93. See also Frede (1996) on mixed pleasures
and pains in Aristotle. Frede (1993) liii suggests that Plato might to some extent anticipate Aristotle’s
ideas of catharsis of comic (and tragic) emotions in this passage.

! See n. 6; also [Arist.] Rh. Al 34.1440a35-39 and 36.1445a12—26 (quoted respectively at pp. 77 and
88-89).

12 Aristotle seems to agree with this: Arist. Poet. 1449a32-4: 9 8¢ kwpuwdla éotiv . . . plunois pavio-
Tépwv . .. kata . .. 76 yeotov . . .. CL. Tract. Coislin. 4: kwpwdia éoti uiunows mpdéews yelolas (this
treatise is a tenth-century CE epitome of Peripatetic views on comedy, possibly reflecting Aristotle).
See n. 16 for further discussion and bibliography on this treatise.

13 Cf. Freud (1905/2002) 218-19, who says that one type of comedy relies on an unconscious com-
parison with the pleasure we took as children in various situations (e.g., somebody falling in the street,
which gives us a pleasurable feeling of Schadenfreude). Bergson (1900/1911), while generally denying
emotion a place in comedy (4), says laughter contains “an unavowed intention to humiliate, and con-
sequently to correct our neighbour” (136).

" Aischrologia was acceptable in Old Comedy (and other ritual contexts), but not normally in
everyday discourse—see Halliwell (2008) 215-63.
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So: Now, look at our state of mind in comedy.
Don't you realize that it also involves a
mixture of pleasure and pain?

So: Since we just mentioned the word ‘envy’: do
you treat envy as a pain of the soul, or what?

Pro:1do.

So: On the other hand, will not the envious
person display pleasure at his neighbor’s
misfortunes?

Pro: Very much so.

[Socrates digresses on the nature of those who are ridiculous. He argues they are: 1. ignorant
about the extent of their (a) wealth, (b) physical attributes, or (c) virtues, especially wisdom;
and 2. too weak to avenge themselves when laughed at.]
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(P1. Phib. 48a8-50a9)

Pro: You are right about this division. But I am
still not quite clear that there is a mixture of
pleasure and pain in these cases.

So: So take first the nature of malice.

Pro: Please explain.

So: It contains a kind of unjust pain and pleasure.

Pro: Necessarily.

So: Now, if you rejoice about evils that happen to
your enemy, is there any injustice or malice in
your pleasure?

Pro: How should there be?

So: But is there any occasion when it is not
unjust to be pleased rather than pained to see
bad things happen to your friends?'®

Pro: Clearly not.

So: But we just agreed that ignorance is bad for
everyone?

Pro: Right.

So: Let us take now the ignorance of friends.. . ..
Did we not agree that it is bad if it is
ignorance?

Pro: We certainly did.

So: But if we laugh about it, are we pleased or
pained by it?

Pro: We are pleased, obviously.

So: But this pleasure in the face of the
misfortunes of friends — did we not say that it
was the product of malice?

Pro: Necessarily.

So: Our argument leads to the conclusion that if
we laugh at what is ridiculous about our
friends, by mixing pleasure with malice, we
thereby mix pleasure with pain. For we had
agreed earlier that malice is a pain in the soul,

that laughing is a pleasure, and that both
occur together on these occasions.

1> Plato started by talking of phthonos as felt for the misfortunes of neighbors, but from here he
changes to the misfortunes of friends (cf. the pseudo-Platonic Definitiones 416a13). This goes too far: it
would not have been normal, in Classical Athens any more than today, to take pleasure in the misfor-
tunes of friends. Other Greek passages talk about phthonos for neighbors (see chapter 3 n. 8).
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between the overt and actual bases for an activity (i.e., it would be perfectly
possible for phthonos to be a significant covert element in comic pleasure while
masquerading overtly as indignation (by whatever Greek label)).'¢

For all the difference in emphasis, Plato’s analysis of comedy in terms of
phthonos has certain underlying tendencies in common with one of the major
modern models for understanding Old Comedy, the Bakhtinian theory of “car-
nival.” Goldhill and others argue that the notions of “inversion,” “transgression,”
or “reversal,” where the usual rules of society (e.g., respect for those in authority,
laws against certain forms of abuse) are abandoned or turned on their head for
some defined duration, match well the ribald, almost anarchic aspects of Diony-
siac worship which are in some degree reflected in Old Comedy’s (probable)
origins—songs performed at the kémos, or revel—and its license.”” Carnival ‘in-
version’ is often not truly anarchic, but rather follows a different set of rules that
would be considered unacceptable outside of the carnival context, generally in-
volving a ‘reversal of norms’.'® One aspect of Old Comedy, which the carnival
approach is especially helpful for understanding, is satires, or lampoons, in which
well-known people (public figures, frequently politicians) are represented on
stage in such a way as to make them appear ridiculous. This ridicule might arise
from the representation itself (e.g., a physical caricature, or character satire)* or,
and this is common for lampoons involving those against whom society feels
some animus (e.g., someone hated or feared), from the character suffering some
misfortune.” This bears more than a passing resemblance to Plato’s comic malice.

1 Golden (1992) 91-95, attempting to reconstruct the putative Arist. Poet. 2, argues for indignation
(to nemesan) as the comic emotion by analogy with pity as the tragic, the two emotions being opposed at
Rh. 2.9,1386b8-12, and both becoming fear when we perceive the other’s fortune as harmful to ourselves;
cf. Golden (1984). If he is right, then at least re politics and money it should not be to nemesan, but ‘good
phthonos’ (see chapters 4.4.2 and 5.3). In my view, Golden’s is the most plausible suggestion for Aristotle’s
comic emotion, being based on genuinely Aristotelian texts. Other suggestions include: L. Cooper (1922)
66-67, anger and envy; Sutton (1994) 14-15, 24-30, aggressiveness, hostility, fear, and anxiety; Janko
(1984), pleasure and laughter, taking Tract. Coislin. 4 (n. 13) as genuinely Aristotelian, contra L. Cooper
(1922) 15-17; Halliwell (1986) 266 and (2008) 393 n. 11; Golden (1992) 98-102. Rosenbloom (2012) argues,
without referring to Aristotelian poetics, that the comic emotions are pity, anger and indignation.

17 Goldhill (1991) 176-88; cf. Halliwell (2008) 204-6; Cartledge (1990) 2-5; A. M. Bowie (1993)
11. Henderson (1990) 285-86 disputes the use of the carnival model for Old Comedy. See Mikalson
(2005) 91-99 on Dionysiac worship.

18 Carey (1994) 72, who refers to this as “controlled dysfunction, a calculated subversion of the
norms of society in a festival context which offers a controlled outlet for disruptive behaviour and
vicarious satisfaction of the impulse to disobey” (73). See Silk (2000) 76, who quotes Bakhtin on carni-
val inversion in Rabelais, on what inversion might include.

1 See Carey (1994) 70.

2 Sutton (1994) 42-46 talks about a comic “surrogate” for the intended “target” (e.g., Paphlagon
for Kleon); this surrogate is sufficiently similar to the target to remain recognizable, but sufficiently dif-
ferent to avoid arousing the same feelings (e.g., hatred, fear) as the original. Inasmuch as the surrogate
is perceived as ridiculous, the audience can transfer such perceptions back to the original target, thus
altering their emotions (hatred, fear) toward him. Sutton argues that this is both educative and purga-
tive (i.e., cathartic; cf. Golden (1992) 5-32, Lear (1992) on comic katharsis). We should note that Greek
laughter was often aggressive, or ‘consequential,” in nature: laughing at, rather than laughing with (see
Halliwell (1991) and (2008) 19-38).
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As well as those actually represented on stage, Old Comedy often lam-
poons contemporaries by name: a process known as onomasti kémoidein;
the individuals involved (who must have been well known for the joke to
work) are known as kéméidoumenoi.?* Sommerstein has shown that over
50 percent of known kémdidoumenoi were politically active.”? He further
notes that politicians were normally named in a derogatory context.” It is
not just named politicians who are criticized in Old Comedy; several pas-
sages criticize them as a class (see below). The abuse and ridicule at these
festivals of well-known individuals and certain privileged classes of citizens
(such as politicians) can be seen as part of the ‘carnival’ license. When
Athenians went to the comic theater, they enjoyed seeing abuse heaped on
such people, and Aristophanes and his contemporaries provided what they
wanted.

But why were politicians so singled out for abuse? Athens’s strong demo-
cracy may have been the cause. Ideologically, all Athenian citizens were equal;
however, as Ober and Strauss argue, the wealthy remained “functionally more
powerful” than the poor,* whether in seeking to advance themselves politi-
cally, or in the law court where their education would help them speak, or
their money buy a good speechwriter. This is equally true of politicians of all
social backgrounds,” who as a group in Athens (as in many subsequent sys-
tems) were frequently viewed as willing to do anything to gain and secure
their position with the démos.*® In the course of his career, a politician would
expect to attract philoi amongst other politicians, and these might help each
other out to ensure mutual political advancement and monetary advantage,
perhaps by supporting each other’s policies in the Assembly, or through initi-
ating or supporting each other’s sometimes spurious prosecutions (an unpop-
ular pursuit, which is strongly associated with the sukophantés).?” As discussed
in chapter 5.4, a general feeling seems to have developed that politicians did

2! Allegations made as part of onomasti kémdidein may or may not have been true—see Halliwell
(1984).

2 Sommerstein (1996) 327-31. Of the thirteen people known to have been satirized throughout a
comedy, rather than just in one passage, six were politicians (see Sommerstein (1996) 334).

# Sommerstein (1996) 334; cf. Carey (1994) 69-71.

24 Ober and Strauss (1990) 244; cf. Ober (1989) 214-19.

2 Many politicians (especially the generals, who were still elected) came from the wealthiest and
best educated class, even in the later fifth century (see Ober (1989) 112-18). Even the ‘new’ politicians
from the 420s onward tended to be drawn from the wealthy urban commercial or industrial classes
(see Connor (1992) 151-63).

26 Balot (2001) 51-52.

¥ We see the operation of such activities clearly in the major legal speeches of the mid-fourth cen-
tury (e.g., Aeschin. 1-3, Dem. 18-19). On shared prosecutions see Rubinstein (2000). On ‘the badness’
of sukophantai see Christ (1998) 48-71 and (2008) 170-74; Fisher (2008) 297-99; for a different view
see Osborne (1990). Successful prosecutors often gained a personal monetary reward, and even when
they did not they could gain gratitude from the démos for enriching the public treasury, which might
help a political career. See also n. 2.
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rather well out of the system. This would have led to a popular animus against
them, which could be exploited by comic playwrights looking for targets. I
propose therefore that one important aspect of Old Comedy—its attacks on
politicians (individually and collectively)—appeals to the audience’s latent
phthonos at the profit they make, and the advantages they take, from their
position.”® It is possible too that the ‘new,” demagogic politicians may have
attracted even more animus than their aristocratic forebears. We saw that Ar-
istotle argued that the newly rich were more likely than the long-time rich to
attract to nemesan (or rather ‘good phthonos’), as newly acquired wealth
seemed less validly theirs.”” In the same way, ‘new’ politicians were probably
seen to profit more conspicuously from the system than aristocratic ones.*
The Schadenfreude aroused in the audience at seeing politicians taken down a
peg during this sacred time of licensed transgression would have acted as a
safety valve for the phthonos that was naturally aroused against politicians, but
which was dangerous if left untreated in a democratic system that relied on
politicians to function properly—since unchecked public hostility might lead
to the destruction of all politicians, to the ultimate impoverishment of the
state.™

Goldhill has argued forcefully that Athenian drama cannot be divorced
from its setting in, and constant interaction with, the democratic polis.** He
has further noted that while drama might not have the intention of promoting
questioning of democratic values and ideology, one of its functions is to do
precisely that.*> However, although he notes that this applies to all drama,
Goldhill’s interest then moves firmly toward an engagement with tragedy.*
My interest here is in comedy, where the dynamics of the engagement are dif-
ferent due to comedy’s metatheatrical practice of explicit communication
with the audience (see n. 1). I believe that, while comedy as a genre was

% Carey (1994) 73-74 also argues that comedy “offers an outlet for phthonos.”

» See p. 95.

% And hence the ‘rags to riches’ (penés ek peneton) cliché that we saw extensively in chapter 5.4.

31 Cf. Carey (1994) 82, who says that jokes in Old Comedy lampooning the political class acted as
a channel for hostility that could find more damaging outlets, thus allowing citizens to come to terms
with inequalities over which they had no power.

32 Goldhill (2000), contra Griffin (1998). See also: Goldhill (1987), where he first argues for the
connection between tragedy and its democratic setting; Friedrich (1996) and Seaford (1996), who,
like Griffin, are dismissive of this connection; Griffith (1995), who is closer to Goldhill’s view, but sees
other ideologies competing with the democratic, such as aristocratic ones (Goldhill (2000) disagrees,
arguing that democratic ideology, unusually, allows for the free expression of, for example, aristocratic
criticism); Rhodes (2003), who questions the extent to which the link is with democratic, as opposed to
civic, ideology. Rosenbloom (2012) takes Goldhill’s side in the debate in an examination of the “demo-
cratic” emotions produced by drama.

3 Goldhill (2000) 38.

* Goldhill (2000) 37 notes that this is relevant to comedy too—I would argue it is even more rel-
evant to comedy than to tragedy.
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not created intentionally as an institutional outlet for phthonos, one of its
functions was to allow phthonos to find expression in nondestructive ways,*
thus helping police the boundaries and manage tensions between ideologically
equal, but in practice frequently unequal, citizens in the democratic polis. One
important strand of this comic promotion of questioning served to hold the
lifestyle and practices of politicians up to public scrutiny, reminding them
that they were permanently on display, and militating against egregious
misbehavior that could ultimately lead to dangerous levels of mistrust and
hostility building up between the political class and the rest, thus risking the
stability of the democratic system.

6.3 Politicians in Aristophanes

6.3.1 DEMAGOGUES

We saw at the end of the last chapter a passage from Demosthenes’ Third
Olynthiac that castigates more established politicians. However, Aristophanes
had also made—or played to—very similar ‘charges’ some seventy years ear-
lier, in Wasps.*® Here I am concerned with two passages that discuss politi-
cians in general (i.e., demagogues—I will return later to a third passage, which
lampoons generals). Philokleon introduces the subject, while extolling the
pleasures of being a juror: great tall men wait for him at the entrance to the
court, and one puts his hand in Philokleon’s, a soft hand that has stolen things
from the démos, and they all plead: “Pity me, father, I beg you, if you yourself
have ever filched anything, when holding a magistracy, or when in the army,
going shopping for the common mess”—all of them talk this way (Vesp.
552—-58). The passage suggests that abusing one’s power for private gain
through theft is absolutely standard for public officials, whether in high posi-
tions or low.

This foreshadows a later, lengthy section (655-712), devoted to the crimes
of the political class.’” With some internal plot inconsistency, Philokleon must
now be instructed in these by Bdelykleon. A number of ‘charges” are made.
The first is that little of the city’s income goes to jurors: while the city makes
nearly 12,000,000 drachmas (2,000 talents) a year—from tribute from the
Empire, other taxes, many percentages, lawsuit deposits, the mines, market
taxes, harbor charges, rewards, and confiscated goods—jurors’ pay accounts

3 In this respect it has a similar function to ostracism—see chapter 1 n. 33.

% Wasps was performed in 422; Third Olynthiac was delivered in 349/348.

* While not formally a subset of the birth/wealth/educational elite, those wishing to make a name
for themselves in the Assembly would in practice need sufficient economic freedom and leisure to
attend regularly, and sufficient educational attainment to speak fluently, so would generally be in the
upper socioeconomic stratum. See n. 25.
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for only 900,000 drachmas (150 talents), somewhat less than 10 percent
(656-65). The second charge, in reply to Philokleon’s question, is that the rest
goes to politicians: Bdelykleon satirizes how politicians talk to the démos, who
are taken in by their speeches and elect them (665-68). The third is that politi-
cians take bribes: Bdelykleon says politicians intimidate the subject cities by
threatening to destroy them through a speech,” unless the cities bribe them
300,000 drachmas a time not to (669-71). Fourth, that politicians collude to
defraud the démos: they share each other’s bribes, then support each other’s
cases, and get away with it because Philokleon (as a typical Athenian) keeps
gaping at the jury paymaster (692-95).%

Having made these charges, Bdelykleon then compares charge one to
charges two and three in more depth, playing on a ‘politicians versus non-
politicians’ dichotomy. The subject cities give politicians bribes, but Philokleon
is content gnawing at the offal of the empire, and the subject cities see the
rabble starving at the ballot box and wolfing down nothing, and think they are
worthless because of it (672-75). Politicians are bribed—with an improbably
varied list of items—but from all the land he rules from his naval duties,
Philokleon (representing the Athenian everyman) gets nothing (675-79).*° All
those men are in powerful positions themselves, and paying out all sorts to
their toadies; but if someone gives Philokleon just three obols, which he gained
for the city himself by marching and fighting and besieging and many other
toils, he is content—and this is slavery (682-85). Philokleon is ordered to be in
the jury box at first light else he will lose his three obols, by some bullying
stripling who will get his drachma however late he turns up (687-91).
Philokleon (again as the Athenian everyman) rules over an empire from the
Black Sea to Sardinia, but gets almost nothing out of it at all—and that little is
dribbled out like olive oil, just enough to keep him alive (700-2). The contrast
here could not be clearer: Philokleon and other normal Athenians do all the
work of running the empire, while the political class reaps the rewards. Politi-
cians are rolling in every kind of luxury, and splurging money on their favor-
ites, but those who do an honest day’s work for the city get merely a pittance.

We might ask how much validity there was in these assertions. It is hard to
be certain. However, the possibility of abuse of position by politicians was
always present; certainly the Athenians were constantly aware of the possibil-
ity and took great pains to prevent it. Anyone caught embezzling funds or

¥ We might consider Kleon’s speech in the second Mytilenean debate (Thuc. 3.37-40).

¥ See Rhodes (2004) 228-29 on the ease with which demagogues could fool and flatter the
Assembly.

0 Philokleon is more than just a single ordinary Athenian, and sometimes plays incompatible parts
(e.g., a man who loves to wield power over thieving politicians, but who has to be instructed in how
politicians steal; a poor juror who needs his three obols, but rich enough to choose the lifestyle of an
aristocrat).
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taking bribes could expect serious sanctions from the démos: in chapter 5.4 we
saw several cases (dating from around halfway between Wasps and Third
Olynthiac) in which officials were prosecuted for alleged bribe-taking and em-
bezzlement and sometimes executed, and such prosecutory control was
almost certainly the norm. It was unlikely therefore that politicians were that
corrupt as a rule (albeit in a gift-giving culture the gray area was large), but
certainly Aristophanes seems to be playing to a general resentment that the
political class as a whole did well out of the system,*' and many of them, par-
ticularly the demagogues (n. 37), would have been from among the elites. A
nexus of emotions is therefore likely: first, envy among the (functional or
actual) poor for those better off than them, however justifiable that status
might be (envy, as ‘bad phthonos,” not being interested in desert); second,
indignation at genuine abuses; and third, transmuted envy masquerading as
indignation, such as when the general emotional approach of the poor to the
(potentially undeservedly) wealthy causes them to fixate on tiny peccadilloes
with the same intensity as large crimes,* or to be easily incited by prosecutors
to find ‘Reds under the bed.” These three scripts are distinguishable, but in
Greek they were all covered by the one word phthonos, and so would have
been especially easy to conflate—whether making one’s case in court (as we
saw in chapter 5.4) or on the comic stage.

It is notable to what extent the fictional ‘charges’ in Wasps foreshadow those
actually laid against Ergokles and Philokrates: they started their term in office
poor, they ended it rich, so they have embezzled and taken bribes from “your”
money. And in Wasps these accusations presage Bdelykleon’s final charge: “They
want you to be poor,” he says, drawing a parallel to underfeeding a dog to make
it more savage against enemies; “if they wanted to provide a living wage to the
démos, they could do it easily” (703-6). Not only are politicians feathering their
own nests, but they are purposely keeping everyone else poor so as to control
them better. Behind its back, the political class is willfully enslaving the démos,
and training it to be ever fiercer against enemies, so as to win an ever-greater
empire for them to exploit.** And Bdelykleon proposes the solution: get rid of
the politicians. “If you were not constantly being confined in some way by the
cheats, think how rich you and all these men would be” (698-99: orépar Tolruy

4 See p. 94.

2 In the UK in 2009 there was a huge outcry against Members of Parliament (MPs), who had
relatively moderate salaries but large expense accounts, when it was discovered what expenses some
MPs had been charging. Popular revulsion at extremely wealthy MPs claiming for dredging the moat
of a castle or for a duckhouse in an ornamental pond, turned with equal savagery against one whose
claim for improvements to her official home included an 88 pence bath plug and whose bill (through
an oversight) included her husband’s rental of two pornographic DVDs. In a different climate she
would have been exposed merely to derision, but in difficult economic times and after several genuine
scandals, her petty claims provoked fury equal to that at the much larger items.

4 When Wasps was produced in 422, Athens was awash with money from the Empire.
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éyrexivrlnoar). “They've cheated you,” he is saying. “They have it, and you don’t.
Get rid of them, and then you will.” The language is that of indignation; but the
line between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ phthonos has been blurred almost to nothing.

A second Aristophanic comedy makes further hay with demagogues by
focusing throughout on the kémodidoumenos Paphlagon (a thin cover for the
demagogue Kleon).* Phthonos is doubly relevant to this play as there is plenty
of phthonos onstage too (see chapter 7.1), but as with Wasps there are also pas-
sages aiming to arouse it in the audience.

Demosthenes starts by explaining to Sausage-Seller that he has all the qual-
ifications for being a politician in Athens:* he is knavish, brazen, and from the
market-place (181); he is not in any way noble (183-85); politics is right for him
as he is uneducated and loathsome (191-93), though it may harm him that he
can read a little (190); politics is a very base art, like making a sausage, and he
can make mincemeat of the city’s affairs, and win over the démos by sweeten-
ing them with words like a cook seasons a sausage (213-16); he has a foul voice
and a base lineage, and is market-born (218).* In other words, Demosthenes
says that politicians are the lowest of the low and the vilest of the vile, leading
one to wonder how the very worst of hoi polloi might rise to the top. However,
while the audience may see some truth in the caricature, they will recognize
Demosthenes’ description as a comic distortion, and as such it plays ambigu-
ously to both ‘good” and ‘bad’ phthonos.

In the two agdnes, much of the raillery is general insulting,* or other
types of shamelessness,* but several accusations are important to an exam-
ination of phthonos. First, that Paphlagon has been bribed by a foreign
power, a bribe he immediate offers to share with Sausage-Seller for his si-
lence (438-39). That politicians take bribes and share the spoils are both
accusations that appeared in Wasps, as does the next charge: that Paphlagon
has been cheating Demos of his due, only paying him a salary (presumably
the three obols made so much of in Wasps),* while he intentionally prolongs

* Comic poets were in the habit of picking out the leading political figure for humiliation: (e.g.,
Perikles in Kratinos’s Dionysalexandros, or Hyperbolos in Eupolis’s Marikas—see Sommerstein (1996)
335). We should be careful not to overstate the desire to humiliate: the relish shown for Wasps as satire
did not (as has been frequently noted) stop Athenians re-electing Kleon as general a few weeks later.

> On the identification of the slave as Demosthenes, see chapter 7 n. 3.

 De Ste. Croix (1972) believes Aristophanes expresses views on politics and politicians typical of
his class, and works these serious views into his jokes wherever possible. Gomme (1938) argues the
opposite: that Aristophanes’ views were irrelevant to his writing, his only goal being to produce good
comedy. See also Heath (1987), whose views are more nuanced, but closer to Gomme’s.

47 See Rosen (1988) on the iambic nature of much of the comedy of this play.

4 Accusations of shamelessness, mostly against Paphlagon, occur eight times: at 277, 325, 385 twice,
397/8, 409, 638, 1206. On shamelessness in Old Comedy see Halliwell (2008) 243-63.

* Where Wasps depicts a representative figure of the démos, Knights distils it into a collective alle-
gorical figure. On the personification and cult of Demos see Alexandri-Tzachou (1986).
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the war so the démos does not notice him plundering and bribe-taking his
way round Greece (801-7). The third charge is that Paphlagon bribes Demos.
Paphlagon himself boasts that he knows how to feed the démos (715), and he
and Sausage-Seller compete as to how much they can do for Demos/démos:
first they try to bribe him with huge sacrifices (652-64), from which public
meat will be distributed; Paphlagon later says he has filled the common
Treasury with money, has racked and choked and extorted on his behalf,
and cared nothing for private individuals in his aim to please (773-76);
Sausage-Seller replies that he will offer Demos bread, and put a cushion
under him (777-85), and later gives him items of clothing (871-72, 881-83).

A final accusation (related to the second) is that Paphlagon has abused his
position for personal gain. The Chorus first makes the charge: Paphlagon
devours the goods obtained in common (258); he examines those submitting
their accounts like someone squeezing figs, destroying anyone inexperi-
enced (259-63), and if he finds any citizen who is a simpleton, rich and not
base, and trembling at public affairs, he does the same (264-65)—the refer-
ence is to sukophantia (see n. 27). Demosthenes adds that whenever
Paphlagon goes into the public dining hall, he not only comes out full, but
carrying away more food (282-83). Sausage-Seller says later that for every
bite he gives the démos, he devours three times as much himself (717-18).
Paphlagon’s embezzlement is comically all about food, and the charge is
proved when Sausage-Seller opens Paphlagon’s box to find all the food he
has embezzled (1218-20). Sausage-Seller explains: Paphlagon has always car-
ried out his role in this way; he gives Demos a small part of his takings, and
sets aside the greater part for himself (1221-23). Again this is similar to the
‘charge’ made in Wasps: that less than a tenth of the profits of the city go to
the démos in pay, the remainder being stolen by politicians. Paphlagon, true
to the nature of politicians in Aristophanes, staunchly maintains that
his theft was for the city’s good (1226),” but Demos rightly runs him out
of town.

As with the charges made in Wasps, Aristophanes is playing both to general
envy of the wealthy demagogues (and as I suggested above, the ‘new’ politi-
cians, of which Kleon was the foremost, may have attracted more animus than
ones from longer-established families), and to indignation at genuine crimes,
but most of all to the gray area in between, in which latent—and not so
latent—resentment at demagogues could thrive. Aristophanes counts on his
audience’s phthonos at politicians who seem to do ‘quite nicely, thank you,” so
as to rouse their laughter through Schadenfreude at Kleon’s discomfiture and
Paphlagon’s comeuppance.

