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The Republic's ancient subtitle—On Justice—much understates the scope of
the work. It begins as a discussion ofthenature of justice, much in the man-
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ner of 'Socratic' dialogues like Laches or Charmides, with Socrates examin- ~
ing and refuting successive views of his interlocutors on this subject. But in
book II he renews the inquiry, now agreeing to cease examining and refuting
the opinions of others, and to present his own account. He will say what jus
tice really is and show that people who are truly and fully just thereto/ lead a
better, happier life than any unjust person could. The horizon lifts to reveal
eyer-expanding vistas of philosophy. Socrates presents his views on the original
purposes for which political communities—cities—were founded, the basic prin- js
ciples of just social andpolitical organization, and the education of young peo
ple that those principles demand (books II, III, and V). He decides that a truly
just society requires philosophic. rulers—both men and women—living in a
communistic 'guardhouse'’ within the larger community. The need for such
Tillers leadshim on to wider topics. He discusses the variety and nature (and
proper regimentation) of human desires, and the precise nature of justice and
the other virtues—and of the corresponding vices—both in the individual per
son's psychology and in the organization of political society (IV, VIII, IX). He
explains the nature of knowledge and its proper objects (V-VII): The world re
vealed by our senses—the world of everyday, traditional life- ________
nitively and metaphysically deficient. It depends upon a prior realm of sepa-
rately existing Forms, organized^ beneatlijhe Form of the Good and graspable Povcx
not by our senses but only ihrougfi rigorous dialectical thought and discussion, ’
after preparation in extended mathematical studies. There is even a discussion
of the basic principles of visual and literary art and art criticism (X). All this
is necessary, Socrates says, finally to answer the basic question about justice—
not what it is, but why it must make the just personjive q_gQod, happy life,, J x
and the unjust person a bad, miserable one. A o AV ;I c.

Speaking throughout to no identified person—that is, directlyjojhe edtmu ■ 4
reader—Socrates relates a conversation he took part in one day in the Athenian
port city of Piraeus, All the others present, a considerable company, represent
historical personages: among them were the noted sophist and teacher of orcb_
tory, Thrasymachus, and Glaucon and Adeimantus, Plato's brothers. Glaucon
is an ambitious, energetic, 'manly' young man, much interested in pubjic af
fair^ and drawn tothe life of politics. An intelligent and argumentative person,
he scorns ordinary pleasures and aspires to 'higher' things. Always especially
attracted by such people, it was with him that Socrates had gone down to
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972 Socrates/Cephalus

Piraeus in the first place. Adeimantus, equally a decent young man, is less
driven, less demanding of himself, more easily satisfied and less gifted in philo
sophical argument. After book I Socrates carries on his discussion first with
one, then with the other of these two men. The conversation as a whole aims at
answering to their satisfaction the challenge they jointly raise against Socrates'
conviction that justice is a preeminent goodJorJlie. just person, but Socrates ad
dresses different parts of his reply to a different one of them. (To assist the
reader, we have inserted the names of the speakers at the tops of the pages of
the translation.)

Though in books II-X Socrates no longer searches for the truth by criticiz
ing his interlocutors' ideas, he proceeds nonethelessJ.iL-a.spir.it of exploration
and discovery, proposing bold hypotheses and seeking their confirmation in the
first instance through examining their consequences. He often emphasizes the
tentativeness of his residts, and the need for a more extensive treatment. Quite
different is the main speaker in the late dialogues Sophist, Statesman, Phi-
lebus, and Laws—whether Socrates himself, or a visitor from Elea or Athens:
there, we get confident, reasoned delivery of philosophical results assumed by
the speaker to be well established.

J.M.C.

Book I } .
J' (w|

327 I went down to the Piraeus yesterday with Glaucon, the son of Ariston. I
wanted to say a prayer to the goddess,1 and I was also curious to see how
they would manage the festival, since they were holding it for the first
time. I thought the procession of the local residents was a fine one and

r that the one conducted by the Thracians was no less outstanding. After
we had said our prayer and seen the procession, we started back towards

b Athens. Polemarchus saw us from a distance as we were setting off for
home and told his slave to run and ask us to wait for him. The slave
caught hold of my cloak from behind: Polemarchus wants you to wait, he
said. I~turned around and asked where Polemarchus was. He's coming
up behind you, he said, please wait for him. And Glaucon replied: All
right, we will.

c Just then Polemarchus caught up with us. Adeimantus, Glaucon's
brother, was with him and so were Niceratus, the son of Nicias, and some
others, all of whom were apparently on their way from the procession.