% Compare Hyp. 5.25, discussed at pp. 94-95.
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6.3.2 AMBASSADORS

One specialized role in which some politicians acted was as ambassadors, and
these are satirized in three passages of Acharnians. The first (61-90) is a
splendidly unselfconscious report back to the Assembly by the Athenian am-
bassadors to the Persian king, followed by a second in similar vein by the
ambassador to Thrace (136-54), both critiqued by Dikaiopolis.”" The third
(593-619) is an argument between Dikaiopolis and the general (and kdmoi-
doumenos) Lamachos. Ambassadors (to other Greek poleis, or to non-Greek
powers such as Persia) were generally senior and experienced politicians, who
were entrusted by the démos to negotiate on Athens’s behalf. It is intriguing
that, of all types of politician, they appear to be satirized more than any other.*
Aristophanes makes a number of ‘charges” against them. If my surmise as to
the comic point of such passages—that they play to popular animus by making
such characters look ridiculous—is correct, there would seem to be a persist-
ent undercurrent of popular resentment against the (supposedly) cushy life
ambassadors led while in post.*

Six specific ‘charges’ are alluded to in these passages. The first is that am-
bassadors are paid large amounts: two or three drachmas per day are men-
tioned (65-66, 602), rather more than the two or three obols a day for jury
service and none for attending the Assembly.** Second, that the ambassadors
draw out their negotiations (many years in one case, 66-67;> cf. 80-82,
136-39), thus ensuring they are paid for as long as possible. The third charge is
that ambassadors are plied with vast quantities of good food, neat wine, and
other luxurious comforts (69-70, 73-75, 77-78, 85-86, 8889, 141).> The fourth
is that ambassadors avoid the fighting that ordinary citizens have to do, by
being sent on diplomatic missions (595-97).” Fifth, that only young men get
to be ambassadors, while the old have to go to fight (599-601).%® And the final

5! This passage serving to characterize him as a demotic hero.

52 Sommerstein (1996) 328: “of thirty-six known ambassadors of the Peloponnesian War period,
twenty-two or 61% are mentioned in comedy.”

>3 It is worth noting that a significant number of ambassadors were prosecuted—see Hansen (1975)
58 n. 6; Bauman (1990) 84-94.

>4 Pay for jury service was raised from 2 to 3 obols around the time of this play—see Powell (1988)
302, 331 0. 294; MacDowell (1995). Pay for attending the Assembly was introduced around 403/402 at
one obol, and rapidly raised to three obols—Rhodes (1984) 146; Ober (1989) 98, 133). See also Markle
(1985) 265 n. 1.

5> Sommerstein (1973) 239 n. 9 notes the Archon referred to was in office some years before the
Peloponnesian War started; Acharnians was staged six years into the war.

%6 The food includes an enormous bird three times the size of (the politician) Kleonymos, which
Aristophanes names a phenax, to allow a joke about cheating (phenakizein, 89-90)—see Sommerstein
(1973) 240 n. 12.

7 There were several allusions in the Wasps passage examined above to the military service elderly
jurors will have done to win and keep the Empire.

58 See Rothfield (1999) 77-78 on this passage.
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charge, that the same people always get to be ambassadors, their contrast with
the démos (audience) emphasized by “you” (humas men) and “them” (tondi
de) (607-9).

Let us examine these charges in more depth. That ambassadors were over-
paid cannot have been the general view of the démos: pay for ambassadors was
set by the Assembly, and the level must have been considered appropriate for
the job.>® This was considerably more than jurors were paid; but the work was
more specialized, went on for longer, and was potentially more dangerous—
not just because of the rigors of traveling in the ancient world, but because
ambassadors were not always treated well (and were occasionally even
executed) by those they were sent to (or, indeed, by those who sent them).*
The démos would have recognized that this required remuneration and incen-
tivization well beyond a juror’s wage. As for the second charge, ambassadors
dragging out their posting so as to draw more pay would certainly be grounds
for prosecution under one of the procedures mentioned at chapter 5 n. 8o,
even if it did not emerge when (like all officials) they submitted their accounts
and defended them at audit. If this type of misconduct were a regular phe-
nomenon we would expect it to crop up much more frequently than it does in
the oratorical corpus. Third, many ambassadors would have been treated lux-
uriously by their hosts, especially when they visited a rich kingdom such as
Persia. However, they could not turn down hospitality without insulting their
hosts.®! Fourth, unavailability for battle would necessarily be a concomitant
effect of being sent on a diplomatic mission. However, as we have seen, the
danger was not necessarily less as an ambassador. Fifth, the age issue could be
an example of the young/old antithesis that permeates Old Comedy,** though
it might merely be embroidery for the other charges. Lamachos could not
have been too young if he was a general,*® though the charge may be aimed
more at other ambassadors.® However, the best ambassadors were presumably

¥ See Westermann (1910) on the voting of pay and the amounts paid, which were to cover expenses
and were not high given the expenses that could be incurred. See also Perlman (1976) 224-25; Harvey
(1985) 203.

% Being sent as ambassador was a high-risk activity, since ambassadors who disappointed the
démos could pay a very high price (death, or exile with confiscation of all property)—see Bauman
(1990) 84-94; Hansen (1975) 58 n. 6. Philokrates in 343 is the most high profile (see Hansen (1975) 102).

®1 Tt is worth noting that the ambassadors to both Persia and Thrace employ braggadocio. There
may have been a tendency to bring back anecdotes of splendor, and the occasional souvenir may have
added to this—see Olson (2002) 90 and Sommerstein (1980) 160 on Pyrilampes’ peacocks, probably a
gift from the king of Persia.

62 See MacDowell (1995) 350-51. Other examples include Pheidippides’ mistreatment of Strepsiades
in Clouds, and the chorus of old, poor men in Wasps.

% Alkibiades became general in 419/418 (Thuc. 5.52) in his early thirties, but Thucydides comments
that he came to prominence unusually young, because of his family connections (5.43).

% For example, Demosthenes was about thirty-seven when he was sent on the embassy to Philip
in 346.
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chosen for each job, irrespective of their ages. Sixth and finally, it would clearly
make sense for people to be repeatedly chosen as ambassadors, since negotia-
tions would benefit from expertise. Additionally politicians tended to be good
speakers (a useful skill on an embassy),* and someone would also have to be
well known to be elected as an ambassador by the Assembly.%

All six charges, if genuine, are ones that we would expect to incur ‘good’
phthonos, since they are—or can be presented as—abuses of money and po-
litical position. However, in each case there is a good rationale for the perk.
Rationality is of course not a bar to emotion, and as before there is good reason
to think that the average person would both have (irrationally) envied them
and resented their perks and (rationally) acknowledged that they were
essential concomitants of the role. Even if rationality is left out of the analysis,
situations can arouse mixed emotions, and just as a situation may not be com-
pletely moral or immoral (especially in a joke which takes its humor from a
variety of real-life situations), so the emotion it arouses may not be entirely
indignation or (transmuted) envy. Whatever mix of emotions is present, how-
ever, all will be one form of phthonos or another, and that invitation to phtho-
nos comes very close to surfacing when Dikaiopolis turns to the audience and
asks, “Have you ever been an ambassador?” (609-13).

We should note that it is not just ambassadors in general who are castigated,
but many are by name. This includes Lamachos (595-619), but also a list of
people sent to various towns in Sicily (603-6).” The phthonos played to, then,
is not just toward ambassadors in general, but toward many named individuals
who (presumably) could have been sent on these specific named embassies
around this time. In a period of war and hardship, Athenians may have seen
the need to send out ambassadors; but Aristophanes seems to be playing to a
deep-seated resentment (phthonos) that they had to spend their dwindling cash
supplies paying famous and probably reasonably well-off politicians to have
time off from the difficult and dangerous life of the average Athenian citizen/
soldier.®®

6.3.3 GENERALS

Along with ambassadors, another prominent special class of politician was
generals. At this stage in Athens’s history, it was the norm for prominent

> Consider the account of the various politicians’ speeches to Philip at Aeschin. 2.22-39.

¢ This ensured there would be some inevitable recycling of the same candidates in all jobs filled
by cheirotonia rather than klérdsis. See Ober (1989), Connor (1992) on the role of the elite in Athenian
politics.

7 Aristophanes runs several of the names together, as if all these ambassadors are indistinguish-
able.

 Compare the ambassador to Persia lying down in covered coaches, while Dikaiopolis has to sleep
among the rubbish by the city battlements (70-72).
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generals also to be politicians.® Perikles is the most renowned, but others in
this period include Kleon, Nikias, and Alkibiades. Unlike most posts in
Athens, generals were elected (Arist. Ath. Pol. 22.2, 44.4), and only one person
could be general from each tribe. For someone to be chosen, he would there-
fore have to be well known, which biased the selection in favor of those rich
enough to buy votes, or famous because of their political career or family con-
nections. Like ambassadors, generals operated out of sight of the Assembly so
were difficult to control, and it is unsurprising therefore that they were partic-
ularly prone to prosecution—and political satire.

Wasps, written nine years into a major war when generals would have been
especially prominent, lays into them as well as demagogues in general. The un-
fortunate kémoidoumenos is Laches,”® a general who had been leading opera-
tions in Sicily since 427.”* Early in the play Philokleon says he is off to see the
trial of Laches, whom everyone says has a hoard of money, and against whom
Kleon has enjoined jurors to turn up with three days’ worth of anger (orgé), so
as to punish him for his misdeeds (240-44). Deprived of his chance to be a
juror in that trial, Philokleon later gets to adjudicate in the trial of the dog Labes
(Thief), prosecuted by the dog Kuon (Dog), for stealing a Sicilian cheese.”

One of the household slaves tells us that the dog Labes has run into the
kitchen, stolen a fresh Sicilian cheese, and eaten it all (836-38). The second dog
(Kuon) wants to prosecute him if there is a trial (841-42). When he gets the
opportunity, he charges that Labes has committed the most terrible acts, not
just against himself but against all the rowers in the fleet, by running off into
the corner with a large cheese and gorging himself on it (908-11); he sailed all
the way round the plaster and ate the casing from all the cities (924-25).”
Whether or not the charge reflects a real prosecution, it seems to be playing to
an Athenian fear that their generals might take bribes from an enemy instead
of fighting them as the démos wished. If any evidence came to light, this would
certainly be a prosecutable offence; and the Athenian démos was in any case in

% See Connor (1992) 144.

7 Though Kleon is the more prominent target of Wasps.

7! Thucydides mentions Laches commanding in Sicily, an important arena, from summer 427/6 to
winter 426/5 (3.86, 3.90, 3.103), in connection with the armistice of spring 423 (4.18), and as an oath-
taker for the Peace of Nikias (5.19). He must therefore have been a senior and respected commander.
D.Barrett(1964) 216 n.17 believeshe achieved little in Sicily, and that this scene satirizes a real prosecution
by Kleon for bribery. Plato’s Laches portrays him as brave and loyal, but not overly intelligent—
not dissimilar characteristics to Aristophanes’ Labes. See MacDowell (1988) 163-65 further on the real-
life case (he suspends judgment on the charge).

72 Labes and Kuon thus fill well the role of comic surrogates—see n. 20. Their names are sufficiently
similar to the targets that all would know who was being lampooned. MacDowell (1988) 250 and
D. Barrett (1964) 217 n. 32 note that both surrogates share their targets’ demes (1. 895). That Labes and
Kuon are both their political alter-egos and dogs, and speak/act sometimes like one, sometimes like the
other, is essential to the parody in this scene—see MacDowell (1995) 167-70.

73 The verb katasikelizein (1. 911) is a contraction of katasiteisthai (feed on) and Sikelia (Sicily).
Cheeses were cased in plaster—see D. Barrett (1964) 217 n. 33.
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the habit of convicting unsuccessful generals,”* without needing other reasons
than their failure. However, given their evident suspicions about all politicians
being on the take, bribery by the enemy must have been more than an occa-
sional rumor—rumor (i.e., slander) being a good way to fan phthonos.

But Kuon has a second charge: that Labes kept all the cheese for himself
and refused to give Kuon his share. He could not have been serving the inter-
ests of “you” (the ‘court” onstage, and the audience) if he did not give a share
to Kuon when asked (914-16). Labes should not be freed, as he is the most
eat-it-yourself man of all dogs (922-23). He must be punished, as one kitchen
cannot support two thieves (927-28). Kuon’s (Kleon’s) main gripe, then, is not
that Labes (Laches) stole all the cheese (took bribes) himself, but that he would
not share them with him. A real prosecutor would not of course have made
this charge; but with Kleon being both a politician and a general, it serves to
fan the audience’s phthonos still further (i.e., politicians must always have
their cut, and will destroy you if they do not get it), while allowing Aristo-
phanes to have a further dig at his old nemesis.”

6.4 Conclusion

Plato is probably exaggerating when he says that the root of all comedy is
malice. However, this approach to Aristophanes shows that his political com-
edies do indeed play extensively to audience phthonos—‘good,” ‘bad,” and
indeterminate—for the political class.”® While kéméidoumenoi are abused, at
least with political kémdidoumenoi it is not just simple abuse, but rather the
poet substitutes socially acceptable bases for his criticism (i.e., accusations of
wrongdoing—allegations that seem sometimes meant to be serious). These
accusations might have little to support them in the majority of cases, but the
fact that they can be made, and regularly are, shows one way in which the
Athenian system evolved institutions that had a symbiotic relationship with
the democracy—in the case of political abuse in comedy, helping to keep the
majority of politicians reasonably honest, and thus reinforcing the stability of

74 A habit to which we owe Thucydides’ history. Dem. 4.47 says that all generals are tried two or
three times. Hansen (1975) 58-65 infers by extrapolation from known eisangelia trials that an average
of two generals of every board of ten might be put on trial, and the vast majority of eisangelia trials
ended in death for the defendant (unless he fled into exile—e.g., Ergokles, as we saw in chapter 5.4).

7> Aristophanes’” and Kleon’s quarrel dated back to the performance of Banqueters in 427, through
a possible indictment of Aristophanes by Kleon (see the parabasis of Acharnians), and Aristophanes’
viciousness about Kleon in Knights—see MacDowell (1995) 111-12, 170.

76 And it is not just Aristophanes: Kratinos, Eupolis, and other Old Comic playwrights do this too
(see n. 44). Almost certainly phthonos is an essential part of satirization of people other than politicians
also (e.g., Socrates in Clouds)—cf. Dem. 35.39-43, and Sanders (2012b) 373-74 for discussion of this
passage, which seems to speak to widespread hostility toward sophists.
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the democratic system. It is a nice paradox that Athenians both disapproved
of phthonos, and spent large sums on a festival that utilized it constantly, in
order to negotiate the relationship between the democratic polis, its citizens,
and its public figures. As is generally the case with phthonos, this probably was
not admitted to. But a skilled dramatist like Aristophanes knew just how far
he could go in touching this nerve, without his audience realizing that phtho-
nos was indeed the emotion he was playing to—a realization that, due to
phthonos’s unacceptability, might have made the humor too uncomfortable
for the laughter that would gain him his prize.
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Onstage Phthonos in Old Comedy and Tragedy

I now move from a focus on emotions aroused in the audience to look instead
at onstage phthonos narratives in both Old Comedy and tragedy, which we
can set beside those in oratory seen in chapter 5.2. Phthonos narratives are
comparatively rare in drama, and are not always identified by the word itself,
so reading them requires all the knowledge of phthonos scripts that we have
gained so far. While they are rare in drama, and when they do occur they tend
only to be associated with short scenes, this is not the case with sexual jealousy,
an emotion that, as we shall see in chapter 8, drives the entire plot of several
tragedies, and appears regularly in other genres. The techniques demonstrated
briefly in this chapter will be used to much greater effect there.

Nevertheless, phthonos is not entirely absent in Old Comedy and tragedy,
and Ilook here at two plays from the former genre (Aristophanes’ Knights and
Assemblywomen) and three from the latter (Sophocles’ Ajax, Euripides’ Hip-
polytos and Ion). We have already seen that phthonos is far from alien to Old
Comedy. Goldhill has argued that “[t]ragedy . . . resists the ‘rivalrous emo-
tions’ of ‘envy, spite and jealousy,” except as brief tokens in rhetorical battles.”
While accepting that these emotions are perhaps less frequent in tragedy than
some (e.g., rage, grief), I shall demonstrate over the next two chapters that
envy, spite, and (in particular) jealousy in fact have more than a small role to
play in the genre.?

7.1 Knights

As well as being a major element in audience arousal in Knights, phthonos is
also a significant onstage force. We see it first in the attitudes of the two slaves

! Goldhill (2003) 178.

? The three tragedies discussed briefly in this chapter and the three in depth in the next chapter
account for nearly a fifth of the thirty-two surviving tragedies. An emotion script approach demon-
strates that at least some of these go well beyond “rhetorical battles.”
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Nikias and Demosthenes toward Paphlagon.’ Nikias and Demosthenes have
been slaves to Demos for longer, but Paphlagon has usurped their place in the
house. Demosthenes makes a number of specific complaints about Paphlagon.
He says that he flatters Demos grossly, and lavishes attention on him (46-51);
he presents what others have done for Demos as his own work (52-57);* he
drives the other slaves off from Demos, so he gets all the gratitude for serving
him (58-60); he makes prophecies to Demos to his own advantage (61-63); he
tells lies about the other slaves to get them whipped (63-65); and he takes
bribes and blackmails the other slaves (65-70).

As so often in Old Comedy, this scene can be read at two levels: literally, as
slaves in Demos’s household complaining about a new slave gaining prefer-
ence; and satirically, as longer-serving politicians complaining at a parvenu
demagogue being the new darling of the démos.” In line with the approach of
the previous chapter, each complaint can be seen as reflecting dislikes and
suspicions of—and resentment (phthonos) at—the behavior of real-life dema-
gogues. But additionally here we can consider the depicted emotions of the
onstage characters Nikias and Demosthenes themselves. The language is cer-
tainly that of indignation (or ‘good phthonos’), but what is the underlying psy-
chology?

Demosthenes and Nikias were already slaves, and already had individual
relationships with Demos, which included doing many of the things that
Paphlagon subsequently gets to do instead (bathing him, fanning him at
dinner, etc.). Their exclusive relationships with Demos have now been
usurped: they have not just a rival for Demos’s affection, but in fact the affec-
tion has been taken away altogether—and, in their view, unjustly. This is, in
English, a possessive jealousy scenario, and in Greek it falls squarely under
phthonos; a not dissimilar case is seen in Xenophon’s Cyropaedia, where the
king of Armenia is jealous of (phthonein) the man his son goes hunting with,
in case the son admires him more (3.1.39.8); and in some respects it is analo-
gous to Euripides’ Medea losing Jason to Glauke (as we shall see in the next
chapter). A further indication that the emotion felt is phthonos/jealousy comes
from the intended solution: to find another slave even more venal who can
take away Paphlagon’s position from him. Nikias and Demosthenes do not
want to be favorites alongside Paphlagon (emulation). They do not want to be
favorites again instead of Paphlagon (covetousness); they make no mention of

* T agree with most commentators that the two slaves are meant as parodies of Nikias and Dem-
osthenes specifically, rather than two other generic politicians—see, for example, MacDowell (1995)
87-88, Sommerstein and Barrett (1978) 33; see Dover (1987) 266-78, esp. 274, and Henderson (2003)
for the contrary view.

* As an example, Demosthenes mentions a Spartan cake he had baked in Pylos; the theme of Kleon
stealing Demosthenes’ victory at Pylos crops up again at 392, 744-45, and 1201.

* Attacking the new favorite of the démos might well have been a feature of political rivalry; con-
sider the charges laid against Alkibiades in 415 (profaning the Mysteries, and mutilating the Herms),
which Thucydides says were fanned by those he had supplanted in the démos’s affections (Thuc. 6.28).
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wanting the favored status back. They do not even want to replace Paphlagon
with someone more worthy of the position (indignation). They only wish to
deprive Paphlagon of it, even if it goes to someone new, someone even worse
(i.e., even if depriving Paphlagon is to their own detriment too). This destruc-
tive urge identifies their primary emotion as phthonos. That is not to say that
there is no genuine indignation (‘good phthonos’) there too—people can react
to situations with more than one emotion—but their intended solution makes
clear that transmuted jealousy (‘bad phthonos’) is dominant. Paphlagon later
says they are phthoneros (1051: My melfov- pfovepal yap émkpirfovat kopdvar).
In itself this accusation is not decisive: as we saw in chapter 5.2, accusations of
phthonos are rhetorically commonplace between political opponents (which
is close to the satirical reading of this scene). However, a script approach con-
firms that in this instance the accusation is valid.

Such rhetorical accusations, however, are reciprocal, and Demosthenes’
charges suggest that Paphlagon acts out of phthonos/jealousy to retain his own
new position as Demos’s favorite slave, as shown by his insisting on being the
one to serve Demos and beating off the other slaves, and especially his slan-
dering of them. We saw in chapter 3.1 that slander is frequently a means of
giving expression to phthonos, and in chapter 5.2 that orators can bolster
charges of phthonos with accusations of diabolé, supported by a battery of
other charges (pseudeis, loidoria, blasphemia).® It is Nikias who first accuses
Paphlagon of slander (6-7: kdkiora 676 0d7ds yempdiros Iaplaydvwy adrals
SwaBolais), and Demosthenes agrees he is a very great slanderer
(44-45: Iaplaydva, mavovpydrarov ral dwafoddraréy Twa); he refers to
Paphlagon’s slanders three times later in the play (486, 491, 496), and
Paphlagon himself admits he will slander Sausage-Seller (288).” Demosthenes’
accusation that Paphlagon tells lies is repeated by Sausage-Seller (630:
Ppevdarpapdévos) and admitted by Paphlagon (694-95: €/ w1 " dmoréoay’, el
TL TGV adTOY éuol hevddv éveln, Staméoouut mavrayy). Demosthenes also calls
Paphlagon a baskanos (103), implying he has an envious eye.® Sausage-Seller
eventually says that Paphlagon put a stop to buggery out of jealousy that any
other orators might emerge (878-80): olkovvoe dMra TaiTa Sewdv éoTt
mpwkTOoTNpElY Tadoal Te Tods Kwovuévous; kovk €0l Smws éxelvovs ovyl
plovav Eraveoas, iva wy piiTopes yévowro), which, looking through the vulgar-
ity of Old Comic satire, explicitly accuses Paphlagon of being jealous of his
position.’

¢ See chapter 5 nn. 39 and 45, and main text at those places.

7 An admission that would not happen outside comedy.

8 Ironically a slur the logographer Demosthenes later makes his own in his speech against his long-
time rival Aischines (see chapter 5 n. 45).

° Probably also a reference to the prevalence of homosexual relationships in the upper classes from
which politicians traditionally came, and to the educative and patronage aspects of such relationships,
which helped an aspiring politician’s rise.
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7.2 Assemblywomen

Phthonos is a minor recurring theme in this play, from the point (almost half-
way through) that Praxagora outlines her “communization” scheme for all
personal property to become common possessions. She begins by saying there
will be “no more clothes-stealing, no more phthonos of the neighbors, no
more being naked, no more poverty, no more abusiveness (loidoreisthai), no
more seizing property for debt” (565-67). Phthonos here is effectively equated
with the ‘have-nots,” with poverty and its concomitants. However, the argu-
ment is then advanced not in terms of phthonos, but in terms of equality:
everything will be held in common and equal (594: koinon, homoion), and she
describes this as democratic (631: démotiké), thus extending Athens’s demo-
cratic political ideology into the economic sphere.!® Furthermore, she says,
this commonality will extend to sexual favors: thus one must have sex with
someone old and ugly before one can enjoy someone young and handsome
(614 ff.).

The following scenes subject these two aspects—equalization of property
and sexual favors—to scrutiny (the latter to much greater comic effect). In the
next scene, a citizen refuses to hand over his property “at least until” he sees
what everyone else is going to do (769—70: pvAdfopar, mplv dv y’ dw 76 wA7HBos
6 71 BovAeverar). He does not want to lose his own property, but he is less con-
cerned about this than that others might keep theirs while he does not. This is
not a phthonos scenario as such; nevertheless, there is something phthonos-
like about his stronger concern for what others have than for what he has
himself, and his supposed openmindedness about being deprived of his own
property so long as others are equally deprived.

The following scene contains a more obvious phthonos scenario (not least
because of the presence of the word), as the girl and old woman bicker about
who should get to have sex with the young man first. The girl tells the old
woman not to envy (mé phthonei) young girls, who are voluptuous, with soft
thighs and breasts (i.e., which will attract men), while she is only fit to lie
beside Death (900-5)."" However, the old woman later argues that she gets
first go under the new law, and when the girl tries to prevent her the old
woman accuses her of jealousy (phthonousa) in turn (1043-44). Both believe
they have a right to sex with the young man—one by nature, the other by
law—and that the other is trying to deprive them unjustly. Both become furi-
ously indignant, but argue that the other’s expressed indignation is really

1" Sommerstein (1998) 194 suggests a democratic rationale for economic leveling: “because the poor
age, and lose their looks, more quickly than the rich (who, apart from not having to spend such long
hours working in the sun, can afford more and better unguents to keep their skins in good condition).”

1 Ussher (1973) 200 suggests these lines are addressed to passersby, as are the old woman’s preced-
ing lines. This renders the phthonos accusation very close to those in forensic oratory.
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phthonos. As dispassionate observers we might have sympathy with both ac-
cusations, but the issue is less about what emotions are felt than about
rhetorical strategy: each of them accuses the other of phthonos in wanting
what she herself has, and they both deny the other’s accusation by recourse to
arguments about rights, thus making the same intuitive leap that modern psy-
chologists have recognized about the easy confusion of transmuted envy with
indignation/demands for justice. As with the reciprocal phthonos accusations
in Knights, we can note some similarity to Attic oratory: there too, one accuses
one’s opponent of phthonos, yet claims other emotions for one’s own motiva-
tion (see chapter 5.1-2).

7.3 Ajax

The action of Sophocles” Ajax revolves around two decisions taken by Ajax:
first, to kill the Atreidai and to torture and kill Odysseus; second, to commit
suicide. The motivation for the second decision is generally given as shame or
loss of face (atimia): at having killed farm animals, at being unable to revenge
himself, at being unable to take a great prize home to prove himself worthy to
be his father’s son; the only possible way he can salvage some timé now is
to kill himself.'"> The motivation for his first decision is more controversial:
some argue it is also shame, or at least atimia and an attempt to regain face;'
others that he is motivated by anger and a desire for revenge." I do not disa-
gree with either of these motivations: people can do things for more than one
reason, and they both seem central to his decision to kill the three men. But I
believe a psychological approach indicates that jealousy (phthonos) is an addi-
tional motivation in Ajax’s decision to torture specifically Odysseus before
killing him.

The key to understanding this aspect of Ajax’s emotional state is the Judg-
ment of Arms, which takes place before the play begins. Although the Arms
have been awarded to Odysseus, Ajax believes this is wrong. It is notable that
he says in his first speech that the Arms that have been taken from him are

12 Williams (1993) 72-73, 84-85; Cairns (1993) 230-31; Easterling (1989) 48; Zanker (1992) 22.
Lansky (1996) for Ajax’s shame being pathological. Winnington-Ingram (1980) 27, Konstan (2006)
105-6, Hesk (2003) 43, and Knox (1961) 5 all note that Ajax does not express regret for his attempt to
kill the Atreidai and Odysseus.

13 Lansky (1996); Hesk (2003) 43; Simpson (1969) 88; Winnington-Ingram (1980) 18-19. Konstan
(2006) 105-6 explicitly disagrees with shame as a motive, as Ajax never says he is shamed; this may
be true, but he certainly talks about his atimia (e.g., line 98), and Kamerbeek (1953) 37 notes it is not
accidental that some of Ajax’s earliest words are kompos paresti (“boasting, talking big”; 96).

14 Konstan (2006) 105-6; Hesk (2003) 22, 42; W. V. Harris (2001) 64; W. V. Harris (2003) 124.
Easterling (1989) 48 tells us Ajax felt insulted and wanted revenge, insults being one of the three types
of behavior that Aristotle believes arouse orgé (Arist. Rh. 2.2, 1378b10-15), which is a desire for revenge
(Arist. Rh. 2.2,1378a30-32).
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“mine” (10: 7d’ dpaipelcfwr émla),"” and this sense of prior possession is
crucial. Homeric tradition held that Ajax was second only in arms to Achil-
les,'® a tradition that had remained intact through to the fifth century,”” and
which confirmed that the Judgment should automatically have awarded the
Arms to Ajax, to whom their value is not so much intrinsic as symbolic of this
ranking. With no prior indication in the play that Sophocles intended to alter
this aspect of the myth, the audience would have approached the play in the
traditional expectation that the Arms would most fairly have gone to Ajax,
and had been withheld from him unjustly. This interpretation, fed by Ajax’s
reference to “my” Arms, is upheld through the play. Ajax believes Achilles
himself, had he lived, would have awarded him his armor as the prize for ex-
cellence (442-44), and says that the Atreidai procured them dishonestly for
Odysseus (445-46).'8 Later Teukros says Menelaus has been discovered to be
a thief who fixed the voting (1135), and Menelaus tries speciously to place the
blame instead on unnamed judges (1136), but does not deny that there has
been some error in the outcome of the voting, thus implicitly recognizing
Ajax’s entitlement to the Arms. It is clear then that Ajax believed that the
Arms should have been awarded to him, indeed that they were already his by
right and had been taken from him illegitimately—and he was probably right
to do so. This all suggests an anger response.'* However, his exclusive relation-
ship with “his” Arms (i.e., a possession), which have been lost to a rival
(Odysseus), suggests to us—and to the audience—to expect some behavior
indicative of jealousy (phthonos) too.

What emotions does the play mention? First, anger. Ajax does not admit
to it—perhaps surprisingly for an emotion that is supposed to motivate him;
however, others do attribute anger to him. Athena says Ajax was made heavy
with cholos on account of the Arms (41). The Chorus (his subjects, who know
him well) says they hope Ajax has been converted from his thumos against
the Atreidai (717-18), and later that Ajax wished to be reconciled with the
gods after his cholos (744). And Teukros knows that Ajax could be portrayed
as a bad-tempered man, whose thumos was roused to strife over nothing
(1017-18). A second important emotion is hatred; Ajax does not express

1> All the commentators have noted this as significant: Jebb (1896) 26 says that with Achilles dead,
Ajax considered the Arms belonged to him by right; cf. Garvie (1998) 133; Stanford (1963) 70. Kamer-
beek (1953) 38 notes Ajax says they are “mine,” and not “due to me” (i.e., they are already “mine”).

1 Hom. II. 2.768-69—see Hesk (2003) 32-33.

!7 For example, Pind. Nem. 7.27—see Hesk (2003) 36-37.

18 Garvie (1998) 166 notes that the verb mpdoow here implies a “secret or underhand transaction”;
cf. Stanford (1963) 117; Jebb (1896) 76.

19 Fisher (1992) 313-14 points to the irony inherent in the phrase “how great a hybris he had gone
and avenged on them’™ (304: donp kat’ adrdv IPpw éxreloart’ idw): strictly this is Ajax’s view, that he
was avenging the Atreidai’s and Odysseus’s hubris against him; but since we know they were innocent
it is Ajax who perpetrated the hubris.
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hatred as an emotion (misos) for his enemies,?® but he does admit to enmity
as a cultural value (echthros). Menelaus says he and Ajax hated each other
(1134), though other comments by him (1054), Agamemnon (1373), and Odys-
seus (1336, 1347) testify only to their hatred for Ajax. Ajax does however de-
scribe Odysseus as his echthros (389)—an enmity also noted by Athena (2)
and Odysseus (78), who states that it dates from the Judgment of Arms
(1337)—and more generally talks about “my enemies” (557, 653, 772, 829),
which is clear in context means Odysseus and the Atreidai; the Chorus (196,
1042) and Tekmessa (495, 924) also talk about these three as “enemies.” A
third emotion is wounded pride, or shame: Ajax does not use the words aidds
or aischuné, but he does say he is dishonored (atimos) (426-27, 440), and that
the Atreidai will not dishonor him again (98), implying they have in the past;
also he expresses a concern that his enemies are laughing at him (367, 382),
and the Chorus (383, 957-58, 1043) and Tekmessa (961) agree.*!

It is clear that Ajax does not talk about his emotions much. However, there
are strong indications that he feels the affects listed above, and all stem from the
decision to award the Arms to Odysseus. Perhaps unsurprisingly for such a
truly Homeric hero, the language he uses is predominantly that of the Homeric
value system (honor and dishonor, friendship and enmity); however, what one
feels is not bounded entirely by what one says one feels, and we should not
ignore these strong indications for Ajax’s emotional state. Anger, hatred, and
wounded pride are all perfectly acceptable emotions—psychologically and ge-
nerically—in their own right, especially in relation to dishonor, and there is no
reason to believe that Sophocles did not intend to depict Ajax as feeling these
emotions. However, modern psychological scholarship tells us that all three
emotions are also affects that appear in jealousy scenarios, and combined with
the situation it might not surprise us to see behavior typical of jealousy (phtho-
nos) as a fourth (if lesser) emotional motivation. Ajax’s phthonos is not stated,*
but we know that one never admits to this emotion (chapters 3.1 and 5.2); how-
ever, it becomes clear if we consider the actions his emotional state impels: to
only kill the Atreidai, but to both torture and kill Odysseus.

Of the affects discussed above, it is clear that Ajax’s anger and hatred are
directed at, and wounded pride aroused by, all three of his enemies; however,
itis only Odysseus who possesses “his” Arms, and this explains why Odysseus’s
punishment differs from that of the Atreidai. The latter have dishonored him
(98, 100), proved to be his enemies (557, 653, 772, 829), and are believed to be

2 He only directly expresses hatred for the long-dead Hector (817-18, cf. 665), though he does
make a general comment (in his deception speech) as to the amount one should hate enemies (678-80:
e’ﬂ'[a‘ra,um 'ydp o’Lp‘rL/(ug SriéT gx@pég "r},LLfV és T006v8 éxeapféog, s Kkal (pL)h'}aa)v aJHLg).

2 See Cairns (1993) 228-29, Knox (1961) 6, and Hesk (2003) 42 on Ajax’s sense of dishonor and his
being mocked by his enemies. There is considerable similarity to Medea here (see p. 138).

2 The only mention of phthonos in the play is the Chorus’s description of the phthonos of Ajax’s
enemies (157).
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reveling in his humiliation (367)—the appropriate response from any (heroic)
Greek is to kill them. But if he feels phthonos for Odysseus, we should expect
to see something more destructive, more ‘spoiling,” and we do. Ajax will kill
Odysseus and take back his Arms, but first he wishes to humiliate him: he does
not want Odysseus to die yet (106: faveiv yap adrov ot 7{ mw §é\w); he intends
to tie him to a pillar and whip him until his back is crimson before he dies
(108-10).7 This shows more than enmity: for that he wished only to kill. His
behavior toward Odysseus, now that he has him in his power, is spiteful, even
sadistic—and Tekmessa says that while delivering this whipping that he was
laughing (303) (i.e., he feels spite, or Schadenfreude).** These indications
should alert us that phthonos too is part of Ajax’s mental state: the sadistic
whipping cannot be motivated simply by anger, because otherwise he would
apply it to the Atreidai too, and Schadenfreude is motivated by invidiousness
not anger (see chapter 2.2.3). Ajax’s situation, affects, and resulting speech and
actions match those of jealousy scenarios (see chapter 2.4.2), and we should
recognize that one of his motivations (albeit perhaps a lesser one) is phthonos.

7.4 Phaidra

It is beyond doubt that the main emotion that Phaidra in Euripides’ Hippoly-
tos labors under, apart from erds, is aidés (shame), and this is the primary
motivation of her suicide and accusation of rape: only by neutralizing Hip-
polytos’s credibility with Theseus can she guarantee the preservation of her
own, and her children’s, reputations.”® However, there is a trail of evidence
that Phaidra also feels phthonos for Hippolytos, as early as her first appearance
on stage, and that this phthonos contributes to the reasons for leaving her sui-
cide note. Shortly after Phaidra is carried on stage, in her starvation-induced
delirium she speaks three passages of fantasy: in the first she says she wishes to
draw water from the spring, and lie beneath the poplar tree in the lush meadow
(208-11); in the second she wants to go to the mountain, and hunt wild ani-
mals in the pine wood with dogs, while she shouts at the hounds and casts
Thracian spears (215-22); in the third she prays to Artemis that she can train
horses in the exercise ground on her sacred precinct (228-31). It seems no

» For real-life parallels of tying to a pillar and whipping, see Aeschin. 1.59 re Hegesandros’s and
Timarchos’s humiliation of Pittalakos; Fisher (2001) 197 on this treatment being indicative of servile
status, and for further bibliography; cf. Lys. fr. 2b.4 on Teisis’s humiliation of Archippos (Todd (2000)
348, 350). Again see Medea (p. 142) for another example of phthonos wanting its target to suffer worse
than death.

2 Interestingly, Odysseus denies a desire to laugh at Ajax’s misfortunes when invited to by Athena
(79-80), showing he is not himself motivated by phthonos.

% Of the vast literature on Phaidra’s aidds see especially Dodds (1925); Segal (1970); Kovacs (1980b);
Kawashima (1986); Sommerstein (1988) 24-28; Craik (1993); Cairns (1993) 314-40; Williams (1993)
225-30; S. Mills (2002) 53-60.



126 { Envy and Jealousy in Classical Athens

accident that all these are aspects of Hippolytos’s carefree life: he worships
Artemis, and in her company hunts wild animals with hounds in the green
pinewoods (15-19; cf. 52-56); he goes to the virgin meadow watered by rivers
(73-74, 76—78); and he exercises horses (110-12); as the son of an Amazon, the
Thracian reference could even apply to him. It has been frequently noted that
this is Phaidra’s means of expressing her passion for Hippolytos.?® But as
Goldhill points out, it is also an expression of her transgressive desire to break
out of the cloistered female world, and run free with Hippolytos—not just to
be with him, but also to enjoy the pastimes themselves with him.” Even at this
early stage, while she is besotted with Hippolytos but before his rejection,
Phaidra envies Hippolytos his lifestyle—even if at present that is the emulative
envy of zélos rather than the destructive envy of phthonos.

However, this changes after his conversation with the Nurse, with his dia-
tribe against women in general, his violent rejection and denunciation of
Phaidra in particular, and his threat to reveal all to Theseus.?® The “no” to in-
cestuous adultery by itself would not be surprising, and neither would a
shocked response; the Nurse and the Chorus, who are on Phaidra’s side, have
already responded in just this way (353-61, 362—72).% Phaidra is not reacting
to this, but rather to Hippolytos’s high-handedness and his threat to expose
her. The high-handedness of his rejection is a blow to her pride;*® and the
threat to expose her, to destroy her, turns him into an enemy: it turns her
erotic love to anger, which must be assuaged.”® We can see that Phaidra now
feels for Hippolytos not just emulation for his lifestyle, but also wounded
pride (a ‘narcissistic wound’ in psychoanalysts’ terminology), hatred, and
rage. We can note that these are the affects psychologists associate with envy
scenarios (see chapter 2.1.2), and it is relevant that the last three were aroused
simultaneously by the manner of his rejection and his planned exposure of her
to Theseus (the two things she mentions in her exit speech): it is these that
turn her zélos to phthonos.

26 Dodds (1925) 102; Knox (1952) 6; W. S. Barrett (1964/2001) 200. Glenn (1976) and Craik (1998) 32
see these desires as erotic; Dimock (1977) 244-45 believes Phaidra loves Hippolytos’s chastity.

* Goldhill (1986) 124-25. Goldhill describes Phaidra as wanting the life of a Bacchant, and once
again Hippolytos has prefigured this Dionysiac desire in returning with his friends from a kémos (55).

% Kovacs (1987) 54 argues that Phaidra is offstage during the denunciation. Halleran (1995) 200-1
cites the main scholarship for and against this view. I agree with Halleran that the scene is dramatically
much stronger with her present; cf. W. S. Barrett (1964/2001) 284-85.

» Kovacs (1987) 27-28, 46, 56.

30 Blomgqvist (1982) 403. S. Mills (2002) 64-65 says moderns, conditioned by Christianity’s “sex-
phobia,” are inclined to focus on Hippolytos’s desire for virginity, and see his downfall purely in that
light; however, a Greek would have focused on his arrogance in thinking he was better than everyone
else, including Aphrodite. See Kovacs (1987) 27 also on Hippolytos’s “puritanism.” Goldhill (1986) 118
notes Hippolytos’s rejection of the values of the oikos (sex, marriage, and children).

31 Kovacs (1987) 30, 59-60, 63 on Phaidra’s enmity, and her desire for revenge as part of traditional
heroic pride. See also Willink (1968) 30 and S. Mills (2002) 75-76 on Phaidra’s enmity for Hippolytos,
and the manner of her suicide as her revenge.
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Phaidra gives effect to her phthonos, and carries out her revenge, through
slander.?” This slander serves two purposes: first, it causes Theseus to punish
Hippolytos—Phaidra uses her husband to mete out the punishment she
cannot on her own; second, and even more important, it serves to deprive
Hippolytos of the carefree wild existence that Phaidra has now realized she
will never attain. An important element of phthonos is the desire to level down,
the “if T can’t have it, no one will” urge.** So Phaidra’s slander serves these twin
purposes (punishment, and leveling down) of the begrudging envy she directs
at Hippolytos. But it achieves a third result for Phaidra herself: in life, she en-
joyed the guilty female pleasures of gossip (384: leschai); but only in death, by
choosing instead masculine slander,’ has she finally been able to break out
into the male outside world she was so desperate for in life.

7.5 Kreusa

Another (apparent) stepmother who feels phthonos for her (putative) stepson
is Kreusa in Euripdes’ Ion. Hermes tells us in the prologue that although
Xuthus and Kreusa are long married, no children have been born to them, and
they have a fierce—literally erotic—desire to have children (67: épwrimaidwy).
This is an unusual phrase, almost disturbingly so, and it foreshadows the
strong emotions to come. When Ion is invited to come to Xuthus’s home as
his son, amongst his forebodings is the emotional effect on Kreusa:

Naw & és olkov dANSTpLov Emndus dv yuvaird 0 s drexvov, 1) kKowouuévn
ng O'UILL(POPU’,S‘ agot 7Tp60‘0€v, &WOAQXO{J‘O’(I Vl’)‘V (11,17'7\] Kae, (llj’T'T‘}V ’T'Y\]V ’T'L;XY]V Oz’O‘GL
TKPDS, TDS 0VY T aUTiS €lkOTWS LONGOUAL, 6TAV TOPAGT®D OGOl JLEV
éyydler 10d6s, 1 & 000 drexvos Ta. oa piN eloopd Tupds, KGT 1) mPodols ov
W és dduapta oy BAémys 1) Tdpa Tudv ddpa ouyyéas xns; 6oas apayads 61
pappdrwy Te Bavacinwy yuvaikes nbpov avdpdow dapbopds.

Then there’s the fact that I shall be coming as an outsider into some-
one else’s home and living with a childless woman, who may have been
your partner in your earlier situation, but has now been deprived of that
position: in her isolation, she will bitterly resent her misfortune. I am
bound to be hated by her—and who could blame her?—when I stand
close by your side. In her childless condition she will look on any

32 See p. 45 on the connection of slander and phthonos. Strictly, this instance is libel (written) rather
than slander (verbal).

* This appears in other places in Greek literature (e.g., the begrudging of survival by those involved
in stasis to those who sit it out (Thuc. 3.82.8.23 — 7 p0vw To0 Tepieivar Swepbelpovro); or the Thirty’s
desire that as many people as possible be implicated in their own crimes (Pl. Ap. 32¢7-8: ol 87) ral
dAots éxetvol ToAois moAla TpocéTaTTov, BovAduevol tis mAeloToUS AvaTAfoal alTdY)).

3 For gossip as the female equivalent of male slander, and a cavil at this schematization, see p. 45.
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children of yours with resentment. You will have a choice, then: either to
let me down and side with your wife, or to respect my rights and have a
house torn with constant disruption. Look at all the wives who have
stabbed or poisoned their husbands.?

The prime emotion mentioned is hatred (misein), and there is no reason to
doubt that misos is strongly involved—as indeed is shame (aidds), which
Kreusa later mentions (861). However, we have already seen that people can
have multiple emotional motivations, and we should look closely at what Ion
is saying here. Essentially he describes in brief the situational antecedents, af-
fects, and resulting action of an envy/jealousy scenario. Alongside Xuthus,
Kreusa burned with a fierce erds for children; now he has one and she does
not. Additionally, she will fear that Ion coming into the house will deprive her
of a crucial part of her status (i.e., as potential mother of Xuthus’s children—
and possibly of Xuthus’s future erotic affection too).*® These twin concerns
suggest respectively begrudging envy and jealousy for her position, both
scripts part of phthonos in Greek.” Ion anticipates her feelings: she will bear
the situation bitterly (pherein pikrds), and resent it. His only error is in fore-
casting her response: she will not kill her husband, but Ion. His mistake is not
hard to fathom. In the begrudging envy script Xuthus is her rival and Ion (a
son) the desired good, while in the jealousy script Ion is her rival and the love
and honor of Xuthus (as potential mother of his heir) the desired good. Ion is
perhaps merely too naive to anticipate which prize weighs more with her.

He also reckons without aides whispering poison into Kreusa’s ear. The
Chorus of her female slaves talks (676-722) of Kreusa’s mental state on hearing
the news, and prays Ion will die young (720). Freed from the generic con-
straints of the chorus to watch but not interfere, the Old Man (a family
retainer) takes the same line, and incites Kreusa to murder her putative step-
son.”® He starts by stirring things up: Xuthus was the xenos (Kreusa the citi-
zen), and on marriage he took her home and her inheritance (813-14), yet
immediately—an immediacy reflected by juxtaposition in adjacent lines—he
sired a son with another woman (815-16). He then invents details:* Xuthus, he
postulates, took a slave to bed (the verb used, numpheuein, implying mar-
riage) in secret to create a son (819-20), which he sent to Delphi to grow up.
Adding insult to injury, he used Kreusa’s childlessness to lie and persuade her
to come to Delphi, so he could get his child back (824), and in time will hand

3 Eur. Ion 607-17, tr. Waterfield (2001) 18-19.

3% Cf. chapter 8 n. 68.

3 There are some clear similarities to the situations of Deianeira and Hermione, as we shall see in
chapter 8.

* Burnett (1970) 76 says “the guilt of the murder attempt is removed as far as is feasible from
Creusa.”

¥ Owen (1939) 125 notes “without any correction from the Chorus, who had heard what Xuthus
said.”
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over her country to his son as its new ruler (829). “Your country, taken; your
husband, abandoning yous; his son the symbol of both. Kill them!” And this he
goes on to urge her to do (843 ff.). This argument is designed to exacerbate in
Kreusa’s mind the situational antecents that will give rise to phthonos, and he
incites her to phthonos’s usual action tendency: destruction.

Kreusa accepts his postulations as fact (912-15), and immediately after
talking about Xuthus’s son, who grew up and now prospers, makes the com-
parison that “my son and yours” (916) did not. Again, the direct juxtaposi-
tion—yours lucky, mine unlucky—suggests the comparison is invidious.
Kreusa finally says, “They say that stepmothers resent (phthonein) stepchil-
dren” (1025)," and there is no reason to doubt the presence of the emotion
when—very unusually in Greek literature—Kreusa herself comes very close to
admitting herself to be feeling it.

7.6 Conclusion

Comedy and tragedy (unlike oratory) almost never focus on phthonos termi-
nology.** However, with careful attention to the details of envy/jealousy
scenarios, one can see that phthonos does in fact occur in both genres, if not
with the regularity of some other emotions. Its lesser status is unsurprising, par-
ticularly in tragedy, a genre that deals with heroes who, as in Homeric epic, tend
to be associated with grander passions.*? For this reason its presence in these
plays, albeit in a minor key, has by and large been previously overlooked, an
oversight which can only be revealed and corrected through a script approach.

This is important for two reasons. On the level of interpretation, a script
approach helps us to appreciate a fuller range of motivations for comic and
tragic characters, and in particular to provide a fuller explanation for why they
act in exactly the way that they do. On a methodological level, more impor-
tantly, this suggests that a script approach might pay greater dividends when
looking for the right emotion in the right texts, such as phthonos arousal in
(primarily political) forensic oratory and in the audience of Old Comedy. As
the limited discussion of this chapter testifies, phthonos proper is not a major
onstage emotion in drama. However, as we shall see in the final part of this
book, that is not the case for sexual jealousy. In this last—and longest—chap-
ter, I shall demonstrate that sexual jealousy narratives are hugely important in
tragedy, and regularly visible in oratory and New Comedy, while the complete
absence of any term for sexual jealousy in the Classical period makes a script
approach not just helpful, but essential.

40 A sentiment later more or less repeated by the Priestess, using the word dusmenés (1329).

! The tapestries scene in Aesch. Ag. is an exception, though this primarily describes phthonos
theén—see chapter 3 n. 31.

42 Goldhill (2003) 178; Most (2003) 129.
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Sexual Jealousy in Classical Athens

In this final chapter I set out to answer four questions: (1) Did an emotion cor-
responding to our sexual jealousy exist in ancient Greece?' (2) How does ancient
Greek sexual jealousy compare, in the situations in which it arises and the socio-
psychology involved, with its modern English equivalent? (3) How is ancient
Greek sexual jealousy expressed, verbally and in actions? (4) To what extent
does Greek sexual jealousy overlap with phthonos? Classical Greek had no label
for sexual jealousy,” and so (even more than for phthonos) a lexical approach is
not possible. In this chapter I will demonstrate the full potential of a psycholog-
ically informed script approach to answer the sorts of questions posed above.

I shall mostly be concerned in this chapter with tragedy, which contains
our clearest pictures of jealous Greeks. My primary focus will be on Euripides’
Medea, from which I shall provide initial answers to the above questions. I
shall support and modify these answers by referring to two other tragedies,
Sophocles’ Trachiniae and Euripides’ Andromache, before turning to a
wide-ranging (if necessarily less profound) exploration of the sexual jealousy
phenomenon in a variety of other Classical Greek genres. I shall use this
survey to demonstrate first how jealousy narratives derived from tragedy
could be exploited in these other genres (in particular oratory) to manipulate
audiences, and second how genre itself limits what scenarios can be presented.

8.1 Medea

Euripides’ Medea is about a woman who, abandoned by her husband for an-
other woman, revenges herself by killing the other woman, the latter’s father

! Konstan (2003b) and (2006) 219—43 argues that probably sexual jealousy as we understand it did
not exist in ancient Greece. It will quickly become clear that I disagree.

2 Zélotupia, first recorded in the 380s, is generally translated ‘jealousy’; however, Konstan (2006)
222-32 argues against this translation, and I broadly agree with his arguments (see main text and
especially n. 130).
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(who arranged the match), and her own children by her ex-husband. To a
layperson this story seems a straightforward tale of sexual jealousy, albeit car-
ried to an unusual degree, and a few scholars (such as Mastronarde, Friedrich,
and Cairns) agree that the Greeks likewise saw sexual jealousy as an important
part of the plot.> However, this is a minority view. The major current school of
thought, first put forward by Knox and Easterling in the 1970s, sees Medea as
a Sophoclean, or even epic hero: an Ajax, or an Achilles; she is driven, they
argue, by a heroic pride.* Others, such as Harris, Goldhill or Konstan, see her
driven by a terrible wrath that has nothing (in Konstan’s words) of “petty
jealousy” in it.” I do not intend to argue against pride or wrath as motivations.
Medea is clearly enraged—anger words abound in the play—and arguments
for her heroic pride can point to repeated claims that she has been dishon-
ored, a repeated insistence that she cannot allow her enemies to laugh at her,
and her clearly articulated choice to allow her passion to overrule her reason
(1078-80). However, as I have argued before, people can respond to situations
with more than one emotion. Euripides depicts his Medea as an immensely
complex character, and reducing her emotional state to a monolithic pride or
anger is too simplistic. Using the insights of modern psychology into proto-
typical jealousy episodes, I wish to rehabilitate sexual jealousy as a significant
element in her motivation.

I shall begin by considering the ‘situational antecedents’ of the jealousy
prototype. The Nurse informs us in the prologue that Medea lived with Jason
as her husband (11: &v avdpl), assisting (13: Evupépovo’) him with all matters:
an unusually close, and equal, partnership in the Greek world.® But Jason has
left Medea and married (18-19: yduots . . . edvd{erar, yniuas) Kreon’s daughter,
Glauke.” By line 19 we know we have an abandoned woman, her ex-partner,
and a rival. The Nurse tells us too about the strength of their relationship:
from the first moment Medea met Jason, she says, her heart was struck with
erds for him (8: épwrt Bupov éxmlayeia’), and this was the foundation of their
partnership. The Chorus too is well aware of the strength, and violence, of
Medea’s passion for Jason. From the time she fled Tolkos with him, she had
mad passion in her heart (433: pawouévg xpadia). Following her first confron-
tation with Jason, they talk of erds that comes too excessively (627-28: épwres

* Friedrich (1993); Burnett (1998) 194; Mastronarde (2002) 16; McHardy (2008) 61-62; Cairns
(2008) 53-56.

* Easterling (1977) 178; Knox (1977) 196, 207; Gabriel (1992) 353; Mastronarde (2002) 8-9; Goldhill
(2003) 166-67; Holland (2003) 270.

° Mastronarde (2002) 17-18; Goldhill (2003) 166-67; W. V. Harris (2003) 140-41; Konstan (2006)
57-59; I dispute too Konstan’s epithet “petty”: for example, there is nothing petty about Shakespeare’s
Othello’s emotion. See Allen (2003) 90 on the connection between orgé and erds, a connection denied
by W. V. Harris (2003) 122.

¢ Mastronarde (2002) 9, 167-68; see Page (1938/2001) 65 for a different view.

7 Jason’s new wife is not named in the play, but for convenience I adopt the name most usually
given her. Page (1938/2001) xxv n. 4 and E. Griffiths (2006) 8 note the alternative name Kreousa.
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Umép wev dyav éNfdvtes) and sing not one, but two hymns to the power of
Aphrodite (627-42, 824-45). Jason too asserts that Medea feels erds for him
(530: s "Epws ¢ jvdyraoce), though Medea herself only speaks of it in the
abstract (330: BpoTois épwTes ws Karov uéya).