Polemarchus said: It looks to me, Socrates, as if you two are starting off
for Athens.

It looks the way it is, then, I said.
Do you see how many we are? he said.

Translated by G.M.A. Grube, revised by C.D.C. Reeve.
1. The Thracian goddess Bendis, whose cult had recently been introduced in the Piraeus,

the harbor town of Athens.

a.spir.it
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Ido. c’’ C^aVCc $A-5 c 0\\o--'CC'k
Well, you must either prove stronger than we are, or you will have to -^OfC6

stay here. v^.
Isn't there another alternative, namely, that we persuade you to let us go? pe
But could you persuade us, if we won't listen?
Certainly not, Glaucon said. YlOV
Well, we won't.listen;, you'd better make up your mind to that. V-' ■ J«'<? ' • j)
Don't you know, Adeimantus said, that there is to be ji torch race on 328

horseback for the goddess tonight?
On horseback? I said. That's something new. Are they going to race on i_c\

horseback and hand the torches on in relays, or what? Pr
In relays, Polemarchus said, and there will be an all-night festival that o>

will be well worth seeing. After dinner, we'll go out to look at it. We'll be
joined there by many of the young men, and we'll talk. So don't go; stay.

It seems, Glaucon said, that we'll have to stay. ~ b
If you think so, I said, then we must.
So we went to Polemarchus' house, and there we found Lysias and

Euthydemus, the brothers of Polemarchus, Thrasymachus of Chalcedon,
Charmantides of Paeania, and Clitophon the son of Aristonymus. Pole
marchus' father, Cephalus, was also there, and I thought he looked quite
old, as I hadn't seen him for some time. He was j5itting_on a sort—of. c
cushioned chair with a wreathi on his ..head,. as..he had been offering a ,rC\c
sacrifice in. the courtyard. There was a circle of chairs, and we sat down c ' r5^
by him. c

As soon as he saw me, Cephalus welcomed me and said: Socrates, you
don't come down to the Piraeus to see us as often as you should. If it were
still easy for me to walk to town, you wouldn't have to come here; we'd
come to you. But, as it is, you ought to come here more often, for you d
should know that as the_phy$ica_l. pleasures wither awayx my desire for i
conversation and its pleasures grows. So do as I say: Stay with these young
men now, but come regularly to see us, just as you would to friends — '
or relatives. /or

Indeed, Cephalus, I replied, I enjoy talking with fhe very old, for we
should ask them, as we mighty ask those who have travelled a road that AVc <
we too will probably have to follow, what kind of road it is, whether rough e t a .
and difficultor smooth and easy. And I'd gladly find out from you what W
you think about this, as you have reached the point in life the poets call
"the threshold of old age."2 Is it a difficult time? What is your report
about it?

By god, Socrates, I'll tell you exactly what I think. A number of us, who 329
are more or less the same age, often get together in accordance with the ,
old saying.3 When we meet, the majority complain about the lost pleasures

2. Hind xxii.60, xxiv.487; Odyssey xv.246, 348, xxiii.212. '
3. "God ever draws together like to like" (Odyssey xvii.218).
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• aim iieeuom num dii bum uungs. mien uie appetites relax ana cease to
yAACb importune us, everything Sophocles said comes to pass, and we escape
< d , from many mad masters. In these matters and in those concerning relatives,

^the real cause isn't old age, Socrates, but the way people live. If they are
moderate and contented, old age, too, is only moderately onerous; if they

1' -VVc. / aren't, both old age and youth are hard to bear.
admired him for saying that and I wanted him to tell me more, so I

¥ °L' ~ e urged him on: When you say things like that, Cephalus, I suppose that
the majority of people don't agree, they think that you bear old age more
easily not because of the way you live but b_e.cause you're wealthy, for the
wealthy, they_s_ay, have many._consolations.

That's true; they don't agree. And there is something in what they say,
though not as much as they think. Themistocles' retort is relevant here.
When someone from Seriphus insulted him by saying that his hjgh reputa
tion was due to his city and not to himself, he replied that, had he been
a Seriphian, he wouldn't be famous, but neither would the other even if
he had been an Athenian. The same applies to those who aren't rich and
find old age hard to bear: A good person wouldn't easily bear old.age if
he were poor, but a bad one wouldn't be at peace with himself even if he
were wealthy.