We are never explicitly told that Jason felt erds for her in return.® However we
do know that Jason and Medea’s relationship had a strong sexual element, and this
is made clear by the extraordinary frequency of Greek words for the bed: lechos,
lektron, euné, and koité occur twenty times as a euphemism for their old relation-
ship, and twelve for his new one.’ Indeed Medea has the highest number of bed
words (at thirty-six) of any extant tragedy.!’ In Greek “the bed” can be a euphe-
mism for sex (and again Medea has by far the highest number with this mean-
ing)," or marriage. The bed motif is first introduced by the Nurse and Tutor in the
prologue, and the Chorus in the parodos, where it appears several times referring
to Jason’s new marriage (18: évvdlerad, 88: edvijs, 140: AékTpa, 156: Aéyn).'> Medea
at this point is said merely to have erds for the bed of death (151-52: 7as amAdrov
roitas épos), since Jason has betrayed their marriage (207: év \éyet mpoddrav). The
bed is here placed at the center of their marriage,”” and it is the bed as concrete
symbol (rather than, for example, the abstract yduos) that Jason betrays.

However, the bed is not just a metonym for their marriage, but also for
what is performed on it: sex.'* Medea first draws attention to this herself, when
she talks about going into the palace to kill Jason and his new bride as they lie

8 Medea does say she knows Jason now feels erds elsewhere (491), though to Aigeus (698, perhaps
dissembling to avoid showing her true feelings) she says his erds is for political advancement, not for
her rival Glauke. The only other time the word is used is of Aigeus’s desire for children (714).

? Medea and Jason’s relationship (lechos 41, 207, 555, 568, 571, 591, 641, 697, 999, 1338, 1354; lektron
286, 436, 443, 639; euné 265, 570, 640, 1338; koité 436); Jason and Glauke’s (lechos 156, 380, 489, 491, 887,
1367; lektron 140, 594, 1348; euné 18, 88, 1027); here and in nn. 10, 11 T exclude cognates that always mean
spouse/bed-sharer (e.g., xuneunetés, akoitis). Bed words particularly abound during Medea’s first and
final scenes with Jason (446-626, 1317-1414).

10 Large numbers of bed words also occur in several other Euripides plays: thirty-three in Helen, twenty-
eight in Andromache, and twenty-three in Hippolytos. Aeschylus’s highest is seventeen in Agamemnon,
and Sophocles’ is nineteen in Trachiniae. All these plays’ plots involve rivals for a legitimate spouse.

! Greek bed words (lechos, lektron, euné, and koité) are always potentially euphemisms for sex—
though they can also mean bed, bedding, sleep, death, marriage, or spouse. For example, Hom. Od.
23 (re Odysseus’s marriage with Penelope, centered round a physical bed) has twenty-one bed words,
fifteen meaning bed/bedding (ten lech-/lektr-, five eun-), three meaning sex (219, 254, 346; two eun-,
one lektr-), and three implying both (257, 294, 354; two eun-, one lech-); Od. 10 (re Odysseus’s sexual
relationship with Kirke) has ten bed words, two meaning bed (both lech-), and eight meaning sex (all
eun-). This suggests that eun-, at least in origin, has a stronger implication of sex than lech-/lektr-. We
can also note that the latter roots only give us an object (lechos, lektron), while the former gives us both
an object and an activity (euné, eunazo).

12 Medea’s bed is also referred to in the Nurse’s opening speech (41: Aéyos), but this line is almost
certainly an interpolation, copied from 380 (see Page (1938/2001) 68).

13 Cf. Cairns (2008) 54-55.

!4 Burnett (1998) 194-95 denies that the stress on Medea’s bed has anything to do with her sexual
pleasure, but a focus on pleasure misses the point: for Medea, sex with her husband is both an end in
itself, and also a sign of the continuing health of her marriage, in which is bound up everything she
holds dear (see main text below, and cf. nn. 53, 81).
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on their bed (380: &’ éorpwrar Aéyos). The Chorus says Medea has lost her
marriage since her bed is manless (435-36: 7ds dvdvdpov koitas SAéoaca
Aéktpov), and another queen now rules over her marriage-bed (443: 7év 7e
Mrtpwv dAa Bacileia kpeloowy ddpotow éméora)—both comments having
strong sexual overtones.

In the agén Medea complains Jason has made a new marriage (489: xawa &’
éeriow Aéyn); if she had been barren, then she could understand him feeling
erds for someone else’s bed (491: 7008’ épacfijvar Aéxovs); as things are, he has
betrayed the oaths they swore." In response, Jason draws attention to her erds,
saying it would be invidious to point out that Medea is besotted with him
(529-30: émiphovos Adyos SieMetv ws "Epws o 7vdyxace), doing it anyway.
Jason constantly alludes to the sexual use of the marriage-bed: he says he did
not leave her because he hated having sex with her, nor through longing for a
new bride (555-56: ovy . . . oov uev éxbaipwy Aéxos, xawns 8€ viupns (uépw
memAnyuévos). Himeros means sexual desire, and its juxtaposition with lechos
in the previous line indicates we should read the latter as sex, not bed or mar-
riage; numphé also draws attention to Medea and Glauke’s relative ages, a
reason for Glauke being more sexually attractive. Jason argues that it is Medea
who is chafed by matters sexual: “Honestly,” he says, “all you women care
about is sex. If sex is going well, you think you have everything; if there’s a
problem with your sex life, even the finest things are totally wrong” (568-73:
008 av 6V pains, €l o€ un kvilot Aéyos. AAXN és TogoiTov Tikedl dor’ dplovuévns
etvijs yuvaikes mavt Exew vouilere, v & ad yévmrar xuupopd Tis és Aéxos, T
AdoTa kal kdAoTa modeutddTaTa Tileabe).

He exits, and the Chorus sings a hymn to Aphrodite (the goddess of sexual
love—as usual in tragedy called Kypris for metrical reasons), primly wishing
for a happy marriage.'® In words recalling Medea’s falling for Jason, they pray
that Kypris may not strike them likewise with desire for other beds (639: fupov
ekmpéac’ érépois émi Mértpous; cf. 8)—bed words occurring three times in as
many lines (639: Aékpois; 640: edvds; 641: Aéxn). When Medea is telling Aigeus
about Jason leaving her, he asks whether it was because of erds for another
woman or because his sexual union with Medea grew hateful (697: épacfeis 7
oov éxbaipwv Aéyos). Again, the juxtaposition of sexual desire and lechos indi-
cates how we should translate the latter. Medea replies that it was a great erds
(698: uéyav y’ épwra). Despite Jason’s avoidance of the word, Euripides makes
very clear the extraordinary role of sexual passion, and the sex act itself, in
their marriage.

'S Presumably marriage-oaths. Easterling (1977) 180-81, Allan (2002) 50-51 for the argument that
Jason and Medea were legitimately married, despite her being a barbarian, and the Corinthian Women
agree (267, 578).

' De Wet (1983) 218-19 notes that by the fourth century Aphrodite had replaced Hera as the god-
dess of marriage, and contemporaneously it was being accepted that sexual desire had an important
part to play in marriage. He argues that Euripides recognizes this in his plays.
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Medea’s womanhood, and her wifely duties for Jason, also loom large in
her rhetoric. In her opening speech she says that everything in the world for
her, as Jason himself knew, was embodied in one person: her husband (228-29:
& & yap My pou mdvta, yryvdokel kadds, . . . ovpuos méats). This point is crucial.
She goes on to lament the lot of women (230-51): a woman must pay a dowry,
take a husband (233: mdow), and provide him with sex; he becomes a master to
her inheritance, her house, and her body (233). Women must leave aside their
own habits and customs (238), and work hard at taking on those of their hus-
band (240: {uvevvéry). She says that men have life easy: the hardest thing they
have to do is fight in battle, but that is more than three times preferable to the
danger of childbirth (250-51).

Having established the general hard lot of wives, and all they have to
suffer—as women, as homemakers, and as mothers—Medea tells how she
has personally suffered even more than other women as Jason’s wife. Unlike
her audience (the Chorus of Corinthian Women), she does not have any-
where to turn to: she has no city, no father, no friends, no mother, no brother,
no relatives (252-58). This is because of all the things she did in her passion
for Jason when she was first struck with erés (8), before he took her from her
home: she betrayed her father and her homeland, murdered her brother, and
killed Jason’s uncle, Pelias (32, 483, 503; cf. 1332)."” In forging their partner-
ship she cut herself off from, and made enemies of, all those who should
naturally be her philoi, and now she has nowhere to turn. In bloodily severing
herself from her roles as daughter, sister, citizen, and princess, she has made
being Jason’s wife, mistress of his house, and mother of his children even
more formative to her self-conception than is normal in ancient Greek soci-
ety." Abandoned for another woman, and on the verge of having her chil-
dren taken away from her, Medea has at a stroke lost everything in her life.
Her entire self-conception is now formed by being a wife and a mother, and
losing it all in this way creates exactly the antecedent situational conditions
for a sexual jealousy scenario.

It is for these reasons that Jason’s behavior has been such an outrage (255-56:
OBpilopar mpos dvdpds), and Medea feels fully justified in seeking revenge, or
justice, against her husband (261: méow 8ikny Tévd dvrireloachar kardv).”
She concludes her introductory speech: “Whenever a woman is wronged in the
marriage-bed, then no other heart is more murderous” (265-66: Sravd’ és
evn Nduenuévn kupi), 0dk éaTw AN @YY wawpovwtépa). Itis hard to overstate

17 'The murder of the brother, part of the Medea mythology (E. Griffiths (2006) 7), is elided by
Euripides.

18 Friedrich (1993) 227; see also Gabriel (1992) 351-52. Burnett (1998) 195 also notes that Medea’s
marriage-bed symbolizes these three roles: Jason’s wife, mother of Jason’s genos, mistress of Jason’s
oikos.

T agree with Page (1938/2001) that line 262, in which Medea extends her planned revenge to
Glauke and Kreon, must (for narrative reasons) be an interpolation.
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the importance of this comment. This is Medea speaking, not others attempt-
ing to understand her. To the obvious objection that Medea manipulates and
deceives everyone she encounters in the play, I reply first that the context is
one in which she is explicitly expressing her intention to take revenge (though
the full extent of that revenge is at this stage unclear), and second that she does
not conceal her motives from the Chorus anywhere else in the play. There is
therefore no reason not to take this passage seriously. Though it would be a
mistake to regard it as the clue to her psychology, it is an important indicator
of just how we should understand the rest of the play. In her opening speech,
Medea tells us it is as a wife and woman that she feels wronged, and the rest of
the play must be read with this in mind. “Jason has abandoned me,” she is
saying, “and in doing so he has hit me where it hurts most, in our marriage, in
our bed, in our sex life, in the thing that makes us women more murderous
than any other; and I will take revenge on my husband.”

This revenge, then, is an organic development from Medea’s abandonment
as a wife and a woman, in favor of another. From the beginning Medea says
she will seek revenge, and initially Kreon says he knows that will be against
him and the newlyweds (288: 7ov 8dvra kal yjuavra kal yauovuévnr). But later
she conceives a worse punishment for Jason. She talks successively with three
men (Kreon, Jason, and Aigeus), and each one mentions the importance of
children to him. Kreon orders Medea out the country, lest she do some evil to
his daughter (282-83). He continually mentions how he loves his family, how
his children are more dear to him than his country (327, 329). With delicious
dramatic irony, in his exit speech (348-56) Kreon manages to mention resolve
(AMjua, a quality he denies but Medea has: 176-77), the death of Medea’s chil-
dren, and his fear (356: @dfos, cf. 3édouxkd (282), dppwdia (317)) that something
might happen to his own. At this stage Medea still intends her revenge to be to
kill the newlyweds and those who had arranged the alliance (366-67: é7° €io’
dydves Tols vewoTi vupgplots kal Tolot kndeboaoty o ouukpol mévor)—tying her
revenge firmly to Jason’s remarriage—before reconfirming Kreon, Glauke,
and Jason as her intended victims (374-75: Tpets 7dv éudv éxbpdv vekpovs
Oow, matépa Te kal képmy méow T éudv).”® However, repeatedly expressed
concern with children changes her mind. In her first scene with Jason, he says
his abandonment of her was because a new marriage would bring advantages
to their children, through alliance with the royal family and influential broth-
ers. Finally, Aigeus explains he is on his way home from Delphi, where he
went for advice to relieve his childlessness (670-71: dmacs). By this point
Medea has fully grasped the importance men place on having children.”! In
begging Aigeus’s help, she says she will cure his childlessness. With dramatic

% Mastronarde (2002) 233 says she continues to maintain the illusion for the audience (and
Chorus) that she intends to kill Jason rather than the children. I disagree: I do not believe she has yet
decided to kill the children.

21 Cf. McHardy (2008) 63.
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irony for her intended revenge, she says she will help Aigeus go from being
childless (apais) to having paides—a journey she will first make Jason take in
reverse—before mentioning her potions (717-18: madow 8¢ ¢’ v’ dmaida kal
maldwv yovas omeipal o€ Ojow: To1dd olda pdpuara) which, in death- rather
than life-giving form, she will first use on Glauke.

When Aigeus leaves the stage she spells out her revised revenge: she will
use her paides to kill the pais of the king with trickery and with potions; then
she will kill her own children, thus destroying Jason’s entire (i.e., past and
future) house (774-94): something she had impotently wished for in the pro-
logue (112-14: & kardparot maides SAowabe aTvyepds patpos ovv matpl, kal mas
déuos éppou), before attaining the means to bring it about.?? Jason will neither
see his paides alive again, she says, nor have more from his newly yoked bride
thanks to her potions (803-6: o7’ é¢ éuod yap maidas Seral more {Hvras o
Aoumrov olTe Ths veolUyov viugns Texvdioel Tald , émel kakny kakds Oavelv op’
dvdykn Tols éuoiat papudrots). She will kill not just Glauke, but her own chil-
dren too, as that is the best way for her husband to be hurt (817). The Chorus
reminds us that Medea is seeking revenge for the sake of her bridal bed (999:
voppdlwy &vexer Aexéwv) and because her husband abandoned her to make an
oikos with another bedfellow (1001: dA\q fvvowel méais ouvetvw), and this
foreshadows the final scene.

After exacting her revenge, Medea has a showdown with Jason, and once
again bed words and Medea’s role as wife and woman recur repeatedly, with
both the marriage and her revenge linked directly to sex. Jason says that after
their marriage (1336: vuugevfeica—when she was a sexually ripe numphé)
Medea bore him children, and now has killed them because of sex and the
marriage-bed (1338: edvijs €xati kal Aéyovs 0@’ amdAesas). Medea responds
that she could not allow him to dishonor her marriage-bed (1354: 60 & odk
éueles Tdu aTyudoas Aéxn); she killed them because of his hubris and because
of his newly built marriage (1366), and to bring him pain and grief (1370:
dnéeras; 1398: myuaivovs’). Jason cannot believe she did all this because of his
remarriage (1367: Aéxous . . . olvexa), but Medea says that such a disaster is no
small thing for a woman (1368). For her that is as full an answer as need be
given, and takes us back to the end of her first speech, that “Whenever a
woman is wronged in the marriage-bed, then no other heart is more murder-
ous” (265-66).

I now turn to the emotions aroused in Medea by Jason’s betrayal. The first
introduced is grief, and again it is the Nurse who first informs us that Medea lies
in bed, not eating, surrendering her body to tears (24-25). As Mastronarde
points out “loss of appetite and inactivity, such as staying in bed, are signs of
severe psychic turmoil (from grief or love).”” But her grief is really hammered

22 Cf. Mastronarde (2002) 184.
 Mastronarde (2002) 168—these are symptoms of betrayed erds.
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home to us in lines 131-206; the Chorus, the Nurse, and Medea (from inside the
house) all use a plethora of suffering and grieving words: cries (132, 135: Bodv);
wretched (133, 149: Svordvov/os); griefs (136: dAyeow); she pines (141: Tdxer); alas
(146: @eb @ed); wail (149: dydv); grieving (159: Svpopéva); I suffer (161: wdoyw);
sorrow (184: mévfos); and finally, in case we have not got the message, “I heard
the loud-groaning wail of her mourning, as she cries her wailing and wretched
griefs” (205-6: dxav diov moddoTovov ydwv, Avyvpa 8 dyea poyepd Pod).

Two other strong emotions that Medea expresses are anger and hatred.
Again, from the Nurse in the prologue we learn that Medea’s love has turned
to hatred (16: éx0pd). Her eyes glare bull-like (92), and her rage (94: ydAov) will
last till she rushes down on someone.?* She is stirring up her heart and her
wrath (99: kwet kpadiav, kwet 8¢ yédov),? and the children should be on guard
against her wild character and hating nature (102-3: gvAcoecd’ dypiov 1ifos
oTuyepdv Te pvow); her thumos is enlarged (108: peilove Bupnd), and her spleen
is hard to check (109: peyardomlayyvos Svokardmavoros). The Nurse says
Medea will only give over her anger with difficulty (121: yalends dpyas
werafdAlovow). The Chorus tells Medea not to sharpen her anger (157: uy
xapdooov), despite injustice from Jason and Glauke, as it is wearing her down;
she should put aside the orgé in the depths of her thumos, and the temper in
her breast (176-77: Baptfupov dpyav kal Ajua gppeviov).®

Kreon acknowledges Medea’s thumos is roused at her husband (271: méoe:
Bupovuévyr). She will be feeling lupé (pain, distress, grief) at being robbed of
her husband’s bed (286: Aéxmpwv avdpds).”” He has heard she has made threats
against the newlyweds and against himself. Medea dissembles: Kreon has
done nothing wrong, she says; it is merely her husband she hates (310-11: aAX’
éuov méow uiod); she does not begrudge (312: 00 ¢pfovd) Kreon’s good for-
tune.?® Jason, after some general comments about people who feel orgé, turns
specifically to Medea: she hates him (463: orvyeis), he says; Medea agrees (467:
é&xbuoTos). The Chorus observes that orgé is terrible (520: Sewr) 7is dpy7)) when-
ever philoi join in strife (521: €pw).”” Medea says Jason has committed hubris
against her (603).° Jason continues to refer to her anger: the great cholos in

** The word used here, katasképsai, is generally used of storms or divine wrath (LSJ).

» Note the active voice of kinei: this is not something that is just happening to Medea, she is
actively perpetuating it.

% Arist. Rh. 2.2,1378a30-32: orgé is a desire for revenge for an injury. The Chorus believes Medea (a
foreign woman) can only accept the injury; revenge is out of the question, so anger pointless. However,
Medea knows she can take revenge, so spurs on (99: xwet) her rage. See Konstan (2006) 61-65 for a
similar argument re Hecuba in Eur. Tro.

7 Lupé is the word Aristotle uses, in conjunction with a desire for revenge, to describe the emotion
orgé (Rh. 2.2, 1378a30: dpy1) Speéis perd Abmns Tipwplas...).

28 A denial as ever necessitated by a lively concern that her audience (in this case Kreon) will believe
begrudging to be exactly what she is doing—see p. 35.

¥ On the relation of eris to Greek jealousy, see p. 153; cf. pp. 40, 53-54.

0 Arist. Rh. 2.2, 1378b14-15 gives hubris as one of the three causes of orgé¢—Medea’s pride and rage
are not isolated or competing motivations, but intimately bound up with each other.
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her heart (590), her orgé (615), and her inability to let it go (621: adfadia,
cf. 103-4).

In all, Medea’s anger is referred to twenty-one times throughout the play
(orgé: 121,176, 447, 520, 615, 870, 909; cholos: 94, 99, 172, 590, 898, 1266; thumos:
108, 176, 271, 865, 879, 883, 1056, 1079), and her hatred is referred to twelve
times (misos: 311; stugos: 36, 103, 113, 463, 1374; echthos: 117, 290, 467, 1374; ech-
thra: 16, 45). These feelings are almost invariably aimed at Jason, though in the
prologue a few times at their children (36, 103, 113, 117), whose presence or
existence highlights what she has lost. In addition, Kreon and Glauke are re-
ferred to on no fewer than thirteen occasions as Medea’s enemies (echthroi 45,
95, 278, 374, 383, 744, 750, 765, 767, 809, 897, 1050, 1060; and she theirs twice:
734, 875), though she does not use other hating words about them.

A fourth emotion expressed regularly, if less frequently, is pride. This is
behind Medea’s claims that Jason dishonored her (696, 1354; the Nurse agrees:
20, 33) and that he committed hubris against her (255, 603, 1366). Her pride is
further shown by her concern, expressed six times, that her enemies might
laugh at her (383, 404, 797, 1049, 1355, 1362): she could not bear to be an object
of ridicule to them.?! The laughter of her enemies would be intolerable (797: 09
yap yeddobar TAnTov €€ éxbpaiv; cf. 383, 404), she says; no one must think her
low, feeble, or meek (807-8: undeis pe pavAny kacbevijvoui{érw und Hovyaiav);
rather she wants supreme kleos (810: heroic renown). It is for such reasons
that Medea is often portrayed as acting from heroic pride, but this pride is not
unconnected to her jealousy. She will be mocked by the people who have
taken away what defined her in life: her husband. And it is her husband him-
self who first begins to mock her: in his first agén with her, he belittles her
feelings—he says she is merely chafed (555: xviCy) that he left her for reasons
entirely unconnected with her, merely irked (568: xvi{ov) by feelings of sexual
inconsequentiality—reducing even this sexual motive to the level of a physical
itch. Medea fears her enemies will not take her seriously, and will just laugh at
her and degrade her; and here Jason, the very person who should respect her
most, is the one leading the way in belittling her.

Medea’s expressed emotions—her anger, hatred, grief, and wounded
pride—are not just standalone, but at least some of them are also part of a
jealousy complex,** since they are tied up with the destruction of Medea’s
marriage by Jason’s abandonment of her, by his forsaking of her bed and her
sexual favors for the bed and favors of a rival, and (more generally) by his

3 In the end she avoids her misfortunes giving her enemies pleasure, and takes pleasure in their
own misfortunes herself (1133-35)—Allan (2002) 74-75, 83-84, 93 notes that she wishes to feel Schaden-
freude so they cannot.

3 Contra Konstan (2003) 23-24. Cairns (2008) 53-56 also disputes Konstan’s rejection of sexual
jealousy as a motivation for Medea. NB: I am not arguing that anger and pride are not genuine motiva-
tions for Medea in their own right—TI think they are—but anger, too, can also express a socially accept-
able aspect of a less creditable response.
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scorning and belittling her as a wife and a woman. Modern psychologists tell
us that those who feel jealous typically talk about anger and betrayal, and try
to take some measure of revenge. In English we do not expect a jilted woman
to say, “I am so jealous”; rather she might scream “I can’t believe you cheated
on me,” and run a nail down the side of his car. Medea essentially does the
same, though this being Greek tragedy her revenge is more murderous
(utarpovwrépa: 266).

The form and extent of Medea’s revenge make us aware that a fifth emotion
pervades the play, and that is phthonos, and more specifically the ‘begrudging
envy script.” Just as modern theory tells us that fait accompli jealousy gives
rise to envy,* so it does for Medea in this play. Envy’s most salient character-
istic is a malicious hostility and ill will, which drives acts of deep destructive-
ness. Both modern English envy, and (according to Aristotle) ancient Greek
phthonos, are characterized by a stronger desire for the other person not to
enjoy something that the patient does not have, than a desire to obtain it also,
and it is this leveling-down urge (“if I cannot have it, then no one will”) which
drives envy’s destructiveness. It is characteristic of our emotion envy that it is
frequently misrepresented as, or transmuted into, righteous indignation. Sim-
ilarly in Greek culture, Aristotle talks about how easily envy (his primary
script for phthonos) can be confused with indignation (which he calls to neme-
san); and in non-Aristotelian usage we have seen that envy is often expressed
in Greek literature as righteous indignation, helped by the fact that phthonos
can imply both.” And this is what we see here: Medea talks many times about
being wronged, and even more often about justice, almost from her very first
words.*® This emotion is valid (the Nurse and Chorus agree she has been
wronged: 26, 158, 208, 267, 411, 578, 1232); but Medea’s genuine and justified
indignation comes inseparably bound with transmuted envy.*”” She has been
deprived of her marriage, and is to be deprived likewise of her children. Be-
grudging envy, aroused by jealousy, ensures she will not let Jason keep them.

So how might Medea’s jealousy be labeled in Greek? As I mentioned above,
zélotupia is the word typically translated as jealousy from the 380s, but when

3 See Leuzinger-Bohleber (2001) 332 on Medea’s envy of Glauke. We know it is ‘begrudging envy’
rather than ‘covetous envy’ as Medea is completely uninterested in getting Jason back; she wants only
to deprive Glauke of him.

* When one has already lost the partner (see chapter 2 n. 69).

% See chapters 2.1 and 4.4 for the various points made here.

36 Diké: 165, 219, 221, 261, 265, 309, 314, 580, 582, 692, 764, 767, 802. Gentili (1972) and (2000), and
Giacomoni (2000) argue that Jason’s injustice is in not sharing his wife’s bed. Medea wants him in her
bed not because she is sexually insatiable, but because that is the proper place for a Greek husband to
be: fulfilling his conjugal duties.

7Tt is possible to read Greeks rationalizing jealous revenge through the language of justice, honor,
and anger all the way back to Menelaus in the Iliad—see main text below with n. 99 re Bonanno (1973);
cf. Pizzocaro (1994) 21-25 on Menelaus’s jealousy. See Goldhill (2003) 167 on phthonos, timé, and
adikia in Medea.
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Medea was written in 431 the word had not yet been coined. The primary word
used in the play to imply sexual passion is erds. This is more than a desire to
acquire a sexual object; for instance Thucydides writes that the Athenians felt
erds for embarking on the conquest of Sicily (Thuc. 6.24.3)—here it implies a
desire to acquire, enjoy, and retain, though Thucydides is of course employing
a metaphor for sexual yearning. This is certainly applicable to Medea, whose
erds for Jason demands exclusive possession,® but it cannot be the whole story
as, after her revenge and destruction of the rival, Medea is happy to end the
play without possessing her husband.

Our best evidence for ancient Greek emotions comes from Aristotle’s
Rhetoric,” but Aristotle ignores both erds and zélotupia (even though both
play their part in oratory). He does deal with zélos, etymologically the parent
emotion, but that is merely emulation for goods and qualities we do not pos-
sess. Phthonos is more relevant: although it is principally felt when we lack
something we want (English envy), it is also felt when we wish to hold on to
something we see as ours (English jealousy). This is most clearly seen when
phthonos is directed at someone who has something we have lost (Rh. 2.10,
1388a21-22: [pfovolow] Tols 7 éyovor TalTa 7 kexTnuévols oa avTols . . .
ééktnvTd mote). Aristotle is not speaking here of sexual jealousy, rather of
possessive jealousy more generally; but he goes on to note that, among other
cases, we feel phthonos most especially against our rivals in love (Rh. 2.10,
1388a14-16: mpos Tovs . . . AVTEPATTAS . . ., AvdyKkY wdAioTa ToUTOoLs Phoveiv).
It is noteworthy for my argument in this chapter that at least one Greek
author directly connects sexual (rather than just possessive) jealousy with
phthonos (see p. 40 for other passages that suggest this connection), and it is
clear therefore that Medea’s emotions can at least partly be described as
phthonos.

However, there are two other emotions we must consider: orgé (anger) and
misos (hatred). Orgé, according to Aristotle, is a desire for revenge in return
for a belittlement (Rh. 2.2, 1378a30-32). It is necessary to actually perceive that
you have been belittled, and similarly for the belittler to perceive the revenge.
Aristotle mentions three types of belittlement: kataphronésis, epéreasmos, and
hubris (1378b14-15). Kataphronésis is contempt: showing you believe the other
person to be of no importance (1378b15-17); epéreasmos is a disinterested
slighting, thwarting someone’s wishes with no benefit to yourself (1378b18-20);

38 She does not require fidelity, or at least does not say so (and indeed in Greece it would have been
unusual if she had—see Kovacs (1980a) 15-16), but she does not accept Jason having any other wife
but her.

¥ Aristotle is not of course commenting specifically on Eur. Med., and his treatise was written
nearly a century later; likewise Euripides is not a philosopher, and is not bound to be consistent in
his terms as would a philosopher. But the remarkable degree to which Aristotle’s thinking explains
Medea’s language is a testament to how well both men understood the socio-psychology of Greek
emotions and emotion terms.
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hubris involves taking pleasure in shaming someone (1378b23-25): it is an
insult, an insolent arrogance. Medea several times says that Jason has treated
her with hubris (255, 603, 1366); she does not include Glauke and Kreon,*
however they are certainly included in the list of people who might laugh at
her, behavior Aristotle considers hubris (1379a30-32). It is also fairly clear that
Jason has considered Medea of no account in assuming he can pension her off
at will, and in persistently belittling her emotions. It is clear then that orgé has
an important part to play.

Misos differs from orgé. In Greek terms, it is the emotion one feels for one’s
echthroi (personal enemies), people who harm you without provocation.
Kreon is in this position: he is peripheral to the jealousy triangle, but has abet-
ted Medea’s abandonment. But although he has harmed her, he has not be-
littled her—on the contrary, he wants her out of the country precisely because
he fears how formidable an echthros she might be. Medea’s feelings toward
Kreon are thus well labeled misos.

Her feelings toward Glauke are best described (in Greek terms) as hostile
envy, a blend of misos and phthonos, both of which can lead to destruction of
their target. In accordance with Greek values, Medea cannot admit to phtho-
nos, so she can only talk of her hatred. Self-presentationally, she avoids the
charge of phthonos by lumping Glauke in with Kreon as jointly “my echthroi,”
and she does so frequently. Although she could potentially feel orgé for them
if they were to mock her, this has not yet happened. The appropriate action to
take toward one’s echthroi is to wish them harm; Aristotle describes misos
(which he also refers to as to misein and echthra) as a desire to harm (Rh. 2.4,
1382a8); killing someone is the most harm you can do to them.

Medea’s feelings for Jason, however, are best described as a mixture of
phthonos not so much with misos (which, though present, is less important),
but rather with orgé. Since once again Greek cultural taboos ensure that phtho-
nos cannot be admitted, all that is left for Medea to talk about is her response
to her belittlement and her injury by Jason: her orgé. David Konstan argues
that:

The object of anger . . . is to cause pain to the other. A slight makes one
feel small, and the only way to get even is to induce a similar feeling in
the other. It follows that, for an angry person to get revenge, the original
offender must be aware of it (aisthesthai), since there is no such thing as
unperceived pain (hence the stipulation in the definition of anger that
the revenge, like the slight itself, must be perceived), whereas to one who
hates it is a matter of indifference whether an enemy is aware or not of
the damage done to him. That is why we may wish that people whom we
hate should die, but when we are angry, what we desire is that the other

0 She does, however, believe they would treat her children with hubris if she left them behind (782),
and the Corinthians would too after the children were made complicit in the royal deaths (1061, 1380).
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person feel in return (antipathein) the kind of diminishment that pro-
voked our anger in the first place (2.4, 1382a14-15). The death of the
other would render that impossible.*!

Kreon and Glauke wantonly inflicted harm on Medea; it is for that reason she
wanted them dead. At first, she believes this is what she wants for Jason too
(hence misos is present); however, as she reflects, she realizes that is not suffi-
cient punishment. His was not the injuring of an echthros, but a deeply painful
belittling; her anger is stronger than her hatred, and accordingly Jason must
remain alive to perceive her revenge. This is why Medea, having determined that
her revenge will be to kill Jason alongside Kreon and Glauke (373-75), eventually
changes her mind: Kreon and Glauke will still die, but Jason must be left alive to
know that his children are dead because of his treatment of Medea (774-96).

Sexual jealousy has suffered in the interpretation of this play partly because,
like phthonos, its expression was taboo to the Greeks, but partly also because
it does not have a convenient prototypical label in Greek, such as our word
jealousy. The scenario was familiar to the Greeks; in this play, the Nurse, the
Tutor, the Chorus of Corinthian Women, and Jason all recognize it, even if
Medea does not,*? and the inference must be that the audience recognize it
too. However, labeling the emotion is more difficult. Semantically, it ap-
pears—at least in this play—that sexual jealousy falls somewhere between
erds, phthonos, misos, and orgé.*> We should also note that Medea emphasizes
certain elements of the jealousy prototype more than we might expect from
modern theory, especially the narcissistic wound (the hubris and the potential
mocking laughter), her rage, and her hatred. It is possible that the status-
conscious Greeks were more sensitive to these aspects of the jealousy complex
than we, and therefore their vocabulary was better adapted to express these
rather than the complex as a whole.**

8.2 Trachiniae

Deianeira’s sexual jealousy at the imminent introduction of Iole into her
house is less controversial than Medea’s. While many authors refer to it in

41 Konstan (2006) 47.

42 Cf. Cairns (2008) 55. Parrott (1991) 6 notes: “... it is easy to imagine situations in which an envi-
ous or jealous person is the last person to know that envy or jealousy motivates his or her actions.”

# Cairns (2008) 56 argues, with somewhat different emphasis, that Medea’s sexual jealousy is part
of her orgé: “the fact that anger at insult and injustice does not invariably encompass jealousy does
not mean that it may not”—cf. his similar earlier comment regarding jealousy in English: “Anger at a
partner who prefers someone else is a perfectly good way of referring to the prototypical scenario of
‘jealousy’ (54).

4 On the competitiveness of the Greek emotional lexicon, see Konstan (2003a) 117 and (2006)
259-61.
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passing, though, they do not elaborate on it, and it is generally agreed that
sexual jealousy does not play a major part in her motivation.* While I agree
that Deianeira is no Medea, at least as Sophocles portrays her,* many of the
elements I have identified in my discussion of Medea’s jealousy can be seen
likewise in Trachiniae, and a closer examination will illuminate both De-
ianeira and our understanding of Greek sexual jealousy.

Deianeira has been Heracles’ wife for many years; she has born him chil-
dren, has kept his house, and has woven at his loom: all the attributes of the
‘good’ Greek wife. The tragic action is precipitated by her learning that Her-
acles intends to set up Iole as some sort of permanent lover (whether as a wife
or concubine)? within the household—it is unclear what Heracles’ inten-
tions are concerning herself, but Deianeira believes the worst. She thinks that
if only Heracles could come to love her again, this would all be avoided, and
she accordingly practices a piece of love magic’ on him—which ends up kill-
ing him.

In Medea, erds was clearly very much part of the plot, and loomed large in
Medea and Jason’s relationship. In Trachiniae, Sophocles uses a much lighter
brush to paint Deianeira and Heracles’ marriage, to the extent that some have
even questioned whether their relationship was an erotic one at all.*® It is no-
table that all four instances of erds words in the play (354, 433, 441, 489) refer
to Heracles’ feelings for Iole, as does the sole instance of himeros (476), and
two of the nine instances of pothos (368, 431), the first of which is described as
“heated-up” (évreféppavrar). However, Deianeira does say that, like the gods,
she has been conquered by the power of Eros (444). Furthermore, five of the
nine instances of pothos relate to Deianeira: the Chorus says that her heart is
beset with longing for Heracles (103: moflovuévar); in his absence she can never
put to bed the longing (107: mé6ov) of her eyelids without weeping; Deianeira
herself says she fears Lichas might tell Heracles of her desire (631: mé6ov) for
him, before she knows if she is desired in return (632: mofodueba, sc. after the
spell has had its effect); finally Hyllos tells Heracles that Deianeira’s spell was
designed to awaken his desire (1142: méfov).

In Medea we saw that much of the eroticism of the play comes from the
repeated use of bed words, many of which mean sex. It is at least worth noting

* Easterling (1982) 141 n. to 545-46, Houghton (1962), and Scott (1997) note some jealousy; Fara-
one (1994) 121 and Goldhill (2003) 167 deny it.

¢ Errandonea (1927) notes that previous versions of the Deianeira myth had shown her as being
as vengeful as Medea, and argues Sophocles had initially intended his Deianeira to follow this pattern.
See also Levett (2004) 30 ff., Davies (1989) 469.

¥ Easterling (1982) 126, 130 argues that such words as ddpapr (428) and éynue (460) do not have
any legal significance.

4 For example, Faraone (1994) 120-21, (1999) 199; Heiden (1989) 84-8s. The majority (and, as will
become clear, my) opinion is encapsulated by Easterling (1982) 5: “Eros, treated in this play with an
insight that rivals that of Euripides in Medea and Hippolytos, is a dominant motif throughout.” See also
Wender (1974) on erotic imagery in the play.
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that at nineteen instances (excluding words always meaning spouse/bedmate)
there are more bed words in Trachiniae than in any other Sophocles play—
unsurprisingly perhaps, since this play involves a rival for a legitimate spouse.
However, unlike in Medea, only one of these instances unambiguously means
sex (360: Aéyos), and that refers to what Heracles wanted to do to Iole out of
wedlock, before her father refused.

Closer examination of other instances does, however, present a subtle pic-
ture of the role of the (metaphorical) bed in Heracles’ and Deianeira’s rela-
tionship. Recounting the story of Heracles’ battle with Acheloos for her, when
(presumably) Heracles did feel erds for her, Deianeira says he chose her for his
bed (27: Aéxos). In the parodos, the Chorus notes that as the sun goes to bed
(95: katevvdle), so does Deianeira—unable to put to bed (106: edvdlew) her
pothos for Heracles—go to her husbandless bed (109: edvais avavdparroior).*
While Deianeira is preparing the treated robe, the Chorus sings a hymn to
Aphrodite (497 ff.) in which they recount the Heracles-Acheloos battle. Both
are said to be eager for her bed (514: iéuevor Aexéwv), and Aphrodite (with the
appropriate epithet edexrpos: 515) stands between them as judge. The bed,
with all its significance, plays such a central role in Deianeira’s conception of
her marriage, that when she thinks of Heracles and Iole she imagines herself
and Iole waiting under one blanket for him (539-40: wiuvoper wids vmo
xAaivys): even while he is screwing someone else, there she is in bed with
him.*® Finally, and most tellingly, is her suicide. The Nurse recounts a most
vivid image: Deianeira preparing the bed (918: edvarnplois) as she would for
sex,” clambering onto it, crying out, “O bed and my bridal chamber, goodbye
forever. Never again will you receive me in this bed as his bedmate” (920-22:
(f) )\éx'f] TE K(XL\ V'UI./L(PGZ é}Lﬂ’., 7'6 AOLﬂ'éV 7"78’7] X(I.L’PEH’, (;)S‘ é’!lJ,’ Ol’)/7TOT€ 8é§€00’ 6’,7" G,V
koilTaiol Taied evvdrpuav), then stabbing herself through the stomach with a
sword. It is hard to imagine a suicide scene more laden with erotic imagery.>
Here and earlier, the play insists on bringing Deianeira’s erds for her husband
to our attention. But what is stressed is not the frequency or nature of the sex,
but rather the fact of it (i.e., the sex act itself), and everything that sex with her
husband on their marriage bed conveys in terms of exclusivity and its implica-
tion for Deianeira’s value—as wife, as woman, as mistress of the house—to
her husband.”

4 A similar phrase occurs at Eur. Med. 436-37.

%0 See Easterling (1968) 63-64.

*! Levett (2004) 56; cf. Easterling (1982) 190 n. to 915-16.

2 Winnington-Ingram (1980) 81 notes the eroticism of this scene; cf. De Wet (1983) 81 n. 28; East-
erling (1968) 66. Loraux (1987) 54—56 has some interesting comments on the symbolism of her death
blow.

53 Cf. nn. 14, 81. Levett (2004) 54-57 argues, rightly, that we should not assume that our modern
conception of love was a necessary component of Greek erds; he also points out that, while our concep-
tion of love is self-sacrificing rather than driven by self-interest, in Greece erds and self-interest were
not necessarily in conflict. See further my discussion of love, erds, and jealousy at pp. 154-55.
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Turning to the other basic emotions in the jealousy prototype we can see
that, at least at first sight, hatred and anger do not play much part in this play.
Hatred, certainly, is absent, but is anger? On hearing of Heracles’ erds for Iole,
Deianeira imagines getting to grips with the god Eros as with a boxer (441-42),
and protests to Lichas that she would be raving mad to blame Heracles
(446-47), nor is it shameful for the woman who shares in the responsibility
(i.e., Iole, 447-48). She does not sound like someone who is not angry, but
rather like someone who is trying to convince herself not to be angry.>* At the
start of the second episode, Deianeira describes how she has been forced to
take in this girl (this “no longer girl,” as she corrects herself), as a ship is loaded
with cargo, and calls this treatment Awfn7év (538): outrageous, insulting, de-
spicable.” She vividly imagines herself crouching under a blanket with Iole,
waiting together for Heracles to come to bed,* and bitterly calls these her
wages (542: olxovpd’) from her “so-called faithful and good” (541: 6 mio7os . . .
kdyafos rkalovpevos) husband. But then she says, “I cannot be angry (543:
Bvuodohai) with him,” because he is often sick with this disease (i.e., erds). She
then falls to bitter contemplation once again: to share a house and a husband
in this way—“What woman could do it?”, she demands. She imagines Iole’s
bloom ripening as her own fades, and dreads Heracles being known as her
husband (550: wdos), but Iole’s man (551: dv1jp).”” But still she resists her bit-
terness: “Itis not a good thing for a woman to keep on being angry [dpyaivew],”
she says (552-53). In this whole passage we are presented with a series of vivid
images (the ship, the blanket, the flowers), each presented in emotive rhetoric,
laden with bitterness. She knows that unchecked these musings might lead to
anger (thumos, orgé), but she is determined that they will not.”® Deianeira may
not be presented in the extreme manner of Medea—she is a much more un-
derstated character in every way—but we should be in no doubt that anger is
there, struggling to break through. However, unlike Medea she does not
wallow in it; rather she tries to see things from her husband’s point of view. In

> She cannot be trying to convince Lichas as she continues in the same vein at 531 ff. when alone
(with the Chorus—traditionally not a bar to self-expression in tragedy). Holt (1981) 68 believes “her
pride and her noble intentions will [not] allow her to admit” her anger. I believe rather that her good
character will not allow her anger to take hold.

% Jebb (1902) describes Awpn7dv as a “word of contumely.” He also suggests an equation between
Awpnrov éumérua and BAdAn (‘harm’). See also Cairns (1993) 55 on l6bé (which he translates “disfig-
urement”).

¢ Compare Clytemnestra, saying Agamemnon intended Cassandra as additional spice for her bed
(Aesch. Ag. 1447: edvijs mapopdivmpa tis uijs xAd7).

%7 Jason is similarly referred to almost invariably as Medea’s posis. In fact, of twenty-one instances
of the word in Medea, sixteen refer to Medea’s husband (three are generalized, and only two to Glauke’s
husband), including by Kreon (271) and Jason himself (910). Several times this is juxtaposed with
a word referring to Glauke, either marriage (262: 7jv... éyfjuaro; 910: yduovs... dAolovs) or bedmate
(1001: ovvedvw). Only once is Jason referred to as Medea’s bedmate (159: edvdrav). Clearly Deianeira’s
concerns are not mere hyperbole.

8 See Holt (1981) 69; cf. W. V. Harris (2001) 266.
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(proto-)Aristotelian language, she works to change her perceptions, to con-
vince herself she has not been slighted; hence her arguments that it is not
really Heracles’ fault because it is his nature (or “sickness”), and that a man
has a right to treat his wife in this way. It is because she does not allow orgé to
take hold that she does not seek revenge.

Continuing our survey of emotions, we see that grief too does not play
nearly so great a role in Trachiniae as in Medea. Largely that is because Medea
knew of her husband’s desertion for some time before putting her revenge
into action. Deianeira no sooner learns of Heracles” plans than she imple-
ments her own. She is stunned, and there is little time for grief, yet still we see
the odd expression: to be suspicious but not to know for certain would grieve
her (458: d\ydverev dv); and knowing the truth she must bewail with the
Chorus how much she suffers (535: 7d. §” ofa mdoyw cvyrarowriovuéry). Sim-
ilarly, pride is less prominent in this play, although part of Deianeira’s horror
is at Heracles” potentially being called (550-51: poBodpat, w1 . . . kadfrar) her
husband but Iole’s man; concern for her reputation is therefore not entirely
absent,” but Deianeira is not a ‘masculine’ hero in the way Medea is, and does
not have the same obsession with ‘face.”

The emotion that dominates this play is Deianeira’s fear, and from line 7
(vopgpeiwv Srvov) onwards it is connected to her marriage. She is fearful of
marriage; she is terrified of her suitor Acheloos. Since her marriage to Hera-
cles she has still known nothing but fear (28: del 7w’ éx @SBov @dBov Tpépw),
but until now for her husband’s safety. Now her fear is for the future with Iole
in her house, but still it is not entirely this that causes the tragedy of the play.
Deianeira has been riven with fear all her life without ever being driven by it
to do anything. She lived with the fear her father would marry her to a mon-
ster, and the fear that the monster would prevail over Heracles; since her mar-
riage she has lived with fear for her husband’s safety. Fear has never been a
strong enough emotion to make her act; rather she has always been paralyzed
into passivity, and one must infer that fear of being displaced would likewise,
by itself, be insufficient for her to shake oft her passivity.

It is not therefore the fear, but the fact that she is about to be displaced—
from her bed, from her marriage, from her home—that finally galvanizes her
into acting. And the emotion this fact triggers above all, the emotion that fi-
nally motivates Deianeira to act, is jealousy.®® The situational antecedents are
all in place. Deianeira has an exclusive and unique relationship with her hus-
band; while his love affairs have been legion, he has only ever sought sex from
them, and a Greek wife could expect no better. Her whole self-concept is (like

% Heiden (1989) 83-84.

 Despite the presence of fear this is not suspicious jealousy. Deianeira no sooner becomes aware
of the possibility that Heracles might replace her with Iole, than she becomes certain (perhaps too
certain) of the fact of it: Heracles’ intentions are a fait accompli. See chapter 2 n. 69 on suspicious and
fait accompli jealousy.
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Medea) bound up with her roles as wife, housekeeper, mother—and it is that
self-concept that is now under threat, with Heracles bringing Iole into the
house as a permanent rival. She does not imagine Heracles in the servant’s
quarters with Iole, but rather Iole is in the marriage bed itself crouching under
the same blanket with her (539-40); she believes she will lose her position as
mistress of the house to become a drudge (542: olkodp/’); she pictures her own
beauty fading as Iole’s ripens. As bedmate, as mistress of the household, as a
desirable woman—Iole threatens her in every aspect of her self-conception.
And Deianeira cries out in her helplessness, “Living together in the house with
her, and sharing the marriage—what woman could do it?” (545-46: 76 &’ a?
Evvoukely TS Spod Tis dv yuv Sdvaito, Kowwvodoa TGV adTOY yduwr): an
expression of womanly jealousy comparable with (if less hyperbolic than) Me-
dea’s “Whenever a woman is wronged in the marriage-bed, then no other
heart is more murderous” (265-66).

It is Heracles’ bringing Iole to live in her house that triggers Deianeira’s
incipient anger, grief, and pride. And it triggers one more emotion: phthonos.
Deianeira believes she is to be usurped from her position as bedmate and wife
by another woman—a rival. This rival is younger, prettier, and Heracles is in
love with her in a way he was once, but is no longer, in love with Deianeira. In
her soliloquy (531 fI.), Deianeira starts by thinking of them side by side, com-
parable (“two under one blanket”). She then uses harsh, belittling words to
describe Iole and the situation: phortos (537: freight, a heavy burden, but also
implying something low or vulgar), 6bétos (538: outrageous, insulting, despi-
cable), empoléma (538: merchandise).®! Next she expresses a refusal to share
the house (545: {uvowketv) and Heracles (546: kowwvoioa 7dv adrdv yduwv);
next her dread that Iole will shine in comparison to her, that Iole’s youthful
bloom will ripen (547: épmovoar) as her own fades (548: pfivovoarv). And fi-
nally, she expresses her horror at the outcome: that to others Heracles will be
merely her posis, but Iole’s anér (550-51). This sense of personal rivalry, this
comparison between oneself and another with a strong desire to beat the
other, to win, is phthonos—and this can be particularly seen if we consider
Aristotle’s words on the emotion. In every way, Iole stands to become an equal
(Rh. 2.9.1386b19-20: 700 {gov kai suolov) to Deianeira, and it is Deianeira who
will fall short (Rh. 2.10.1387b28: é\eimet) of having everything Iole has (i.e.,
youthful bloom, sexual allure). Aristotle notes that older people feel phthonos
for younger (Rh. 2.10, 1388a22-23: mpecfiTepol Te vewTépors); but most strik-
ing is the line I mentioned earlier, that one feels phthonos for one’s rivals in
love beyond anyone else (Rh. 2.10, 1388a14-16: 7pds 7ods . . . dvTepacTds . . .,

¢ The language here is very significant in relation to her earlier references to Iole. There is a very
substantial change of tone. The objectification (phortos, empoléma) exculpates Iole— she is the passive
object of Heracles’ passion, not an agent, and Deianeira recognizes a kindred spirit—but the pejorative
terminology reflects at least her fear and also suggests an admixture of hostility, despite her avoiding
letting it lead to aggressive action.



148 { Envy and Jealousy in Classical Athens

dvdykn pdAwora TovTois plhoveiv). An Aristotelian might argue that Deianeira
is not a ‘bad’ person, in the way envisaged of the phthoneros in the Rhetoric
(though Medea may be), but she is morally uneducated in the way envisaged
in the Ethics, and as such will be susceptible to phthonos.**

We can recall that Medea had already lost her husband to the rival, and ac-
cordingly the phthonos script that formed part of her sexual jealousy complex
was ‘begrudging envy.” A different phthonos script is involved here, however.
If Deianeira wished to be the only wife rather than one of two, she would be
‘jealous of her position’; however, she seems to believe that Iole will oust her
completely, and accordingly the phthonos script that forms part of her sexual
jealousy complex is ‘possessive jealousy.” She does not wish to destroy Iole, or
even to damage her, but she does recognize her as a rival she has to beat, and
it is this that makes her willing to adopt such unorthodox, and potentially
dangerous, methods.®

8.3 Andromache

A third play in which jealousy is a major feature is Euripides’ Andromache. In
the prologue, Andromache sets the scene. She was apportioned to Neoptol-
emos in the division of the spoils of Troy, and as his slave has had a sexual
relationship with him for many years, a relationship that has produced a son.
Recently Neoptolemos has married Hermione, a young Spartan princess, but
Hermione has not since become pregnant. Neoptolemos is currently away on
an extended visit to Delphi, and Hermione and her father Menelaus (who has
come from Sparta specially) intend to kill Andromache and her son in his
absence. That Hermione is jealous of Andromache, and that her jealousy is
behind the murder attempt, is widely accepted by scholars,* and it will be
instructive to see how her jealousy episode compares with those of Medea and
Deianeira.

It is already clear that there are some similarities in the situations, but also
some differences: Medea and Deianeira were the original wives jealous of
usurpers, while Hermione is the new (legitimate) wife jealous of her (concu-
bine) predecessor; the father of the younger rival is actively involved here as in

©2 It is notable that Bacchylides, in his version of the myth, attributes Deianeira’s action to “widely
powerful phthonos” when she heard Heracles was sending “white-armed Iole to his house as a bride
(Aoyov)” (16.23-31)—cf. Walcot (1978) 23. Levett (2004) 33-34 believes the phthonos is aimed at Hera-
cles; but we know from Aristotle that phthonos focuses on the rival (here Iole) rather than the object of
competition (Heracles), so Sophocles’ version of the myth is fully consistent with Bacchylides’.

3 Faraone (1994) provides some evidence of ‘real life’ uses of such love potions and their occasional
fatal effects—see also pp. 156-58 on Antiphon’s Against the Stepmother.

¢ For example, Erbse (1966) 280; Walcot (1978) 23-24, who compares Hermione with Medea and
Deianeira, as well as Clytemnestra; Kovacs (1980a) 45 inter alia; Knox (1989) 77; Allan (2000) 107-8,
116, 269 inter alia.
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Medea; both ‘wives’ are living in the same house in Andromache, as they were
destined to in Trachiniae, but never did in Medea; the husband is away from
home (again as in Trachiniae), leaving the women to their own devices. Other,
more important connections will become clear.

Andromache tells us in the prologue that since Neoptolemos married
Hermione, the latter has persecuted her, saying that Andromache is using
secret drugs (32: pappdrois kexpupuévors) to make her childless (33: draida)
and hateful to her husband (33: 7doet pioovuévnr) in order to supplant her as
mistress of the house (34-35: valew olkov . .. 76vd’) and cast her out from her
marriage-bed (35: Aéxrpa) by force.®® Hermione later confirms all these points:
Andromache wishes to cast her out of her house and take it over (156-57:
dduovs katacyelv . . . Tovade); she is hated by her husband (157: orvyoduar &
dvdpi) because of Andromache’s drugs (157: papudrois), and it is Androm-
ache’s fault her womb is barren (158: vdvs & dxdpwr). While the secret ad-
ministration of love philters is not alien to Greek thinking,* no one in the play
takes Hermione’s charge seriously.®’

Andromache dismisses the allegations (205), and addresses instead the un-
derstandable fear behind it: that because Hermione continues barren while
Andromache has successfully borne him a son, Neoptolemos will, through
desire for a legitimate heir, make Andromache his actual wife and mistress of his
house, throwing Hermione out (156-57) or relegating her to a subordinate posi-
tion (927-28).% Andromache knows that this is Hermione’s secret fear (34-35),
and it is this she explicitly argues against at length in the first agon. With ironic
questions she makes these points (192-202): Hermione’s marriage is legitimate
(and by implication her own relationship with Neoptolemos is not; she stresses
her slave status, which ensures she can only be a concubine, in her opening
speech); her city is destroyed, while Hermione’s is powerful (i.e., a useful mar-
riage alliance); she is a slave (while Hermione is a princess); she is ageing while
Hermione is youthful; if she bears more children they will be slaves like her cur-
rent one; and as illegitimate slave children of a slave mother, the people of Phthia
would never accept them as kings (whatever Neoptolemos might wish).®

% Stevens (1971) 95-96 for commentary on individual words, especially for this translation of valew
(line 34).

% As Faraone (1994) and (1999) 116-19 shows, and as I discuss in the main text above for Tra-
chiniae.