Did you inherit most of your wealth, Cephalus, I asked, or did you
make it for yourself?

What did I make for myself, Socrates, you ask. As a money-maker I'm
in a sort of mean between my grandfather and my father. My grandfather
and namesake inherited about the same amount of wealth as I possess but
multiplied it many times. My father, Lysanias, however, diminished that
amount to even less than I have now. As for me, I'm satisfied to leave my
sons here not less but ajittle more than 1 inherited.

The reason I asked is that you don't seem to love money too much. And
those who haven't made their own money are usually like you. But those.
who have made it for themselves are twice as fond of it as those who
haven't. Just as poets love their poems and fathers love their children, so

Socrates/Cephalus

they remember from their youth, those of sex, drinking parties, feasts, and
the other things that go along with them, and they get angry as if they
had been deprived of important things and had lived well then but are

xj&ow hardly living at all. Some others moan about the abuse heaped on
b old people by their, relatives, and because of this they repeat over and

^^z^z^^^over that old age is the cause of many evils. But I don't think they blame
c c\\ f^’5^be real cause, Socrates, for if old age were really the cause, I should have

r , suffered in the same way and so should everyone else of my age. But as
e ^it is, I've met some who don't feel like that in the least. Indeed, I was once

.present when someone asked the poet Sophocles: "How are you as far as
sex goes, Sophocles? Can you still make love with a woman?" "Quiet,
man," the poet replied, "I am very glad to have escaped from all that, like
a slave who has escaped from a savage and tyrannical master." I thought
at the time that he was right, and I still do, for old age brings peace
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those who have made their own money don't just care about it because
it's useful, as other people do, but because it's something they've made
themselves. This makes them poor company, for they haven't a good word
to say about anything except money.

That's true.
It certainly is. But tell me something else. What's the greatest good d

you've received from being very wealthy? " ■"
What I have to say probably wouldn'_t persuade most people. But you r

know, Socrates, that when someone thinks his end is near, he becomes n '
frightened and concerned about things heTfiHnTfear beforejfr's then that ’
the stories we're told aboutT-iades, about how people who've.been.unjust ! r
here must pay the penalty_there—stories he used, to make fun of—twist
his souEthis way and that for fear they're true. And whether because of e
the weakness of old age or because he is now closer to what happens in
Hades and has a clearer view of it, or whatever it is, he is filled with
forebod inga nd fear, and he examines himself to see whether he has been s ’
unjust to anyone. If he finds many injustices in his life, he awakes from Vv p;

Sweet hope is in his heart,
Nurse and companion to his age.
Hope, captain of the ever-twisting
Minds of mortal men.

for he putslTcharmingly, Socrates, when he says that
a just and pious life

V<\5 Va o -

sleep in terror, as children do, and lives in anticipation of bad things to
come. But someone_who knows that he hasn't been unjust has sweet good 331q
hope as his'constant companion—a nurse to his old age, as Pindar4 says,

when someone lives
mo »'* Cc

4. Frg. 214 (Snell).

How wonderfully well he puts that. It's in this connection that wealth is
most valuable, I'd say, not for every man but for a decent and orderly
one. Wealth can do a lot to save us from having to cheat or deceive someone b
against our will and from having to depart forthat other place in fear
because we owe sacrifice to a god or money to a person. It has many other
uses, but, benefit for benefit, I'd say that this is how it is most useful to. a
man of any understanding.

A fine sentiment, Cephalus, but, speaking of this very thing itself, jajAiCC.
namely Justice^hre we to say unconditionally that it is speaking,the, truth c
and paying ~whateveiP3ebts) one has incurred? Or is doing these things
sometimes just, sometimekunjust? I mean this sort of thing, for example:
Everyone would surely agree that if a sane man lends weapons to a friend s
and then asks for them back when he is out of his mind, the friend shouldn't . \
return them, and wouldn't be acting justly if he did. Nor should anyone
be willing to tell the whole truth to someone who is out of his mind.
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d That's true.
Then the definition of justice isn't speaking the truth and repaying what

one has borrowed.
It certainly is, Socrates, said Polemarchus, interrupting, if indeed we're

to trust Simonides _at all.5
Well, then, Cephalus said, I'll hand over the argument to you, as I have

to look after the sacrifice.
So, Polemarchus said, am I then to be .your, heir in everything?

" You certainly are, Cephalus said, laughing, and off he went to the sac^
. rifice.

' QsViCe, Then tell us, heir to the argument, I said, just what Simonides stated
J \ e about justice that you consider correct.