 Kovacs (1980a) 18—20 and Faraone (1999) 7, who suggest a philter could either be administered to
Hermione to make her barren, or to Neoptolemos to make him uninterested in sex with her. While the
accusation is not taken seriously, there is no suggestion in the play that she is simply making it up, so
as to have a plausible excuse for attacking Andromache; rather, it speaks to her state of mind: jealousy
and paranoid fear (of being set aside) have made her believe a fantasy.

% In all three plays I have looked at, the rival can provide the male with something the patient
cannot: Glauke offers power and status, Iole youth and sexual allure, Andromache a male offspring.

% Goebel (1989) 34 agrees, especially with this last point; he points out Neoptolemos has already
contracted one marriage to obtain legitimate children, so if Hermione were sent away he would have
to contract another.
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This would be true in Classical Athens, where a barbarian pallaké certainly
could not replace a wife, nor the issue be legitimated’—but tragic social
norms should not be presumed to match Classical Athenian ones.”" As far as
this play is concerned, clearly Neoptolemos has not yet shown any signs of
trying to legitimate Andromache’s son, but is it (from Hermione’s perspec-
tive) so far-fetched? Certainly Peleus is far more protective of Andromache
and her son than one might expect from a Greek of his grandson’s slaves, as
Andromache knows he will be, hence her repeated efforts to get a message to
him (81), and in his argument with Menelaus he explicitly lays claim to the boy
as part of his family (714: dmaidas juas det karaorivar Téxvwr;). Further, he
says he will raise the boy to be a great enemy to “these people” (724: péyav
7008 éxfpdv)—presumably Menelaus’s family or the Spartans in general—
and this is unlikely for a common slave, but perfectly plausible for an illegiti-
mate prince. We saw in Medea that Jason argues that, even if his sons are
considered illegitimate to his new marriage, they would still have high status
as half-brothers to kings. Clearly Peleus envisages Andromache’s son having
some similar status, and he implicitly portrays him as a potential war leader.

We should also note that the boy is Neoptolemos’s only heir.”” If Hermione
remains barren, the whole reason for him keeping her as his wife will disap-
pear, and he is unlikely to retain her out of affection. It is without dispute that
he hates her: aside from the two brief statements noted above (33, 157), Andro-
mache later elaborates that Hermione’s husband hates her (205: orvyet méaus),
not because of her drugs but because she is unpleasant to live with, and it is
virtue that delights bedfellows (208: {vvevvéras). Furthermore, when Orestes
asks Hermione if her posis instead cherishes (907: o7épyet) some other lover
(907: edviv), she replies that Andromache is his bedmate (908: fvvevvérw)—
and by implication the one he cherishes.

This brings us to Hermione’s other charge against Andromache: that she is
still sleeping with her husband, even after his marriage.” As Kovacs points
out, Andromache never argues against this—on the contrary, her statement
that a wife should accept her husband having lots of concubines (215-18) tac-
itly admits that Neoptolemos has at least one.” Thus not only as a provider of

* MacDowell (1978) 89-90; as MacDowell notes, the extraordinary legitimation of Perikles’ son by
Aspasia required a special decree be passed to approve it. Cf. the famous distinction between concu-
bines (pallakas) and wives (gunaikas) at Dem. 59.122.

! Consider Eur. Hipp. 304-10: the Nurse warns Phaidra that Hippolytos is a bastard who believes
himself legitimate (309: vé6ov ppovodvra yrijor); cf. W. S. Barrett (1964/2001) 216-17.

72 Kovacs (1980a) 22.

73 Kovacs (1980a) 15-18 advances strong arguments that this accusation is true; see, for example,
Storey (1993) 182 for an alternative view. viv 8 éxAéoima (1. 38) suggests Andromache has stopped sleep-
ing with Neoptolemus, though Kovacs plausibly argues that Andromache could be referring to aban-
doning the palace to seek refuge at the shrine of Thetis. Note, however, that—as with the allegation
about potions—what really matters is not that the charge is true, but that Hermione believes it to be true.

74 Kovacs (1980a) 17-18, where he comments that it would be perfectly natural for a Greek man to
continue having sex with a slave after marriage. Storey (1993) 182 notes that “neither gamos nor posis is
used in connexion with this [Neoptolemos’s and Andromache’s] union”.
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children, but also as bedmate, Andromache has succeeded where Hermione
has failed, and it is at least plausible she could take on the third task of a wife,
as keeper of the home. Hermione is surely right then to fear her as a potential
rival wife. Though her account of Andromache’s actions and intentions is the
distorted product of her own fears, and though her reaction to those fears is
both excessive and violent, those fears remain intelligible within the world of
the play.

In Trachiniae we saw a vivid, but brief, image of Deianeira and Iole
crouching in bed together awaiting their man; in Andromache ‘two wives’ is
arunning theme.” Hermione introduces it first, saying it is not acceptable for
one man to hold the bridle-reins for two women (178: Svoiv yvvaixoiv); rather
the man who wishes not to live poorly should be content to see just one
woman in his bed. The Chorus’s immediate reaction is to refer to Hermione
and Andromache as ‘rival wives’ (182: {vyyduowod). Orestes later agrees, sen-
tentiously (if not entirely altruistically) opining that it is bad for one man to
have two wives (909: 8{cc’ \éxn). But it is the Chorus who argues this most
fully, devoting the entire second stasimon (465-500) to the theme. They begin
by saying they will never praise a man with two wives (465: 8{6vua AékTp’),
and go on to compare this with a kingdom with two kings, a song written by
two poets, two tiller men on a boat, and a crowd of experts: each leads to
strife, and likewise two wives lead to strife in the house (467: €épidas olkwv).
Eris (strife) is a major theme of the play,”® with the word occurring no fewer
than nine times. Four of these describe as eris the situation in the house be-
tween Hermione and Andromache (122, 490, 573, 960—two spoken by the
Chorus, one each by Andromache and Orestes), one is the Chorus’s com-
parison with strife between two craftsman (477), and two more are gnomic
utterances by the Chorus deploring strife between rival wives in general (467)
and between friends (644) (see below on the remaining two instances).
Clearly the Chorus agrees with Hermione that Andromache’s status in the
house is problematic.

Does Hermione feel erds for Neoptolemos? The word does not appear in
the play at all, and neither does himeros; pothos appears only once, and refers
to Hermione desiring death (824); and the verb stergein appears four times,
but only once refers to love, and that is Neoptolemos’s love (907: Orestes
asking Hermione if her husband cherishes some other lover).”” At no point in
the play does Hermione express any affection for Neoptolemos. However she
is highly sexualized,” though her erds is expressed differently from that in

7> See Storey (1993) 183 ff.

76 Storey (1993) 187; J. R. Wilson (1979) 7-9.

77 Two of the other three instances (180, 468) refer to a husband being content with one wife; the
final one (214) refers to a wife putting up with a bad husband.

78 Pagani (1968) 203; McClure (1999) 179-81, especially 181 n. 60: “At PL. Symp. 191e, pudavdpla [a
quality of Hermione, see main text below] is explicitly connected with adultery: ‘promiscuous and
adulterous women’ (yvvaikes pidavdpol Te kal poyevTprar)”.
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Medea and Trachiniae, and makes much play with both her parental heritage
(i.e., as the daughter of Helen and of Menelaus), and the connected and ante-
cedent story of the beauty contest between Hera, Athena, and Aphrodite.

The word Kupris occurs five times in the play, and in each case is either
used to refer to Aphrodite as the bringer of sexual desire, or as an adjective
meaning ‘sexual.” Hermione is the first to use the word, perhaps inadvertently
showing how much sex preys on her mind, when she says a good husband
should be content with one sexual partner (179: evvalav Kémpw). Andromache
picks up on this, first mentioning how she suckled Hektor’s bastards when
sexual desire (223: KYmpis) caused him to stray, then warning Hermione not
to outdo her mother in man-loving (229: ¢iAavdpie),” and finally directly ad-
monishing her to keep silent about her sexual problems (240: Kimpidos
dAynoews). The Chorus takes this further, devoting the first stasimon (274-308)
to a recapitulation of the beauty contest between the three goddesses—which
Aphrodite won by delighting Paris with deceptive words (289: SoA{ots é)e
Kvmpis Adyous, Tepmvois pev drovoar)—as well as Helen’s failure to reject Paris,
and the ten years of war that followed.

Hermione’s sexual appetites have now been firmly linked to her mother’s,
but Peleus takes things a stage further by drawing attention to her father’s
sexual incontinence too: in his agén with Menelaus, he says that when the
latter recaptured Helen after ten years of war he should have killed her, but
instead on seeing her breast he dropped his sword (i.e., was ‘unmanned’) and
welcomed her kiss, being conquered by lust (631: joowy mepvrws Kimpidos).
This scene is evoked again later, when Hermione, lamenting her earlier con-
duct, emerges from the house, tears off her veil, and bares her breast in public
(830-35), an act of licentiousness that appalls the Chorus.* Finally, her sexual
incontinence is shown by her willingness to elope with Orestes. While Herm-
ione displays no affection for Neoptolemos at any point in the play, her highly
sexualized nature ensures that she will lust for him, the only man she is al-
lowed to sleep with—at least until she abandons her marriage and makes Or-
estes the object of her lust instead.®' No less than for Medea or Deianeira then,
does erds play a part in Hermione’s jealousy of her rival.

What of the other feelings we have seen as part of the Greek jealousy pro-
totype? Hermione does not exhibit grief, but then (unlike Medea) she does not
feel affection for her husband, nor has he left her yet—and her attempted
murder of Andromache is intended to ensure he never does. She also does not

7% Allan (2000) 100 suggests Hermione has tried to over-compensate for her inherited lust by
“demanding too strict a form of monogamy from her husband”; cf. McClure (1999) 180-81.

80 See McClure (1999) 194-95.

81 As with Deianeira (cf. n. 53 above), Hermione’s erds and self-interest go hand in hand: she could
feel erds for Neoptolemos (without being ‘in love’ with him in the modern sense) because sex with him
would give her what she most wanted. Sex is both an end in itself, and also a means to, and a measure
of, other things (here status, worth)—see also n. 68 above.
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express rage,*? though some bitterness comes out (e.g., her comments to An-
dromache that she is hateful to her husband (157), and to Orestes that some of
her misfortunes were caused by her husband (902), who avoids her bed in
favor of someone else’s (908)). Hermione clearly considers Andromache a
personal enemy, but again she does not talk about it; rather her hatred is man-
ifested more in insults and in her intended murderous actions.®*

The emotion that most dominates the play, if (typically) rarely named, is
phthonos—the particular script this time being ‘covetous envy: Hermione
wants what Andromache has (i.e., sex with Neoptolemos and a son by him)
but has an even stronger desire to deprive Andromache of these (and destroy
her). Having referred to the situation between Hermione and Andromache
as “hateful strife” (122: &pidt oTvyepdr) in the parodos, in their very next
interjection (after Hermione’s diatribe against Andromache) the Chorus
opines that “a female heart is liable to phthonos and always exceedingly full of
ill will to rival wives” (181-82: émiphovdv Tor xpiua Onlelas ppevos xal
Evyyduowot dvopeves pdor ael),®* thus connecting phthonos to the ‘rival
wives’ theme. Eris is also traditionally connected with phthonos,® and aside
from the seven instances of eris that refer to Andromache and Hermione or
comparative situations (see above), it is notable that the final two instances
refer to envy/jealousy scenarios: the beauty competition between Hera,
Athena, and Aphrodite (279), and the subsequent strife between Menelaus
and Paris over Helen (362). Given the focus on inheritance to explain Herm-
ione’s rampant sexuality, it is no accident that Euripides has brought up these
two episodes from Hermione’s family’s past; he clearly intends eris, and by
extension phthonos, to be an obvious theme of the play. As Hermione ex-
plains, in a lengthy attempt to shift the blame, this phthonos was fostered by
gossip from her female friends (930-53);* and its result is as we have come to
expect: (attempted) destruction of the envied person. Phthonos has a tendency
to drag its target down to the level of the patient,*” and Peleus has already
noted that Hermione and Menelaus wished to destroy Andromache’s son to
make Neoptolemos’s line as barren as theirs (711-14).2 And in her first speech
Hermione insists that if she cannot kill Andromache she will ensure that she

82 Cholos does not appear in the play. Three of the four instances of thumos (689, 728, 742—the
fourth (1072) just means “heart”) and the single instance of orgé (688) apply to Peleus and Menelaus.

8 Tt is left to Menelaus to describe Andromache and her son as enemies: he calls them echthroi
twice (515, 520), and “most hated” (659: éyf{orovs) once.

8 Compare Medea’s comment that wives wronged in the marriage bed are murderous (Med. 265-
266), and Deianeira’s plea, “Sharing the house and the marriage, what woman could do it?” (Trach.
545-46).

8 For example, Hes. Op. 11-29; cf. Most (2003) 130-31.

8 For gossip as the female equivalent of male slander, see p. 45.

8 For other examples of dragging down, see chapter 7 n. 33.

8 Arist. Rh. 1.5 includes having children as one of the goods subject to good fortune that can excite
phthonos in those who lack them (see chapter 4.3.1).
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ends her days as Hermione’s own personal drudge, cowering at her knees
(164-6s5; cf. 927-28: Hermione’s belief that Andromache will treat her beaten
rival likewise)—the desire to beat the rival, and make that victory manifest,
being another common tendency of phthonos.

Many similarities are now apparent from these three plays, and give us in-
sights into this ancient Greek sexual jealousy-type emotion script. In all three
plays, legitimate wives are (actually, potentially, or supposedly) abandoned
for rivals, and their three roles as Greek wives— as housekeeper, as bedmate,
and (except for Deianeira) as bearer of children—are threatened. All three
women feel erds for their partners, though what we might term ‘being in love’
with them is not an obvious part of this (especially for Hermione). All three
are concerned about the exclusivity of their position as wife. All three are con-
cerned with their status, and that the rival can give their husbands something
they cannot (see n. 68). In two cases, the wife’s jealousy is caused or increased
by her rival (potentially or actually) living under her own roof; and in the third
by the husband abandoning his own oikos to go to live under the rival’s roof.
The situational antecedents are, in all three cases, remarkably uniform. There
is a little more variety in the emotions aroused, both in the precise affects and
their intensity, but there are some obvious similarities: anger (in differing de-
grees) is felt for the partner who should have kept his marriage relationship
exclusive (if not monogamous), and hostility (ranging from mild hostility to
hatred) and phthonos (a variety of scripts) are felt for the rival. In two cases
this phthonos causes the jealous wife to seek the rival’s death, and in all cases
there is a distinctly expressed desire to beat the rival.

Konstan argues that the absence, or at least the lack of explicit expression,
of love or affection means that jealousy, as we understand it, did not exist in
ancient Greece.* This position is open to two objections. First, this contra-
dicts Konstan’s own (valid) contention that there are cultural variations in
emotions.” If these still allow us to use the obvious label for other emotions,
why should jealousy be different? Second, it is by no means the case that
modern English jealousy need involve love: people from whose relationship
love has long since vanished can still be jealous when their partner goes off
with someone new.”’ What matters, even in modern English jealousy, is exclu-
sivity (if not monogamy), not affection—what is important is that they are
mine. The psychology and script summarized above are very clear, and their

8 Konstan (2006) 219-43. Cohen (1991) 167-68 disagrees that the Greek marriage was necessarily
devoid of either passion or emotional attachment, and provides a number of examples: see especially
168 n. 131 for his examples of “women’s resentment at men’s infidelity.”

% The case is made for individual emotions throughout Konstan (2006), but the Introduction
(3-40) especially makes the general case that emotions should be considered to be socially and cultur-
ally conditioned.

%! See chapter 2.4.2 on the absence of love from most psychologists’ lists of affects in the jealousy
complex.
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uniformity across the three plays I have examined should demonstrate beyond
doubt the existence of a jealousy-type emotion in ancient Greece, notwith-
standing a supposed lack of emphasis on personal affection. It is perhaps more
germane to read this latter as merely an indication of the difference in the
roles of love’ in modern Western and erds in ancient Greek, marriages, or at
the least a distinction in terminology and semantic boundaries.

It is notable that all three plays involve jealous women, and Goldhill’s con-
tention that jealousy is not a heroic enough emotion for tragedy, though mis-
taken as a general principle,”* does at least more generally seem to be borne
out for men. However, before turning to other genres—to see how our Greek
sexual jealousy prototype survives outside of exclusive, heterosexual marriage
relationships—it is worth considering one other character in Andromache
who could be labeled ‘jealous’: Orestes.

Orestes narrates (957-86) how Hermione had been promised to him in
marriage, but that Menelaus reneged on the agreement and gave her to Neop-
tolemos. Later Orestes came to Neoptolemos and begged him to give Herm-
ione to him instead. He is aware of Hermione’s attempt to kill Andromache,
and its failure, and has arrived with the intention of taking her away from
Neoptolemos’s house, if she wants to leave. His early questioning of her, sup-
posedly to learn what has happened, is therefore clearly disingenuous.” As far
as Hermione is concerned, he is pushing at an open door, and he departs with
her. However, it is not enough for him merely to beat Neoptolemos by per-
suading his wife to elope with him. His hatred (1006-7: éxfpav éuiv. éxfpiv
yap avdpdv . . .), aroused by his sexual rivalry with Neoptolemos (and the lat-
ter’s insults of him, 977), requires that he must kill him too—and this he
achieves, again through duplicity: he slanders (1005: diafolais Te Tals éuais)
Neoptolemos to the Delphians (see 1092-95 for the slanders’ content) who,
believing the slanders, then kill Neoptolemos.”* The language of phthonos is
not present here, but the necessary conditions, psychology, and action ten-
dencies are consistent with a phthonos analysis: Orestes has a rival for the
possession of a desired wife; he has been beaten by his rival in the past, but
now has the opportunity to take the possession; he hates his rival; and he uses
slander to destroy him.

It is surely right to see a link between the two halves of the play: that Ores-
tes’” sexual jealousy of Neoptolemos reflects Hermione’s of Andromache.”
Clearly Orestes, being a man, does not want the three wifely roles for himself,

%2 Goldhill (2003) 171-72. However, as we have seen, jealousy is a major plot element in at least
three of the thirty-two surviving tragedies, and if that ratio is reflective of lost tragedies, then by infer-
ence we can assume a jealousy plot was staged in Athens around twice a year (on average approxi-
mately one at each Lenaia and City Dionysia—not to mention other, local festivals).

% Allan (2000) 73.

°t On slander and phthonos, see p. 45.

% McClure (1999) 160-62, 199-200; Allan (2000) 74. Kovacs (1980a) 5 does not see any link.
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but he does want the husband/protector role, indeed admits to begging for it
(972-73). Interestingly, for Orestes again the question of his promised bride
appears to relate to issues of status, in his case his status as an outcast,”® and
the insult to his status by Neoptolemos’s withholding of “his” woman. We are
not told whether he feels erds for Hermione, but we should note the following:
he once chose her for his wife; he tried to persuade, indeed begged, Neoptol-
emos (a marriage rival, hence already a personal enemy) to give up a woman
already married, rather than picking any other eligible princess; and he is pur-
suing her still. The main difference between Hermione’s jealousy episode and
Orestes’ is that Orestes succeeds in murdering his rival where Hermione fails.
Euripides has been able to depict Orestes’ jealousy with such economy pre-
cisely because the example of Hermione is by this point so vividly in our
minds.

8.4 Sexual Jealousy outside Tragedy

In this final section of the chapter I explore how well the closely portrayed
tragic ‘type’ of the jealous woman is a model for jealousy in other genres, in
particular in oratory and New Comedy. The most detailed portrayal of a
jealous woman outside tragedy occurs in Antiphon 1, Against the Step-
mother, which portrays a woman who allegedly caused the death of her hus-
band®” by the administration of a poison she claimed was a love potion (1.9:
éml pidtpots; 1.19: pdpparor).”® She makes use of another woman to admin-
ister the drug, the mistress (1.14: mad\ax1) of her husband’s friend Philo-
neus, whom Philoneus was about to put away into a brothel. The step-
mother describes the pallaké’s treatment by Philoneus as injustice (1.15:
adwketofar), and uses the same verb (1.15: adwkoiro) to describe her own
treatment by her husband, thus appealing to the pallaké’s fellow feeling
(1.15: kal avT).

Though the text is not explicit about the fiction allegedly used by the step-
mother to manipulate the unfortunate pallaké, the language used is highly
suggestive. As Bonanno has shown, diké is frequently used to express the
reciprocal expectations of amorous relationships in Greece—that the one

% This status deters those who are not his philoi from offering him a wife (974-76); by returning
Andromache to Menelaus, he will make Menelaus his philos, and thus obtain Hermione as his wife
(985-86).

7 Carey (1997) 41, Gagarin (2002) 149-50 on the plausibility of the charge. It is highly possible
this is the case cited at Arist. Mag. mor. 1188b29-38, where the woman was acquitted on the grounds
that she had no intention to kill (see Gagarin (1997) 140 and (2002) 149, Faraone (1994) 118). I am less
concerned with her intentions, than the rhetorical means by which she allegedly persuaded the pallaké,
and the speaker’s presentation of his stepmother to the court.

% Allegedly her second attempt involving poison (§ 9—and § 3 suggests previous attempts, pos-
sibly by other means). See Gagarin (1997) 111-12, Faraone (1994) 119 on fatal doses.
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feeling philia should have her philia returned, and that both lover and beloved
should behave in a certain way toward each other—and from Sappho onwards
‘adikia’ asserts that those expectations are not being met: that one party no
longer feels philia for the other.”” On its own the language of adikia could be
open to a number of readings, but combined with the love philter it becomes
more specific. This use of adikeisthai by the stepmother, about both her and
the pallaké’s relationships, must be designed to play on the latter’s sensibili-
ties. Though clearly the stepmother’s husband would not be placing a legiti-
mate wife in a porneion, the connection is presumably with them both being
put aside for a rival. The stepmother wins the pallaké over by presenting her-
self likewise as a jilted woman, and by playing on the pallaké’s insecurity, to
persuade her of a commonality of interest. She tells her the potion will
recapture their respective men’s affections (1.15: pidov moujoar), something the
pallaké believes she has lost.!®

This is in fact the only case in surviving sources outside tragedy where a
(portrayed) jealousy scenario actually leads to the death of either the loved one
or the rival, but despite its uniqueness, it shows that an audience would be
expected to believe such scenarios could happen as plausibly offstage as on.'™
Gagarin argues, rightly in my view, that the speaker’s “vivid story of the women
seeking desperate remedies when they fear they are losing their men’s love
would fit comfortably into the (all-male) jurors™ preconceptions about the
kinds of steps desperate women take for the sake of love.”'”> However, the
speaker does not argue directly that his stepmother’s jealousy, or her use of
drugs, was unjustified; he cannot risk jurors disagreeing and feeling sympathy
for her. Instead he melodramatically, but effectively, refers to his stepmother as
“that Clytemnestra” (1.17: 79s Klvraywiotpas Tadtns). We might think from
the stepmother’s own arguments to the pallaké that Deianeira would be a more
appropriate role model. However, the speaker does not want his stepmother
compared with a rather pathetic woman, a victim, who merely wished to retain
her husband’s affections and only killed him by mistake. He wants to link her
to an unambiguous husband-Kkiller, the sort of woman every Athenian would
dread to have at home. Among her many motivations for killing her husband,
Clytemnestra is driven by jealousy at his bringing Cassandra home to live as a

% Bonanno (1973). The language of diké/adikia was also seen in Medea.

19 Faraone (1999) 119 argues that pharmaka and philtra were generally used to make husbands care
more for their spouses, rather than desire them sexually: the verbs used are typically philein, stergein,
or agapan, rather than eran. This is not, of course, to say that the wife might not feel erds—see n. 81
above.

101 See P. Wilson (1996) on tragic narratives in oratory; see also Hall (1995).

192 Gagarin (2002) 147. Gagarin goes on to note that many of them would have seen Medea (I would
add Trachiniae and Andromache, to my mind much more apposite)—though only a portion of fifth-
century tragedy survives, and the theme of the jealous wife must have come up repeatedly, so jurors
might not necessarily have had any particular tragedy in mind.
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mistress under her roof.!” The speaker in Antiphon 1, then, by using the single
name Clytemnestra, is calling to mind a whole battery of imagery against his
stepmother. He avoids the ‘jealous wife’ story she spins to the pallaké—it
would not help his case to focalize from her perspective. He needs a monster,
not a woman with a scrap of justification, hence “that Clytemnestra.”

There are a number of other situations in the oratorical corpus where a wife
is very upset at her husband bringing a mistress into their house. At Andoc.
1.124-25, the speaker mentions a certain Kallias who married a woman, then
brought her mother into the house as a sexual partner, at which event the
daughter tried to hang herself, then ran away.'” At Andoc. 4.14-15, Alkibiades
is said to bring free and slave mistresses (plural) into the house, leading his
wife to apply for a divorce. She at least has somewhere to go (her family);
Deianeira in Trachiniae does not, which might explain her more drastic mea-
sures to retain her husband’s affection. Similarly the stepmother in Antiphon
1 would be concerned for her position and status as wife, should her husband
leave her for the other woman.'® Such a scenario occurs in Isaeus 6, where the
old man Euktemon moves first himself, then all his furniture and possessions
to the house of his pallaké, Alke, leaving the legitimate wife and children des-
titute; however, at least he had the decency to put his mistress up in a different
house (Isae. 6.21), as did Lysias with Metaneira (Dem. 59.22).1%

Most of the jealous characters we have seen so far have been women. For
the remainder of this chapter I turn to jealous men. We have already seen one
such character—Orestes in Andromache—and saw that his jealousy episode,
almost unique in surviving tragedy, contained many of the same situational
antecedents (with appropriate alterations for a putative husband’s status rather
than a wife’s), affective states, and resulting destructive action as the women’s.

Our next jealous man appears in Menander’s Perikeiromené. The soldier
Polemon has fallen in love (128: épacTod yevouévou; cf. 494: épds, 499: épdvTe)
with Glykera, an adopted girl of unknown origin; and the adoptive mother
gave her to him as if she were her real daughter (130: 6{8wot ™y kdpyv s
Ouyarépa aitis éxew).'” When Polemon’s servant Sosias reports seeing their

10 At Aesch. Ag. 1412 ff. Clytemnestra lists the reasons for her killing of her husband, starting with
his sacrifice of their daughter. She discusses his affairs in lines 1438-47, first sneering at his “soothing of
Chryseises [plural] at Ilium,” then immediately pointing to Cassandra (1440: alyudAwTos 1j6¢) and call-
ing her “sharer of his couch” (1441: kowdAexpos T0i0€), “his faithful bedmate” (1442: 7o) Edvevvos),
“his lover” (1446: pujrwp T003¢), and “spice for my bed” (1447: edvijs mapopvmua Tis uijs).

104 Interestingly, Andocides lampoons the man by comparing him to Oedipus or Aegisthus (1.129).
Once again, by drawing the audience’s attention to the theatre and pressing the right buttons, the
speaker can make them tell the story for him.