He stated that it is just to give to each what is owed to him. And it's a
\r'A fine saying, in my view.

' ou/eA Well, now, it isn't easy to doubt Simonides, for he's a wise and godlike
mam But what exactly does he mean? Perhaps you know, Polemarchus,
but I don't understand him. Clearly, he doesn't mean what we said a .
moment ago, that it is just to_give back whatever a person has lent to you/

„ even if he's out of his mind when he asks for it. And yet what he has lent
332 to you is surely something that's owed to him, isn't it?

Yes.
But jKs. absolutely not to be given to him_when he's out of his mind?
That's true.

What else did you think he meant?
Then what do you think he'd answer if someone asked him: "Simonides,

which of the things that are owed or that are appropriate for someone or

wk
C'AC.Aif-

b

Then it seems that Simonides must have meant something different
•yAicC A$ when he says that to return what_is_owed is just.
J ~ ( |o yrX1.JJ5omething different indeed, by god. He means that friends owe it to

fkom never h^rm

• ■Utt

fcv. mW

their friends to do good for them, never harm.
I follow you. Someone doesn't give a lender back what he's owed by

giving him gold, if doing so would be harmful, and both he and the lender
are friends. Isn't that what you think Simonides meant?

It is.
But what about this? Should one also give_qne^5..enemies whatever is

owed to them?
By all means, one should give them what is owed to them. And in my

view what enemies owe~to eacR~bther~is^ppropriately and precisely—
something bad.

It seems then that Simonides was speaking in riddles—just like a pout!—
when he said what justice is, for he thought it just to give to each what
is appropriate to him, and this is what he called giving him what is owed\ c

pccJCr to him.

5. Simonides (c. 548-468 b.c.), a lyric and elegiac poet, was born in the Aegean island
of Ceos.
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6. Here and in what follows "craft" translates techiie. As Socrates conceives it a techne
is a disciplined,body of knowledge founded on Tgrasp of the truth about what is good^
and bad, right and wrong, ijxJhe matters of concern to it.

V/ifYue^ acKA-zoMot
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something to have does the craft^- we call medicine give, and to whom or
what does it give them?"

It's clear that it gives medicines, food, and drink to bodies.
And what owed or appropriate things does the craft we call cooking

give, and to whom or what does it give them?
It gives seasonings to food.
Good. Now, wha^t does the craft we call,justice give, and to whom or

what does it give it?
If we are to follow the previous answers, Socrates, it gives benefits to

friends and does haun_to enemies.
Simonides means, then, that to treat friends well and enemies badly

is justice?
I believe so. ^1
And who is most capable of treating friends well and enemies badly in ^^4- 

matters of disease and health? -
A doctor. JL s>c &r
And whojcan.do.so-best in a storm at sea? -----e'
A ship's captain.
What about the just person? In what actions and what work is he most

capable of benefiting friends and harming enemies?
In wars and alliances, I suppose. <\U A-icc’r
All right. Now, wben.people aren't sick, Polemarchus, a doctor is useless

to them?
True.
And so is a ship's captain to those who aren't sailing?
Yes.
And to people who aren't at war, a just man is useless?
No, I don't think that at all.
Justice is also useful in peacetime,, then? 
It is.
And so is farming, isn't it?
Yes.
For getting produce?
Yes.
And shoemaking as well?
Yes.
For getting shoes, I think you'd say?
Certainly. *5
Well, then, what is justice useful for getting and using in peacetime? icr
Contracts, Socrates. P*
And by contracts do you mean partnerships, or what? pc Ace-Vi nte

JUnean partnerships. ' —

jHeCr.ini:
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j i z e In that case, justice isn't worth much, since it is only_usefpl for useless
,f 5 fr ^things. But let's look into the following point. Isn't the person most able

to land a blow, whether in boxing or any other kind of fight, also most
able to guard against it?

rfl Certainly.
And the one who is most able to guard against disease is also most able

to produce it unnoticed? “
So it seems to me, anyway.
And the one who is the best guardian of an army is the very one who

can steal the enemy's plans and dispositions?
Certainly.
Whenever someone is a clever guardian, then, he is also a clever thief

I 334
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t^Is someone a good and useful partner in a game of checkers because
he's just or because he's a checkers player?

Because bp's_a cbprkers player^
And in laying bricks and stones, is a just person a better and more useful

partner than a .builder?
Not at all.
In w^at °f partnership, then, is a just person a better partner than

’ a builder or a lyre-player, in the way that a lyre-player is better than a
just person at hitting the right notes?

In money matters, I think.
Except perhaps, Polemarchus, in using money, for whenever one needs

to buy a horse jointly, I think a horse breeder is a more useful partner,
isnXhe?

Apparently.
✓ - , And when one needs to buy a boat, it's a boatbuilder or a ship's captain?
rv Probably?
/ V In what joint use of silver or gold, then, is a just person a more useful
a ’ partner than the others?

When it must be deposited for safekeeping, Socrates.
You mean whenever there is no need to use them but only to keep them?
That's right.
Then it is when money isn't being used that justice, is useful for it?
I'm afraid so.
And whenever one needs to keep a pruning knife_safe, but not to use

zjl. i*' justice is useful both in partnerships and for the individual. When you
need to use it, however, it is skill at vine pruning that's useful?

Apparently.
W , /r. A You'll agree, then, that when one needs to keep a shield or a lyre safe

‘3 and not to use them, justice is a useful thing, but when you need to use
. them, it is soldiery or musicianship tha?s useful? ’

? \ ; UH Necessarily^
-A

J
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If a just person is clever at guarding money, therefore, he must also be
clever at stealing it. MO,Z <-

According to our argument, at any rate. - — A—
A just person has turned out then, it seems, to be a kind of thief. Maybe u

you learned this from Homer, for he's fond of Autolycus, the maternal
grandfather of Odysseus, whom he describes as better than everyone at
lying and stealing.7 According to you, Homer, and Simonides, then, justice j 5 'c ° a
seems to be some sort of craft of stealing, one that benefits friends and c
harms enemies. Isn't that what you meant? f

No, by god, it isn't. I don't know any more what I did mean, but I still
believe that to benefit one's friends and harm one's enemies is justice.

Speaking of friends, do you mean those a person believes to be good
and useful to him or those who actually are good and useful, even if he c\L
doesn't think they are, and similarly with enemies? vs.

Probably, one loves those one considers good and useful and hates those^
one considers bad and harmful.

But surely people often make mistakes about this, believing many people
to be good and useful when they aren't, and making the opposite mistake
about enemies? zMca

to what we said Simonides meant.
That certainly follows. But let's change our definition, for it seems that rccMi/x

-Vnavx

They do indeed.
And then good people are their enemies and bad ones their friends?
That's right. ’
And so it's just to benefit bad people and harm good ones?
Apparently. 
But good people are just and able to do no wrong? kjS-lvc a\Ae Vo jo
True. a q
Then, according to your account, it's just to do bad things to those whd~

do no injustice. n ‘XT. c«_
jNo, that's not just at all, Socrates; my account must be a bad one. —-p——
^t s just' then' *s to harm unjust people and benefit just ones?
That's obviously a more attractive view than the other one, anyway?
Then, it follows, Polemarchus, that it is just for the many, who areT'‘'>~"—:—

mistaken in their judgment, to harm their friends, who are bad, and benefit
their enemies, who are_good. And so we arrive at a conclusion opposite e r ,

- - - aaoX-,

-

we didn't define friends and enemies correctly. 
How did we define them, Polemarchus?
We said that a friend is someone who is believed to be useful.
And how are we to change that now? - - -.
Someone who is both believed to be useful and is useful is a friend; J

someone who is believed to be useful but isn't, is believed to be a friend ;
but isn't. And the same for the enemy. ^335^^

7. Odyssey xix.392-98.



980 Socrates/Polemarchus/Thrasymachus
cwOoL per?** .

-5 a vsc$v\ ''According to this account, then, a_gOQd_p_erson will be a friend and a
bad one an enemy.

C'VY * Yes-
you want us to add something to what we said before about justice,

; ‘U^,cC ’5 > t/\u)when we said that it is just to treat friends well and enemies badly. You
rwant us to add to this that it is just to treat well a friend whoisgood and

, c \a £*Jo harm an enemy who is bad?
-V That seems fine to me.
.v?yS it, then, the role of a just man toJharm anyone?

(Jertainly, he must harm those who are both bad and enemies.
I t* Do horses become better or worse when they are harmed?

m'r- a- - 777-----------------—------------------------------ T=--------------- -------------------—
k Worse.

With respect to the virtue8 that makes dogsgood or the one .that makes
—horses good?