195 Dillon (2004) 21.

106 Kapparis (1999) 212-13; Carey (1992) 97; Davidson (1997) 99.

197 This formulation suggests legal marriage, but since Glykera is of unknown parentage and hence
not a citizen, she should be a concubine (pallaké) rather than a legitimate wife. However, Polemon
regards her as his wife (489: éy yaueriy vevépika radrnp), and the rival is described as a moichos (357,
370, 986), implying adultery. See Traill (2008) 40-45 on her status.
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handsome young neighbor Moschion (unbeknown to all, Glykera’s long-lost
brother) kissing Glykera, Polemon flies into a rage (163: eis dpynv). In his
mind, there is a ‘love triangle’ (himself, his wife/mistress, and his rival); he
already feels erds for her, and now also orgé and, as we shortly learn, grief (174:
he lies on his bed weeping—cf. Eur. Med. 24-25) at her supposed betrayal of
their exclusive relationship. As we have by now come to expect, this combina-
tion of circumstances and affects arouses his phthonos, causing him to carry
out a destructive action: he cuts off the long hair that makes Glykera beautiful
(173) before throwing her out of the house. While the language of phthonos is
not present, it is clear that the situation, psychology, and action tendencies are
consistent with a phthonos analysis: Polemon has a rival for the possession of
a desired wife/mistress, she appears to have gone off with the rival, and so he
damages her beauty so his rival cannot enjoy it. This scenario is very much in
line with the cases we have examined so far (with the obvious rider that in
comedy, rather than tragedy, even sharp emotion is not going to make a char-
acter kill), and it is clear that Polemon is jealous. The word he himself uses is
zélotupos (987); and this word, first appearing in our sources in Aristophanes’
Wealth (dated 388), is traditionally translated ‘jealous’ (see below).!%
Menander’s Samia appears to have a similar story. Uniquely in surviving
Greek New Comedy, Demeas is a mature man in a loving, exclusive
relationship—however this is not with a citizen woman (i.e., a marriage), but
a Samian ex-hetaira called Chrysis; the third member of the ‘family” is Mos-
chion, Demeas’s adopted son.'” In the usual complicated way of New
Comedy, Demeas comes to believe that Chrysis has slept with Moschion and
had a child by him (the baby is actually Moschion’s by a different girl). We
learn from the prologue that Demeas feels erds for Chrysis (21: els é<mi>0vpuiav;
81: épd),'"? and is concerned about younger love-rivals (26: ¥[#’] dvrepactav
petpariowv).™ When he discovers the supposed affair, he is furious (447: mv
xoA1v), but he immediately exonerates Moschion (his ‘rival’), while placing all
the blame on Chrysis (326 ff.), in both cases on grounds of previous character.
He heaps imprecations on Chrysis, calling her a whore and a plague (348),

1% Polemon’s jealousy is widely recognized by scholars—for example, Goldberg (1980) 45; R. L.
Hunter (1985) 67, 150; Zagagi (1994) 18, 30, 49, 150; Lape (2004) 173. Konstan (2006) 234-35 disagrees,
but his argument that zélotupos never means ‘jealous’ in Classical literature becomes strained here (see
discussion in main text and n. 130).

19 Lape (2004) 139 on Demeas’s uniqueness; she also notes he is living permanently with a hetaira
at an age when he would be expected to be (re)married. Chrysis, for her part, behaves not like the usual
hetaira of New Comedy, but as a respectable Greek wife and mother; see Lape (2004) 141; Zagagi (1994)
55. Moschion, as a citizen, is the legitimate son of the oikos under Athenian law, notwithstanding his
adoption—see Zagagi (1994) 116-17.

110 There seems to be a convergence of epithumia with erés—see also Lysias 3.5, 39, 44, discussed
in the main text below.

'L Cf. Deianeira in Trachiniae. We should note that comedy presents a situation for men that trag-
edy portrays only for women.
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and labels her as his Helen (336-37—a woman who ran off with a younger
man who was then staying in her husband’s house).!'* He tells himself that
he must leave behind his yearning and his erds for her (350: émidafoi 700
m6bov, mémava’ épav), and he throws Chrysis (and the baby) out of the
house, knowing she has nowhere else to go,'* spitefully telling her that he
will find some other girl to love (385: dyamioe) him. It might appear from
what we’ve seen that Demeas’s reaction owes something to jealousy. How-
ever, while the cuckold’s phthonos can lead to harm of the partner rather
than the rival (as in Perikeiromené, and indeed Trachiniae), the fact that no
bitterness or violence is shown to the ‘rival,” whom he even allows to con-
tinue living in his house, suggests that other emotions might be at work in
this case.

Many scholars have pointed out the similarity of the Samia situation to that
in Euripides’ Hippolytos,'* but Theseus certainly does act destructively toward
his rival. On returning from a long trip away from home, he finds his wife
Phaidra dead. He laments extensively, referring to her as his lechos (858) and
alochos (801). He soon learns that his wife has left a suicide note, saying his son
(her stepson) Hippolytos had made sexual advances to her, and she killed her-
self in consequence. Theseus immediate denounces and curses Hippolytos with
death,'> and at this moment of sharp anguish refers to Phaidra as his euné
(885). It is hard to determine Theseus’s emotional motivation—he does not
spend much time saying why he’s doing what he’s doing, mostly he just acts—
but there are some indications. Euné seems in origin to be slightly more sexual-
ized than lechos,''® and if so it is interesting that he uses it uniquely at this point;
later he returns to lektra (944) and lechos (1266). We should also note that his
immediate response is to curse Hippolytos with death, implying hatred or jeal-
ousy."” He calls Hippolytos mé philos (927), implying he is his echthros. He
then comes up with the secondary punishment of banishment: he wants Hip-
polytos either to die (887-90) or to be banished (893-98), but he later rejects a
quick death for him, so his suffering can be long-drawn-out (1045-49). This is
reminiscent of Medea’s changing of Jason’s punishment: Theseus wants Hip-
polytos to have time to perceive his (Theseus’s) revenge. He also talks twice of
Hippolytos dishonoring first Zeus (886), then himself (1040), and also says he

12 See Goldberg (1980) 97-102 on this scene; also Lape (2004) 159-60. Once again, labeling with
the name of a famous literary character is an easy way to make the audience tell the story for you.

13 R, L. Hunter (1985) 88.

14 For example, Goldberg (1980) 99; R. L. Hunter (1985) 116; Zagagi (1994) 56, 125 (where he quotes
other references); Lape (2004) 155-56, 159. Theseus judges Hippolytos on (his view of) his past conduct,
as Demeas does with Moschion and Chrysis.

15 W. S. Barrett (1964/2001) 187 notes the speed and violence of his public denunciation of Hip-
polytos on reading Phaidra’s suicide tablet; I prefer to note the speed and violence of the curse.

116 See n. 11 above.

17 See comments earlier in this chapter on Medea’s, Hermione’s, and Orestes’ desires for their
rivals’ deaths, and why Medea ‘commutes’ Jason’s sentence.
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attacked Phaidra with violence (886: Biay cf. 1073: 9ppilew); Aristotle tells us
that orgé is the correct response both to disrespect and to hubris.!'® While The-
seus’s response to Hippolytos’s (supposed) semi-incestuous rape is explicitly
portrayed by shocked orgé and misos,""® very plausible (and traditionally heroic)
emotions in themselves, the situational and affective aspects of the scenario are
not inconsistent with a jealous response, and the audience may understand it as
implicitly present. However, Euripides shies away from developing this aspect
more fully. Could it be that jealousy is inappropriate for men (as opposed to
women) in tragedy,'? while it can comfortably be presented in comedy?
Turning to oratory, we might wonder if in Lysias 1, On the Murder of Era-
tosthenes, the speaker Euphiletos is trying to hide his jealousy at being cuck-
olded by his wife. As he relates the story, dispassionately, he finds out that his
young, demure wife has been having an affair with a young man (Eratosthe-
nes), assisted by her maid. He forces the maid to tell him the next time Eratos-
thenes is in the house with his wife; when she does, he quietly goes out, gathers
a group of his friends, returns to surprise the couple in flagrante, and kills
Eratosthenes. He is tried for murder, but he argues that the ancient laws of
Athens permit a husband to kill a moichos caught in the act—indeed, the way
he presents the case is that they almost demand it. However those laws, while
still on the statute book, were no longer considered comme il faut,’! and Eu-
philetos faces an uphill struggle to give the prosecution no handle for claiming
that he was motivated by anything other than a dispassionate desire to uphold
the law to the fullest; should they prove otherwise, then they will be able to
argue much more convincingly that he was guilty of entrapment, while the
defense rests on everything happening spontaneously. Euphiletos is on shaky
ground because he has, by his own admission, known about the affair for sev-
eral days before catching his wife and Eratosthenes in the act, and many will
struggle to believe that he went about his life completely as normal, not in any
disquieted state of mind, and not making any effort to stage manage the show-
down. Jealousy is the obvious construction for the audience to put on his ac-
tions, the ‘elephant in the living room,” and Euphiletos needs to avoid any hint
that he was motivated by it. Accordingly, in one of Lysias’s best character
sketches, Euphiletos presents himself from the beginning as a simple, credu-
lous, law-abiding man, who does everything because it is the right thing to
do.?* He betrays no emotion for his young wife, neither erds (despite their

118 Arist. Rh. 2.2, 1378a30-b2s.

119 The element of shock (without other attendant emotions) is similar to the response of Hippoly-
tos, the Nurse, and the Chorus on finding out whom Phaidra’s passion is for.

120 Except Orestes of course, but Orestes is an extreme and unique figure in tragedy in many ways.

121 Carey (1989) 60-61.

122 See Carey (1989) 61-62 and Todd (2007) 51-52 on Euphiletos’s self-characterization and strat-
egy. Carey is unconvinced, saying “Euphiletos seems a little too innocent to be true” (63). Cf. Edwards
and Usher (1985) 220-21, 224, 225, who see flashes of anger at his wife’s adultery peppering Euphiletos’s
speech; this is rightly denied by Todd (2000) 16 and (2007) 51-52, especially n. 37. See also Konstan
(2006) 234, who in my view takes Euphiletos far too readily at his word.
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mutual flirting—1.12-13), nor orgé on hearing the maid’s story or even on find-
ing Eratosthenes in bed with his wife.!” In his self-presentation, he moves
from gullible old man to austere defender of the law without a bridge, leaving
no time for the audience to dwell on his likely true response.

Mature men are not only portrayed as jealous (or not) in domestic cases. In
two other speeches by Lysias we find them coming to blows over young lovers.
In Lysias 3, Against Simon, the speaker, a man of advanced years, portrays his
opponent Simon’s jealousy over his lover—a young Plataian boy called The-
odotos, with whom they were both enamored (3.5: émefuurijoaper)—leaving
him for the speaker.'** Simon is presented as responding with violence against
both the speaker (and his family) and the boy on two occasions, both times
while under the influence of alcohol (3.6-8, 12-18). However, despite the
speaker’s first assertion that initially Simon was impassioned about the boy
too (3.5: émeluujoaper), he later says his behavior (in waiting four years to
prosecute) shows he was not really in love (3.39: épdot, émbupoiio; 3.44: épav);
presumably he was using the pretense as a front for his then hubris, and pres-
ent sukophantia (3.44). As for his own role in the brawling, the speaker at-
tempts to generalize the dispute, labeling it “rivalry over a boy” (3.40: 7ept
Tadikdy épilovikioauer fuels mpos dAMjlovs), and then comparing it to
fighting over female hetairai, or through drunken rivalry or games or insults
(3.43: éx uébns kal pulovikias 1) éx madidv 1) éx Aowdoplas 1) mept éraipas
payduevor).'” While clearly trying to downplay the quarrel, he draws on the
audience’s underlying assumption that erds leads to a range of predictable
consequences, irrespective of its object, and of the age of the subject.

Two other cases show similar features. The first is Lysias 4, On a Premedi-
tated Wounding, which presents a fairly similar situation to Lysias 3, the dif-
ferences being that the love object is a girl, the speaker is of indeterminate age,
and the two litigants originally contracted to share in her favors (4.1). The
slave-girl/prostitute, at least as presented by the speaker, clearly relishes the
situation, twisting both men around her little finger (4.8, 17),'* and the op-
ponent is presented as sick with love for her (4.8: 8doepws éo7i) and, spurred

12 Though it is perhaps hinted at when he says Eratosthenes injured—1.26: dudpryua
ééapaprdvew—his wife and children.

12t The speaker expresses embarrassment at his erotic relationship with a young lad at his time of
life (3.4: dAws 8¢ ljfﬁv (pafkuat ﬁapd 1'1\]1/ ﬁ/\LK[aV T‘/\}V e’,u,aufoﬁ dvon?éﬂ'epov 'rrpés 70 /LeLp(iKLov Swaribels),
an age when he should be married; see Todd (2007) 278. Compare Demeas in Samia (23: jjoydver’;
27: aloyvverar); see Lape (2004) 139-40. It is controversial whether Theodotos was a slave or free; see
Carey (1989) 87, 90, who thinks Theodotos was probably a slave; Todd (2007) 279-81 and (2000) 43,
who does not.

125 See Fisher (1992) 67 on “Drunken brawls... over hetairai and boys”, also 86 n. 2 on this case; cf.
Cohen (1995) 132-33; Carey (1997) 82, who mentions Simon’s “vindictive jealousy”.

126 There is a disparity between the girl’s slave status and the power her sexuality gives her over the
two men. Greek literature tends to treat sex with slaves as an objective process, even (e.g., in Samia)
when the other partner is in love with them. This speech is more frank about the complexities that can
be involved in real-life owner-object relationships when emotion intrudes.
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on by this, liable to drunken violence (4.8: mapwéuvpuuévos 3&0xep Nav rai
mapowds éorw)—and indeed a violent brawl results (4.5-7).

Another example is seen in Aeschines 1, Against Timarchos, where the
defendant is alleged as a young man to have moved in with Misgolas, an
older man, to allow the latter to indulge his sexual practices (no erds or epi-
thumia is mentioned, though Misgolas did seek Timarchos out and persuade
him to leave another man for him, so some passion might be presumed).'?’
Effectively Timarchos was to be his companion, and exclusively so: Misgolas
had allegedly paid in advance for the right to have sex with him exclusively
(1.41: dpyvpidy ¢ mpoavadwcas—the phrase is one we might expect to see
used for a relationship with a hetaira). Aeschines mentions an occasion when
Timarchos neglected to turn up to accompany Misgolas at a procession: Mis-
golas was angered (1.43: mapwfupuévos) by this and, on searching, by finding
Timarchos “lunching” (1.43: cwapiordvra) with foreigners. Despite Ae-
schines’ circumlocution, one can read between the lines that more than food
was intended to be shared at this lunch: Misgolas threatens them with prison
for corrupting a free youth (1.43: 67 pewpdriov éAedfepov Siépbepav); the
phrase must allude to passive anal sex, the only inappropriate activity for a
citizen, and one which Aeschines has already hinted Timarchos was open to
if it allowed him to indulge his pleasures (1.41-42). Once again, a speaker is
relying on his audience’s recognition of a scenario, together with its likely
affects and outcomes. What is interesting about this case is the stimulus:
most cases of male jealousy we have seen are provoked, not by imminent loss
of status (as female jealousy is), but by the beloved’s sexual acts with another.
What these acts are, however, are normally not specified (e.g., Lysias 3, Lysias
4), or are unremarkable (a hug and kiss in Perikeiromené, vaginal intercourse
resulting in pregnancy in Samia). The cause of Misgolas’s jealousy—being
stood up on a date because his beloved is dining with other men— has a nice
element of authorial precision to it, one sure to capture the imagination of
any audience.

Later in the same speech, Timarchos is “lodging” with Pittalakos, a public
slave. Hegesandros, a citizen, forms a desire (1.57: émefvpeoe) for Timarchos,
asks Pittalakos to give him up, and when he refuses, persuades Timarchos
personally to move in with him. Pittalakos is then described as feeling zélotu-
pia (1.58: é{nlotimer), a word (as noted above) normally translated as ‘jeal-
ousy’: however his only action is to make a nuisance of himself by hanging
around (1.58: époira) Hegesandros’s house.'?® The scenario is one where we
might expect jealousy, and despite our not being told we might assume, as
with Misgolas, that Pittalakos felt erés for Timarchos; it is in fact strongly

1271 use epithumia here in the sense of passion, as it is used in Lys. 3 and Samia (see main text
above); epithumia as a purely physical lust can always be presumed in Timarchos’s lovers.

128 Fisher (2001) 195 believes that Pittalakos making such a nuisance of himself in itself suggests
jealousy.
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suggested by how pained (1.58: wdvvdro) he was at Timarchos leaving him.
But we do not hear that he is in any way angered at Timarchos’s conduct, nor
that he takes any violent or destructive action—on the contrary, it is Hegesan-
dros and Timarchos who end up committing hubris against him. It is possible
that the financial aspects of the situation provide the clue: Misgolas is said to
have paid Timarchos a sum of money in advance, and so would have expected
the right to have sex with him on an ongoing and exclusive basis (such ar-
rangements can be shared by agreement, as in Lysias 4, but are not open more
widely); Pittalakos is merely said to have cash (1.54: edmopdv dpyvpiov), and to
be able to fund Timarchos’s debauched lifestyle (1.54: xopyyov 7 BdeAvpia 77
éavTod), an exchange that is exclusive while it lasts, but which neither side is
obliged to continue. However, Pittalakos is loath to lose Timarchos’s favors as
a live-in lover, hence his hanging around Hegesandros’s house: he is trying to
win Timarchos back.' This is in fact the same behavior we see Polemon prac-
ticing in Perikeiromené: having begrudged sharing Glykera’s favors with an-
other man, and having cut off her hair and kicked her out in jealous rage, he
later repents and hangs around Moschion’s house in an attempt to win her
back. His attempts are certainly more violent than Pittalakos’s (he tries to
storm Moschion’s house), but that is merely indicative of his being a soldier
rather than a public slave.

Konstan has analyzed in detail usage of the word zélotupia and its cog-
nates.'* They seem to be used in two types of scenario: either when someone
possesses something that they do not want to share, or when they wish to
share in something they currently do not. The first type is evidenced by the
first two datable occurrences of the word: in Aristophanes’ Wealth (388 BCE),
and Plato’s Symposium (380s BCE). In Wealth an impecunious gigolo, who
sleeps with an old woman in return for her spending money on him, beats her
up when another man looks at her; the old woman explains, “That’s how zélo-
tupos he was” (1016: orw opddpa {nAdTumos 6 veaviokos 7v). Similarly, in Sym-
posium, when Socrates is describing his (sex-free) love affair with Alkibiades,
he says, “And from the time that I became his lover (213d1: #pdefnv), I cannot
look at or converse with another handsome man without him feeling zélotu-
pia and phthonos (213d2: {nloTvmdv pe kai phovav), and he does all kind of

129 Pittalakos allegedly believes he has “wasted” money (1.58), suggesting a position closer to Mis-
golas’s prepayment. However, it is hard for him to respond with anger since he is lower status than
Hegesandros—though see Fisher (2001) 190-91 on just what Pittalakos’s current status is, raising ques-
tions about Aeschines’ veracity. My concern as usual, though, is less with factual accuracy than with
what scenarios can plausibly be put before an audience.

130 Konstan (2006) 222-32, who disputes the accepted and usual translation of zélotupia as ‘jeal-
ousy’ (LSJ), arguing for a whole range of alternatives including: one of the “competitive emotions,”
“covetous resentment,” “invidious contention,” “surliness,” and “unwarranted insistence on exclusive
possession” of a person. See also Fantham (1986), who especially notes the tendency of the zélotupos
to violence.
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strange things and shouts abuse and can scarcely keep his hands off me.”
What zélotupia seems to imply in all four of the above cases (Wealth 1016,
Symposium 213d2, Aeschines 1.58, Perikeiromené 987) is possessive, rather
than sexual, jealousy—though, as Konstan himself notes,"! there is no intrin-
sic reason why this cannot include sexual jealousy (i.e., possessive jealousy of
a sexual object, as indeed I have argued (contra Konstan) that it does in
Perikeiromené).

The other usage of zélotupia cognates is when one is not currently (or for-
merly) in possession of some person, object, or quality, and feels zélotupia for
those who are. This usage of the word is seen twice in Aeschines 3, Against
Ktesiphon: first, Demosthenes is said to be motivated by zélotupia to match
the openness to bribes (3.81: dmép Tijs Swpodorias {plotvmias) of one
Philokrates; second, his apparently virtuous oration is mocked as polluted
trash pretending to be virtuous (3.211: kdfappa {yloTvmoiv dperipv). The most
vivid usage comes in Isocrates 15, Antidosis, where the author talks about
those who feel envy toward him, feeling a passion to share his ability in speak-
ing (15.244: mdvras Tovs @uloTipnws dakeyuévovs, émbvuntikds éxovras Tod
ppovelv €0 kal Aéyew), but who are too lazy to apply themselves. He talks about
their attitude toward others who do apply themselves and work hard to gain
those same ends, describing them as being malicious and feeling zélotupia and
being agitated in their minds, and suffering almost as if they felt erds (15.245:
Svokblws Eéxew kal {nloTumely kal Tas Puxas TeTapayuévws Siaketobar kal
memovhévar mapamhjoia Tols épdow). Isocrates is explicitly using a sexual
simile. However, this is not the possessive jealousy of those who are already in
an exclusive erotic relationship, but the grudging, malicious envy that people
who have a passion for those whom they will never attain feel against those
more successful than themselves: the feeling of the spotty, geeky teenager for
the jock who gets all the girls. Zélotupia, then, in this aspect, is a close cousin
to Greek sexual jealousy, but not identical to it (at least in the Classical
period)."* It is actually not dissimilar to phthonos, both in its grudging, mali-
cious nature, and in its being able to be felt both by those who possess and do
not want to lose, and those who do not possess but wish to; however the sexual
nature of zélotupia, whether sexual in actuality or metaphorically (as in
Aeschin. 3), moves it rather closer to jealousy than mere phthonos. Greek has
a penchant for coupling words with similar meanings, and it is notable that
zélotupia is coupled with phthonos at Symp. 213d2. It also has a flavor of greed
about it: a desire to have part of what one has none of (or a greater part of what
one has a small part of), and to retain all of what one has to the exclusion of all
others.

131 Konstan (2006) 226.

132 Tt also overlaps with modern English ‘sexual jealousy,” though is by no means coterminous with it.
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8.5 Conclusion

We have seen that there are degrees both of convergence and of divergence in
representations of jealousy in men and women, and across different genres. In
general, a jealousy scenario requires three people: two currently or formerly in
a sexual relationship, and a rival. The jealous person will feel erds for the part-
ner, and this erds, or at least a softer affection (philein, stergein, agapan), will
normally have once been returned.'”” On learning of a rival, other affects are
simultaneously aroused: typically orgé, misos, and phthonos,** with grief,
pride, and fear of loss sometimes part of the mix. Generally some sort of de-
structive action follows, in tragedy (and occasionally elsewhere) typically
murder, in other genres some attempt either to make the disputed partner
unattractive (e.g., shearing Glykera’s hair in Perikeiromené, beating up the old
woman in Wealth, when the word zélotupia can be used), or to harm the rival
(e.g., beating each other up in Lysias 3 and 4, Theseus’s curse in Hippolytos, a
threat of legal action in Aeschines 1). In script and in psychology this is all very
similar to modern English sexual jealousy.

However, the social imbalance in ancient Greek (male-female, free-slave)
relationships creates some notable differences too. Women, especially wives
or concubines in pseudo-marriage situations (who will generally be older and
have lost their looks), lack the ability to choose partners. Sex, status, and sta-
bility therefore go hand in hand."*® Wives and long-term concubines exhibit
jealousy when their status or the stability of their relationship is threatened,
whether that is because they think they are about to be put aside for someone
else, or because a mistress is being moved into their house; however they do
not generally exhibit jealousy when their husbands merely have sex with
someone else (albeit they may not be totally indifferent). Women in Greece,
unlike men, do not generally have the freedom to leave their spouse for some-
one else, and are expected to be sexually faithful—it is therefore being cuck-
olded that arouses husbands’ jealousy. Outside of the marriage bond, whether
in homoerotic passion for a youth or desire for a slave woman, men operate in
a context of unrestricted competition; they are sometimes (though not always)
happy even to share the sexual favors of the beloved, but cannot accept being

133 Of all the cases we have seen, the only one-sided attraction was on the part of Hermione; how-

ever, as a wedded wife she at least had the right to expect some affection from her husband, even
though it had never materialized.

134 A variety of phthonos scripts are embedded in these sexual jealousy scripts, depending on
whether 1a) fear of losing the partner (‘possessive jealousy,’ e.g., Euphiletos, Lys. 4) or 1b) sharing them
(‘jealous of my position,” e.g., Deianeira, Misgolas) is present, or whether 2a) they have already been
lost and one wants them back (‘covetous envy,” e.g., Hermione, Simon), or 2b) wants merely to deprive
the rival of them (‘begrudging envy,” e.g., Medea, Polemon).

13 By status I mean status as exclusive wife, keeper of the house, mother of children, etc., rather
than a concern with timé,which is here only applicable to Medea for quite different reasons.
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thrown over entirely, and they compete or struggle more overtly for
possession.

As well as these striking gender differences, there are also genre differences.
The most obvious is that surviving tragedy contains several clear, play-length
portrayals of jealous women, while providing only two brief, ambiguous por-
trayals of jealous men. In surviving New Comedy, however, we generally find
jealousy associated with men, and in oratory, even when we get the woman’s
point of view, it is focalized through the male speaker, who can choose motifs
to play with or avoid as the circumstances demand.'*® We should therefore see
the almost complete lack of jealous men in tragedy as a strategic omission.
Good tragedians (and indeed comedians and logographers) edit situations
and reactions: there is a divergence between tragedy and real life,"” which
comedy and oratory can approximate much more closely. New Comedy,
however, allows the portrayal of jealous men (though at least in surviving
plays it stops short of portraying it within conventional marriage), and the
two plays we have considered portray scenarios much more similar to those
represented in the oratorical corpus.

It should be recalled that all the texts considered come from one city over a
relatively short period of time (Classical Athens),'*® and the exact contours of
the Greek sexual jealousy emotion I have been examining are constructed in
accordance with such social issues as status, citizenship, gender, sexuality, etc.,
in that society. For example: citizen women had little separate status from that
derived from being someone’s wife (or daughter); marriages were expected to
be exclusive—if not, on the man’s part, faithful—and legitimacy was crucial to
citizenship;'** homoerotic relationships existed (if, possibly, confined on the
one part to the kind of higher-status men who could also afford to buy the
services of a logographer, and on the other to citizen minors or slaves); and a
large number of courtesans, both women and boy escorts, were available. It
would be intriguing to see how this emotion, and its interaction with such
social structures, was modified in other societies in Classical Greece, or indeed
in other periods: for example, the homoerotic poetry of the Archaic period,

13 New Comedy too tends to use male focalizers.

137 Zeitlin (1990) 68-71 has argued that tragedy is mainly preoccupied with men, and that women
are “the Other” who exist to define men and probe masculine values. Perhaps this indicates that jeal-
ous women in tragedy reify “the Other” within men, the potential vice of destructive jealousy in the
hearts of all Greeks, which in the ‘Othering’ ideology of tragedy can only safely be portrayed in women.
Possibly for the same reason, Homer does not portray Menelaus as motivated by jealousy in pressing
his brother to war.

138 The earliest text considered is Trachiniae, probably dated to the 440s (see Garvie (2005) 10); the
last are the two comedies by Menander, who died in 291/0.