The one that makes horses good.
J And when dogs are harmed, they become worse in the virtue that makes

dogs good, not horses?
h jp- ‘v Necessarily.

c

J]

Then won't we say the same about human beings, too, that when they
are harmed they become worse in human virtue?

Indeed.
f Jx. But isn't justice human virtue?

Y'es, certainly.
Then people who are harmed must become more unjust?

Apparently.
• Xt-
\ c’a]/ I.e., arete. Arete is broader than our notion of virtue, which tends to be applied only

to human beings, and restricted togood sexual behavior or .helpfulness on their part to
others. could equally be translated "excellence" or "goodness/' Thus if something

J^o^is a knife (say) its arete or "virtue" as a knife is that state or property of it that makes
s it a good knife—having a sharp blade, and so on. So with the virtue of a man: this might

include being intelligent, well-born, or courageous, as well as being just and sexually
well-behaved. “

I __________________
„.Ar u**.’"1'5 “ So it seems.

Can musicians make people unmusical through music?
They cannot.

VOr horsemen make people unhorsemanlike through horsemanship?

$OA<4n a word, can those who,are.good makejaeople bad through.virtue!
? 7r They cannot.

jsn't fhg function of heat to cool things but of its opposite?
es.

Nor the function of dryness to make things wet but of its opposite?
Indeed.
Nor the function of goodness to harm but of its opposite?

I W1* Lr

v^7’>5No-

-aW
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And a just person is good? w
Indeed. ,
Then, Polemarchus, it isn't the function of a just person to harm a friend J Q r,

or anyone else, rather it is the function of his opposite, an unjust person?-------- -----------
In my view that's completely true, Socrates.
If anyone tells us, then, that it is just to give to each what he's owed e

and understands by this that a just man should harm his enemies and A •. s
benefit his friends, he isn't wise to say it, since what he says isn't true, for juA
it has become clear to us that it is never just to harm anyone?

I agree.
You and I shall fight as partners, then, against anyone who tells us that «■

Simonides, Bias, Pittacus, or any of our other wise and blessedly happy
men said this.

I, at any rate, am willing to be your partner in the battle. M
Do you know to whom I think the saying belongs that it is just to benefit \ 336

friends and harm enemies? .r :, J . c
Who?
I think it belongs to Periander, or Perdiccas, or Xerxes, or Ismenias

of Corinth, or some other wealthy man who believed himself to have^*,'°y' 7^ S--------—---------------
great power/ —--------- -

That's absolutely true.
All right, since it has become apparent that justice and the just aren't

what such people say they are, what else could they be? ___
While we were speaking, Thrasymachus had tried many times to takeT^^^^

over the discussion but was restrained by those sitting near him, who, c» rodeX,.
wanted to hear our argument to the end. When we paused after what I'd^‘<< c •
just said, however, he couldn't keep quiet any longer. He coiled himself
up like a wild beast about to spring, and he hurled himself at us as if ton 
tear us to pieces. 

Polemarchus and I were frightened and flustered as he roared into out-t?^^.
midst: What nonsense have you two been talking, Socrates? Why do you -/S
act like idiotsjay. giving, way to one another? If you truly want to know^c.r c
what justice is, don't just ask questions and then refute the answers simply^Sra?'c
to satisfy your competitiveness or love of honor. You know very well that'';’
it is easier to ask questions than answer them. Give an answer yourself,/..' >'. 
and tell us what you say the just is. And don't tell me that it's the right,/' ,l7 v
the beneficial, the profitable, the gainful, or the advantageous, but tell me _d 4nj
clearly and exactly what you mean; for I won't accept such nonsense
from you.

His words startled me, and, looking at him., I_was afraid. And I think .
that if I hadn't seen him before he stared at me, I'd have been dumbstruck.
But as it was, I happened to look at him just as our discussion began to uxisr
exasperate him, so I was able to answer, and, trembling a little, I said:~™e

9. The first three named are notorious tyrants or kings, the fourth a man famous for^ 
his extraordinarvwealth.
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982 Socrates/Glaucon/Thrasymachus

CA Don't be too hard on us, Thrasymachus, for if Polemarchus and I made
—~^an error in our investigation, you should know that we did so unwillingly.

If we were searching for gold, we'd never willingly give way, to each other,
by doing so we'd destroy our chance of .findingjt- So don't think that

*n searcAingjorJustice, a thing more valuable than even a large quantity
M. /Vsf °f g°ld, we'd mindlessly give way to one another or be less than completely

: vJl\j \^;\y serious about finding it. You surely mustn't think that, but rather—as I do—
1 that we're incapable of finding it. Hence it's surely far more appropriate for

33 us to be pitied by you clever people than to be given rough treatment.
M r When he heard that, he gave a loud, sarcastic laugh. By Heracles, he< j
u said, that's just Socrates' usual irony. I knew, and I said so to these people\^\c

1 1? Q^Vf^earlier, that you'd be unwilling to answer and that, if someone questioned irvyv^
you, you'd be ironical and do anything rather than give an answer.

That's because you're a clever fellow, Thrasymachus. You knew very
that if you ask someone how much twelve is, and, as you ask, you

jpjvrcX-xjfe warn him by saying "Don't tell me, man, that twelye_ig_tydce six, or three
in times four, or six times two, or four times three, for I won^accept such „n

1 7 nonsense," then you'll see clearly, I think, that no one could answer a covlX
. q.uestion framed like that- And if he said to you: "What are you saying?^^
Icvk^J^^-^Thrasymachus, am I not to give any of the answers you mention, not even

twelve happens to be one of those things? I'm amazed. Do you want Vkt 4W
l\/ me to say something other than the truth? Or do you mean something

■ ' c ' else?" What answer would you give him?
Well, so you think the two cases are alike?

to the person you asked, do you think him any less likely to give the
h'ff^-^answer that seems right to him, whether we forbid him to or not?

Is that what you're going to do, give one of the forbidden answers?
I wouldn't be surprised—provided that it's the one that seems right to

me after I've investigated the matter. "-,z
What if I show you a different answer about justice than all these—and

— . u a better one? What would you deserve then?
pecjv^What else than the appropriate penalty for one who doesn't know,

namely, to learn from the one who does know? Therefore, that's what
v'kp. n I deserve.

You amuse me, but in addition to learning, you musLpay a fine.
cvlA‘^’7A will as soorl as * Have some money.

lecvrn^Q'/3^ He has some already, said Glaucon. If it's a matter of money, speak,
DAV Thrasymachus, for we'll all contribute for Socrates.
tl / kr-.'.n ^/^jl know, he said, so that Socrates can carry on as usual. He gives no

J nswer himself, and then, when someone else does give one, he takes up
the argument and refutes it.

How can someone give an answer, I said, when he doesn't know it and
‘doesn't claim to know.it and when an eminent man forbids him to express

A the opinion he has? It's much more appropriate for you to answer, since

know.it
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uney aeciare wnac uney nave maue—wiiat ib lu men own aovaiiidgc—io ^5-
be just for their subjects, and they punish anyone who goes against this aC
as lawless and unjust. This, then, is what I say justice is, the same in all
cities, the advantage of the established rule. Since the established rule is
surely stronger, anyone who reasons correctly will conclude that the just^TV^^T’ rue
is the same everywhere, namely, the advantage of the stronger.

Now I see what you mean. Whether it's true or not, I'll try to find^'^ . —
out. But you yourself have answered that the just is the advantageous, a
Thrasymachus, whereas you forbade that answer to me. True, you've 4^ s
added "of the stronger" to it. you

you say you know and can tell us. So do it as a favor to me, and don't^ 338__._... —
begrudge your teaching to Glaucon and the others. Tkr<\y'rwcVvs

While I was saying this, Glaucon and the others begged him to speak. -h>
It was obvious that Thrasymachus thought he had a fine answer and that ear*
he wanted to earn their admiration by-giving it, but he pretended that he aw&ra™*'
wanted to indulge his love of victory by forcing me to answer. However, Soe
he agreed^n the end, and then said: There you have Socrates' wisdom; he b vu-jsdLo*^
himself isn't willing to teach, but he goes around learning from others and --- ------------ -
isn't even grateful to them.

When you say that I learn from others you are right, Thrasymachus, >
but when you say that I'm not grateful, that isn't true. I show what gratitude J
I can, but since I have no money, I can give only praise. But just how—— ‘ —------—
enthusiastically I give it when someone seems to me to speak well, you'll
know as soon as you've answered, for I think that you will speak well. ARc

Listen, then. I say that justice is nothing other than the advantage of the cR c
stronger. Well, why don't you praise me? But then you'd do anything to
avoid having to do that. -VcrA

I must first understand you, for I don't yet know what you mean. The
advantage of the stronger, you say, is just. What do you mean, Thrasyma-^^
chus? Surely you don't mean something like this: Polydamus, thejpancra- paAcratrvw
tist,10 is stronger than we are; it is to his advantage to eat beef to build up J--------------- —
his physical strength; therefore, this food is also advantageous and just^^ •s’juA-
for us who are weaker than he is? " 3

You disgust me, Socrates. Your trick is to take hold of the argument at 4nkc kioL
the point where_you can do it the most harm.