139 Perikles’ citizenship law of 451 is of interest here, in that it could be expected to lessen the
concern a citizen wife would have for the security of her sons’ inheritance, should her husband have
additional children by a noncitizen mistress—and similarly lessen her jealousy toward a woman who
could no longer be a rival.
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which reflects very different (aristocratic, oligarchic, tyrannical) sociopolitical
milieus;'*® Archaic tyrannies, or indeed Hellenistic kingdoms, where rulers
might have more than one wife; Sparta, where women could inherit property
in their own right, and could be ‘lent’ by the husband to a childless man for the
production of a legitimate heir;'*! and later periods in which romantic novels,
containing scenes of jealousy, proliferate.'** There is no reason to believe that
sexual jealousy would be unknown in these societies; however, the contours of
the emotion, its gender specificity, and the forms and acceptability of its ex-
pression, might all be expected to alter to reflect these divergent sociopolitical
structures within which male-male, male-female, and indeed female-female
erotic relationships occurred.

140 On the interconnections of “politics, poetics, and erds” in the homoerotic poetry of Alcaeus, the
Theognidean corpus, Ibycus, and Anacreon, see Davidson (2013).

141 Powell (1988) 244—-46.

2 For instance Chaereas and Kallirhoe, in which Chaereas’s sexual jealousy is properly described
as zélotupia, whose meaning has evolved by the first century CE, when the novel was written (Reardon
(1989) 5); see Sanders (2012a) 158-59.



Envoi

In the absence of direct access to the emotional experiences of Greeks of the
Archaic and Classical period in Athens and elsewhere, and given our depen-
dence on written texts, it is perhaps unsurprising that so much effort has been
devoted to lexical study. There are, as I observed in the Introduction, signifi-
cant advantages to such an approach, especially when we wish to chart the
semantic range and the conceptual boundaries between emotions as defined
by ancient writers. However, an elusive emotion like phthonos, which is
bounded by strict social rules (even taboos) on expression, can properly be
explored only in the abstract by such an approach. I hope to have demon-
strated that a methodological approach such as that adopted in this book,
which focuses less on specific terminology than on identifying scripts and ex-
amining scenarios, can be fruitful in illuminating the emotions as experiences
beyond the possibilities permitted by a purely lexical approach. The modern,
multidisciplinary research into envy, jealousy, and related emotions has
helped to illuminate the Greek phenomena. The use of scripts derived from
modern social sciences as a means of exploring ancient phenomena inevitably
raises questions, but the validity of using such modern readings of emotion is
controlled and confirmed through comparison with ancient analyses such as
Aristotle’s. With the volume of scholarship that has been, and is being, pub-
lished on individual emotions across a large variety of disciplines, I believe
that Classicists studying emotion should be much more open to using this
rich trove to inform future research—an intellectual cross-fertilization that in
due course might become mutual.
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181 40 1160 54
182 55, 151 Helen 132 n. 10
192-202 149 708 54
205 149, 150 1508 54
208 150 Hercules Furens
214151 0. 77 333 35 1. 19, 38
215-18 150 1309 40, 44
223 152 Hippolytos 45, 53, 125-27, 132 n. 10
229 152 15-19 126
240 152 20 351. 19
274-308 152 52-56 126, 126 n. 27
279 153 73-74126
289 152 76-78 126
362153 110-12 126
465-500 151 208-11125
465 151 215-22 125
467 54, 55, 151 228-31125
468 151 1. 77 304-10 150 N. 71
477 151 353-61126
490 54, 151 362-72 126
515153 0. 83 384127
520153 1. 83 497 41
573 54, 151 801160
631152 858 160
644 151 885 160
659 153 n. 83 886 160, 161
688 153 n. 82 887-90 160
689 153 n. 82 893-98 160
711-14 150, 153 927 160
728 153 n. 82 944 160
742153 n. 82 1040 160
824 151 1045-49 160
830-35 152 1073 161
902153 1266 160
907 150, 151 Ion 127-29
908 150, 153 67 127
909 151 106-17 127-28
927-28 149, 154 676-722 128
930-53 45, 153 720 128
957-86 155 813-14 128
960 54, 151 815-16 128
972-73 156 819-20 128
974-76 156 n. 96 824128
977 155 829 128-29
985-86 156 n. 96 834 64 n. 26

1005 155 843 ff. 129



861128
912-15 129
916 129

1025 34 . 10, 129

1302 39

1329 129 N. 40
Iphigenia in Aulis

16 47 n. 38

17 47 1. 38

19 47 1. 38

5339

183 54

333 41

677 47 n. 38

1097 42 1. 31

1307 54

1406 47 n. 38

Iphigenia in Tauris

503 351. 14, 38
1117 47 n. 38

Medea 119, 130-42, 145 1. 57, 150

8131, 133, 134
11131
13 131
16 137

18-19 131,132, 132 . 9

24-25136, 159
26 139
32134
36138

41132 nn. 9 and 12

45138

60 47 1. 38

63 351n. 16, 38
88 132,132 1.9
92137

94 137,138
95138

99 137,137 n. 26,138

102-3 137
103-4 138

108 137, 138
109 137

112-14 136, 138
117 138

121137, 138
131-206 137
132137

133137

135137

136 137

141137

146 137

148 137

149 137

157137

Index Locorum

158 139

159 137, 145 n. 57

161137

165 139 n. 36

172138

176-77 137,138

184 137

205-6 137

140 132,132 . 9

151-52 132

156 132,132 1. 9

176-77 135

207 132,132 0. 9

208 139

219 139 n. 36

221139 n. 36

228-29 134

230-51134

233134

238 134

240 134

250-51134

252-58 134

255-56 134, 138, 139, 141

261134, 139 n. 36

262134 n. 19, 145 N. 57

265-66 132 n. 9, 134, 136, 139 n. 36, 147, 153
n. 84

267 133 n. 15, 139

271137, 138, 145 n. 57

278 138

282-83 135

286 132 n. 9, 137

288 135

290 138

297 38, 55

303 38

309139 n. 36

310-11137, 138

312137

314 139 n. 36

317135

327135

329135

330132

312 35 1. 19, 39

348-56 135

366-67 135

373-75 135, 138, 142

380132 1n.9,133

383138

404138

411139

433131

435-361321. 9,133

436-37 144 n. 49
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Euripides (continued)

443132 1.9, 133
446-6261321.9
447138

463137, 138

467 137,138

483134

489132 1n.9,133
491132 nn. 8 and 9, 133
503134

520 137, 138

521137

529-30 41, 133

555-56 132 1. 9, 133, 138

568-73132 1. 9,133,138

578 133 1. 15, 139
580139 n. 36
582139 n. 36
590 137-38
591132 1N.9
594132 1.9

603 137, 138, 141
615 138

621138

627-42 132
627-28 131-32
639132 1. 9,133
640 132 n. 9, 133
641132 n. 9,133
670-71135

692 139 n. 36
696 138

697132 1. 9, 133
698 132 n. 8, 133
714132 1n. 8
717-18 136
744138

750138

764139 n. 36
765 138

767 138,139 n. 36
774-94 136, 142
782141 n. 40
797 138

802139 n. 36
803-6 136
807-8 138

809 138

810 138

817 136
824-45132

865 138

870138

879 138

883138

887132n.9

897 138

898 138

909 138

910 145 n. 57
999 132 1. 9, 136
1001 136, 145 n. 57
1027132 1.9
1049 138

1050 138

1056 138

1060 138

1061 141 n. 40
1079 138

1133-35 138 n. 31
1232 139

1266 138
1317-1414 132 1. 9
1332134

1336 136

1338 132 n. 9, 136
1348 132 1. 9
1354 132 n. 9, 136, 138
1355 138

1362 138

1366 136, 138, 141
1367 132 n. 9, 136
1370 136

1374 138

1380 141 n. 40
1398 136

Orestes

13 54

812 54
973-74 48
974 42 1. 31
1001 54

1362 52 n. 46
1673 47 n. 38

Phoenician Women

8154

182 52 n. 46
35154

479 34 1. 10, 40
798 54

811b 54

1277 54

1495 54

Rhesus

193 35 1. 16, 39
334 41

Suppliant Women

24139,76
893 41

Trojan Women 53,137 n. 26



Herodotus
1.32.1.6 42 n. 31
1.66.2.5 50
3.30.1.5 34 1. 10, 39, 44
3.40.2.3 42 N. 31
3.52.5.1-2 34 1. 4
3.80.3.5-4.5 39
3.80.26 71 1. 47
3.142.15 71 . 47
3.146.1.4 39
4.104.1.5 40
4.205.1.5 42 n. 31
5.37.2711. 47
6.61.1.3 45, 50
6.137.2.6 39
7.10.1.7 42 1. 31
7.46.4.3-4 42 1n. 31
7.139.1.2 38
7.236.1.5-8 39
7.237.2.4 34 1. 11, 39
8.69.1.5 39
8.109.3.2 42 n. 31
8.124.1.2 40
8.125.1.4 38
9.71.4.138
9.79.1.6 41
Hesiod
Theogony
223 ff. 40
22352
226 53 1. 50
619 50
Works & Days 53
11-29 153 n. 85
14 40
20-24 47
23-24 40
23 48
25-26 34, 40, 51, 70 N. 42
18833 n.1
195-96 47
200 52
312-13 47
804 53 n. 50
Homer
Iliad
1.6 54
1.8 54
1.181 51
1.210 54
1.277 54
1.319 54
2.223 51
2.296 52
2.376 54
2.768-69 123 n. 16
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3.100 54

3.156 52

3.223 53

3.345 51

3.410 52 n. 44
4.11 51

4.54 49
4.55-56 37, 49-50
4.18153

4.440 53 n. 50
4.507 52

5.177 51

5.518 53 n. 50
5.740 53 1. 50
5.747 51
7-4150

7.111 54

7.404 50 . 42
7.408 49

8.29 50 n. 42
8.198 52
9.5150 1. 42
8.429 51

9.289 53
9.43150 N. 42
9.694 50 n. 42
9.711 50 N. 42
11.649 51
13.119 52

14.80 52 N. 44
14.111 50
14.143 51
14.336 52 1. 44
15.103 51

15.115 52

16.22 51
16.386 51
16.544 52 1. 44
17.71 50

17.93 52 1. 44
17.100 52 N. 44
17.254 52 N. 44
18.365 51
18.535 53 n. 50
19.58 54

19.64 54
19.182 52 n. 44
23.211 53
23.383 51
23.391 51
23.494 51
23.865 50
24.53 52

Odyssey

1.101 51
1.263 52
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Homer (continued) To Gaia
1.346 37, 52 30.8331n.1
1.350 52 30.16331N.1
1.389 50 Hyperides
2.67 50 Against Demosthenes
2.101 52 5.25 94, 111 N. 50
2.136 52
2.239 51 Isaeus
3.55 49 On the Estate of Menekles 83-84
4.158 52 1. 44 2.23 35 1. 13, 42, 84
418150 2.24 35n.13, 84
4.195 52 1. 44 2.2735n.13, 84
5.118-20 48, 50 2.40-41 84
5.129 50 On the Estate of Philoktemon
6.68 37,38 6.21158
6.286 52 1. 44 6.61 35 n. 16, 43
7.307 48 On the Estate of Hagnias
8.206 49 11.38 39, 82 n. 15
8.223 53 Isocrates
8.565 50 To Demonikos
9.501 51 1.26 39, 82 n. 17
10132 0. 11 To Nikokles
11.149 37 2.46 76, 82 n. 17
11.381 37 Nikokles
13.173 50 3.18 76,82 n.17
14.284 52 3.60 35 n. 16
15.69 52 Panegyricus
16.203 50 N. 42 4.29 35 1. 15, 35 N. 19, 39
17.400 37, 38 4.47 35 1. 15
18.13 53 4.104 35 1. 15, 35 N. 19, 39
18.16-18 37 4.184 43, 83 n. 21, 93
19.71 51 To Philip
19.83 51 5.68 35 1. 20, 55
19.146 52 5.73 35 1. 20, 45
19.264 52 5.89 95 n. 83
19.348 37 5.13135n. 20
20.267 53 Archidamus
21.285 52 6.61 35 n. 20
22.477 51 6.67 55
23132 N.11 Areopagitikos
23.64 50 7.3183 n.18
23.211 50 On the Peace
23.219 132 N. 11 8.1335n. 20
23.254 132 1. 11 8.124 35 n. 19, 39, 95 n. 81
23.257 132 0. 11 Evagoras
23.294 132 n. 11 9.6 35 1. 20, 55
23.346 132 n. 11 9.3935n.18
23.354 132 1. 11 Encomium of Helen
24.136 52 10.30351n.18
Homeric Hymn 10.48 54

To Demeter 10.56 36, 39, 83 n. 19
2.166-68 48 10.59 53 1. 47
2.221-23 48 Busiris

To Apollo 11.49 82 n. 17
3.100 48 Panathenaikos

3.53633N.1 12.1535n.18



12.21 35 N. 18, 45
12.2335n.18
12.81 35 n. 20, 55
12.158 34 n. 7, 35 N. 20, 55
12.172 35 0. 20
12.241 35 N. 20, 55
12.251 35 1. 20, 45
12.260 47 n. 38
Against the Sophists
13.19 35 N. 20
Plataikos
14.20 35 n. 15, 39
14.47 35 N. 19
Antidosis 45
15.4 35 n. 18
15.8 35 n. 18
15.13 35 n. 18
15.30-31 45
15.31 41, 82 n. 15
15.62 35 n. 18, 42, 56
15.100 82 n. 16
15.130 36, 83 n. 19
15.142 35 . 20, 45, 55
15.149 55
15.163 35 n. 18, 45
15.244 54, 165
15.245 55, 165
15.258-59 45
15.259 35 N. 13
15.302 35 n. 16
15.316 35 n. 20
Special Plea against Kallimachos
18.51 43, 83 n. 20
Aeginetikos 99
19.23 35 n. 16
19.45 83 n. 18
Against Lochites
20.19 91 n. 60
Epistles
2.21 35 1. 20
4.4 35 1n. 20
6.14 47 1. 38
9.1535n. 18

Kratinos 116 n. 76
fr. 107/20.1 Kock 52 n. 46

Lycurgus
Against Leokrates
1.69
Lysias
fr. 2b.4 125 n. 23
On the Murder of Eratosthenes 161-62
1.4 95 1. 81
1.12-13 161-62
1.26 162 n. 123

Funeral Speech

2.4835n.15
2.6734 1. 4,3510.15
2.72 47 n. 38
2.81 47 n. 38

3.4 162 n. 124
3.5 159 n. 110, 162
3.6-8 162
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Against Simon 163, 163 n. 127

3.9 35 1. 20, 39, 76, 84 1. 30

3.12-18 162

3.39 159 Nn. 110, 162
3.40 162

3.43 162

3.44 159 n. 110, 162

41162
4.5-7 163
4.8 162-63
4.17 162

Against Eratosthenes

12.66 35 n. 20

On a Premeditated Wounding 164

On the Property of Nikias’s Brother

18.16 83 n. 21, 93 n. 75, 98 n. 97

For Polystratos

20.15 34 1. 4,35 1. 19

21.21 97 . 9O

On the Invalid 84-85

24.1351.13, 84

24.234 1. 4,351.13, 84

24.3351.13, 84

25.27 95 n. 81
25.30 95 n. 81

27.6 97 n. 8¢9
27.9 95 n. 81, 97 n. 89
27.11 43, 83 1. 21, 93

116 n. 74
28.195,95n. 81
28.2 95, 96
28.3 96
28.4 96
28.6 96
28.7 96

29.2 96
29.8 96
29.9-10 96
29.11 96
29.13 96
29.14 96

On a Charge of Accepting Bribes
21.15 34 1. 4, 35 1. 16. 39

On a Charge of Overthrowing the Democracy

Against Epikrates 95 n. 81, 97 n. 89

Against Ergokles 95-96, 95 n. 81, 109,

Against Philokrates 95 n. 81, 96-97, 109

Against Nikomachos 95 n. 81
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Menander Plato
fr. 169.1 Austin 52 n. 46 Alcibiades 2
fr. 321.2 Kock 53 n. 47 147¢2 38 n. 26
Perikeiromene 163 Apology
128 158 18c8-d3 101n. 5
130 158 18d2 41, 45
163 159 2829 41, 44, 45
173159 32¢7-8 127 1. 33
174 159 33a8 35 n. 19, 38 n. 26
357 158 n. 104 37d1-2 41
370158 n. 104 Cmtylus
489 158 n. 104 401a6 52 n. 46
494 158 Definitions
499 158 416a13 34 n. 9, 68 n. 38,103 n. 15
986 158 n. 104 Epistles
987 159, 165 3.316¢1 45
Samia 162 n. 126, 163, 163 n. 127 Euthydemus
21159 282by4 77
23162 N. 124 297b6 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26
26 159 297d8 38 n. 26
27162 n. 124 Gorgias
81159 457d4 55
326 ff. 159 48924 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26
336-37 160 Hipparchus
348 159 228¢6, 38 n. 26
350 160 Hippias Major
385160 283e6-8 35 n. 19, 38 n. 26, 39
447 158 Hippias Minor
Sententiae 363C4 38 n. 26
520 53 N. 47 372€7 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26
Mimnermos Ion
fr. 25.1-2 West 34, 38 530d4 38 n. 26
Laches
Philemon 184C1-4 101 n. 6
fr. 92.2 Kock 39 200b7 35 n. 19, 38 n. 26
Pindar Laws
Isthmian 679C1-2 49
7.39-39b 42 n. 31 679¢1 45
Nemean 717d3 53 n. 47
7.271230.17 730€5 39
8.2139 731a3 45
Olympian 731a5 45
1.4734 1.8, 45 844d1 55
6.7331n.2 853d177
6.74 39 870¢5 55
8.55 38 927¢177
117 33 n. 2 943€2 77
13.24-26 33 1. 2, 42 N. 31 956a1 39
Pythian Lysis
1.85 34 215d3 34 n. 12, 54
2.90 38 Menexenus
7.1539 242a3-4 49, 84 1. 30
8.71-72 33 1. 2, 42 1. 31 Meno
10.19-21 42 1n. 31 71d6 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26

11.29 39 93c838 n. 26



Minos

319a3 52 n. 46
Phaedrus

239247 40

240a5-6 41,101 n. 6

241C2 44, 55

247a7 42 1. 31
Philebus

48a8-50a9 34 nn. 8 and 9, 41,

102-4
49c8-50a1 68 n. 38
Politicus
268€10 54
Protagoras
316d2 38 n. 26
316d3 55
316e4 38 n. 26
320C1 35 N. 16, 38 n. 26
320c2 38 n. 26
327a7 38 n. 26
327a8 38 n. 26
327b533 0. 2
361€135n. 19
Republic
338a3 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26
476€6 38 n. 26
500a5 33 1. 2
500C2 55
528a2 35 n. 16, 38 n. 26
579¢1 76
586¢9 55, 56
Sophist
24324 42
Spuria
376d5 39
376d8 34 n.7,39
37728 39
Symposium
191e 151 n. 78
19526 52 n. 46
213d2 40, 49, 164-65
223a1 35 n. 16, 38
Theaetetus
169c2 38 n. 26
175€2 77
Theagenes
12525 38 n. 26, 39
Timaeus
29€2 42 1. 31
Plato Comicus
fr. 173.14 Kock 52 n. 46

Seven Sages
Apophthegmata
fr. 1.7 Mullach 33
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fr. 7.3 Mullach 33

fr. 7.4 Mullach 33-34,34n. 9

fr. 7.5 Mullach 34

fr. 10.30.3-5 Mullach 34 n. 10
Sententiae

fr. p. 216 1. 31 Mullach 33

Solon

fr.5 90 n. 54

fr. 6 9o n. 54

fr.34 9o n. 54

fr. 36 9o n. 54

fr.37 90 n. 54

Sophocles

fr. 188.1 Radt 76

fr. 584.1 Radt 47 n. 38

fr. 703.1 Radt 47 n. 38
Ajax 53,122-25

2124

10 123

41123

78 124

79-80 125 n. 24

96122 1n.13

98122 n. 13,124

100 124

106 125

108-10 125

157 124 1. 22

196 124

303125

304123 n. 19

367 124, 125

382124

383124

389 124

426-27 124

440 124

442-44 123

445-46 123

495124

552 47 0. 38

557 124

653124

665 124 n. 20

678-80 124 n. 20

717-18 123

744123

772124

817-18 124 n. 20

829 124

924 124

957-58 124

961124

1017-18 123

1042 124
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Sophocles (continued)

1043 124

1054 124

1134 124

1135 123

1136 123, 124

1337 124

1347 124

1173 124
Antigone

55335 1. 19, 38
Electra

641 41, 45

793 53 n. 47

1027 47 1. 38

1466 42 n. 31

1467 52 . 46
Oedipus at Colonos

37254

422 54

1753 52 1. 46
Oedipus Tyrannus

310 35 n. 16, 38

381-82 48
Philoctetes

518 52 n. 46

602 52 n. 46

776 42 1. 31

19377

Trachiniae 132 n. 10, 142—48

27144

28 146

95 144

103 143

106 144

107 143

109 144

250 38
354143

360 144

368 143
428143 n. 47
431143
433143
441-42 143, 145
444143
446-47 145
447-48 145
458146
460143 n. 47
476 143
489143

497 ff. 144
514144
515144

531 ff. 145 . 54, 147
535146

537 147

538 145,147
539-40 144, 147
542 144, 147

543 145

545-46 147,153 n. 84
547 147

548 147

550-51145, 146, 147
552-53 145

631143

632143

915-16 144 n. 51
918 144

920-22 144
1031-33 42

1142 143

1212 38

Stobaeus

3.38.32 44

Theognis

280 52
455 48
660 52
770 38
1182 52

Thucydides

1.68 99

17099

1.75.1.3 41

1.82.1.7 42
2.35.2.5-8 38
2.45.1.4 34 . 7, 40
2.60.5.3-4 94 1. 79
2.64.4.2-3 49
2.64.5.2-5 41

3.38 99 n. 99
3.4299 n. 99
3.43.1.1-4 43, 98 1. 97
3.82-84 99

3.82.8 71n. 47
3.82.8.3 54
3.82.8.12 54

3.82.8.21-23 44, 127 n. 33

3.86 115 n. 71
3.90 115 N. 71
418115 n. 71
4.64.1.4 54
4.108.7.2 39, 99
5.19 115 n. 71
6.16.3.2 39
6.24.3 140



6.281191n.5
6.54.5.2 42
6.83.2.4 42
7-77-3-4 42 1. 31
7-77-4.5 42 . 31
8.76.1.154

Xenophon
Agesilaus
1.4.338
Anabasis
1.9.19.6 39
5.7.10.2-3 38
Apology
14.3 39
32.239
Cynegeticus
3.10.5 41
Cyropaedia
3.1.39.8 36, 39, 119
3.3.10.1 55
3.3.10.2 40
4.6.4.2-6 44
7.5.77-4 39, 76
8.2.19.3-4 41, 76
8.2.27.6-7 41
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8.2.28.3 39
8.4.16.3351n. 19
8.5.24.535n. 16
8.8.12.7 39, 41
De vectigalibus
4.5.239
Hellenica
2.4.29.7 39, 76, 99
3.2.13.6 39, 76
3.4.8.3 39, 45, 76
Hiero
7-10.3 43
Memorabilia
2.6.20.6 40, 76
2.6.21.5-9 36
2.6.22.1-23.7 34 1. 9,
73 0. 58
3.9.8.1-4 68 n. 38
4.2.33.11 39, 44
Spartan Constitution
15.8.4 76
Symposium
1.12.2 38
3.9.4 39
3.14.5 38
4.43.5-6 38
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GENERAL INDEX

adikia 139 n. 37, 157; see also injustice
admiration 15, 16, 27, 46, 49, 50 n. 42, 99
modern scholarship on 18-19
Aeschines 56, 85-87, 105 n. 27
Against Ktesiphon 165
Against Timarchos 125 n. 23, 163, 164 n. 129,
165, 166
On the Embassy 35 n. 13, 45, 85-86, 113 n. 64
Aeschylus 45, 47 n. 38, 51 1. 43,132 n. 10
Agamemnon 129 n. 41, 145 n. 56, 158 n. 103
agaasthai 42 1. 31, 48, 49, 50, 52, 53, 56
aidos 3, 52, 124, 125, 128; see also shame
aischuné 124
Ajax 122-25,131
ambassadors 86, 100, 112-14, 115; see also
politicians
anger 3, 5, 6, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 36,
41, 50, 51-53, 54, 55, 58 1. 3, 59, 64, 76, 81, 83,
85 n. 36, 89, 92, 96, 104 n. 16, 115, 122, 123, 124,
125, 126, 131, 137-38, 139, 140, 141-42, 145, 147,
154, 161 1. 122, 163, 164; see also orgé; rage
of the gods 50-53, 76
modern scholarship on 23-24
antecedents 2, 8, 15, 16, 18, 20, 21, 26, 30, 36, 86,
128, 131, 134, 146, 152, 154, 158
Antiphon
Against the Stepmother 148 n. 63, 156-58
Aphrodite 51, 53, 126 1. 30, 132, 133, 144, 152, 153;
see also Kypris
Apollo 50, 51, 52
Aristophanes 47 n. 38, 98 n. 96, 100 1. 2, 101,
105, 107, 109, 110 N. 46, 111, 112, 114, 115 0. 71,
116, 117
Acharnians 101, 112-14, 116 n. 75
Assemblywomen 118, 121-22
Knights 118-20
Wasps 107-10, 111, 113 n. 62, 115-16
Wealth 159, 164
Aristotle 2, 4, 7, 8,15 n. 9, 8o nn. 7 and 8
Athenaion Politeia 115
on education 72-73
on emotion 2, 4, 58-59, 60 nn. 8 and 9,
61 1. 16, 81-82, 83
Eudemian Ethics 65-66
on misos 92, 95 n. 81, 140-41

on nemesis (to nemesan) 43, 52, 59—63, 65-68,
76-77, 81, 88, 93, 95, 106
Nicomachean Ethics 64-68, 69, 71, 72-73, 75,
148
on orgé 92, 122 1. 14, 137 1. 27, 140-41, 161
on phthonos 7,15 n. 8, 24 1. 49, 39, 40, 45,
57, 58-78, 80-83, 84, 86 n. 40, 87 n. 46,
97 1. 91, 98-99, 102, 139, 140, 147,
148 n. 62
Poetics 61 n. 15,104 n. 16
Politics 71
Rhetoric 10, 58-75, 81-82, 140, 148
Rhetoric to Alexander 77, 88-89
on zélos 60-64, 70 n. 43
Athena 49, 51, 53, 123-24, 125 . 24, 152, 153
Athens 7-8, 9, 35, 39, 41, 48, 49, 54 n. 51, 64 n. 26,
71, 85, 89, 90, 92, 93 1. 71, 94, 96, 97, 99, 100,
101, 103 N. 15, 105, 109 N. 43, 110, 112, 114, 115,
121, 150, 155 1. 92, 161, 167, 169
Attic oratorical corpus 4 n. 18, 8, 34 n. 4, 35 n. 20,
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