Not at all, but tell us more clearly what you mean. * A- Ar
Don't you know that some cities are ruled by a tyranny, some by a 

democracy, and some by an aristocracy? \ j  _
Of course. y & \
And in each city this element is stronger, namely, the ruler?
Certainly.
And each makes laws to its own advantage. Democracy makes demo-

cratic laws, tyrannyjnakes tyrannical laws, and so on with the others. And e
they declare what they have made—what is to their own advantage—to 

10. The pancration was a mixture of boxing and wrestling.
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b And I suppose you think that's an insignificant addition.
It isn't clear yet whether it's significant. But it is clear that we must

investigate to see whether or not it's true. I agree that the just is some
kind of advantage. But you add that it's of the stronger. I don't know about

^__^__that. We'll have to look into it.
I 'CSjT'K Joej/ Go ahead and look.

jl/jt j vVe yyju Ten mez don't you also say that it is just to obey the rulers?
I I do. ~~

' c And are the rulers in all cities infallible, or are they liable to error?
No doubt they are liable to error.
When they undertake to make laws, therefore, they make some correctly,

others incorrectly?
I suppose so.
And a law is correct if it prescribes what is to the rulers' own advantage

and incorrect if it prescribes what is to their disadvantage? Is that what
you mean?

It is.
And whatever laws they make must be obeyed by their subjects, and

this is justice?
Of course.

d Then, according to your account, it is just to do not only what is to the
,^__advantage of the stronger, but also the opposite, what is not to their ad-

i p Vzw^^.^to do whatevertheir rulers order? Haven't we agreed to that much?
I think so.

e Then you must also think that you have agreed that it is just to do what
is disadvantageous to_ the rulers and those who are stronger, whenever
they unintentionally order whatisl>ad''for themselves. But you also say
that it is just for the others to obey the orders they give. You're terribly
clever, Thrasymachus, but doesn't it necessarily follow that it is just to do
the opposite of what you said, since the weaker are then ordered to do
what is disadvantageous to the stronger?

340^-^ By god, Socrates, said Polemarchus, that's quite clear.
If you are to be his witness anyway, said Clitophon, interrupting.

Jr needs a witness? Polemarchus replied. Thrasymachus himself
agrees that the rulers sometimes order what is bad for themselveg and

t that it is just for the others to do it.
That, Polemarchus, is because Thrasymachus maintained that it is just.

'' ^fo obey the orders of the rulers.
He also maintained, Clitophon, that the advantage of the strnngerjs

b just. And having maintained both principles he went on to agree that the
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stronger sometimes gives orders to those who are weaker than he is—in
other words, to his subjects—that are ^disadvantageous to the stronger
himself. From these agreements it follows that what is to the advantage
of the stronger is no more just than what is not to his advantage.

But, Clitophon responded, he said that the advantage of the stronger is
what the stronger believes to be his advantage. This is what the weaker
must do, and this is what he maintained the just to be.

That isn't what he said, Polemarchus replied.
It makes no difference, Polemarchus, I said. If Thrasymachus wants to

put it that way now, let's accept it. Tell me, Thrasymachus, is this what c
you wanted to say the justjs,. namely, what the stronger believes to be to
his advantage, whether it is in fact to his advantage or not? Is that what
we are to say you mean? error nJ-

Not at all. Do you think I'd call someone who is in error stronger at the
very moment he errs?

I did think that was what you meant when you agreed that the rulers
aren't infallible but are liable to error.

That's because you are a false witness in arguments, Socrates. When d
someone makes an error in the treatment of patients, do you call him a
doctor in regard to that very error? Or when someone makes an error in
accounting, do you call him an accountant in regard to that very error in _
calculation? I think that we express ourselves in words that, taken literally, as'
do say that a doctor is in error, or an accountant, or a grammarian. Buthe^x UvA
each of these, insofar as he is what we call him, never errs, so that, according 11
to the precise account (and you are a stickler for precise accounts), no
craftsman ever errs. It's when his knowledge fails him that he makes an-|ke ,
error, and in regard to that error he is no craftsman. No craftsman, expert, ©t ck j
or ruler makes an”error at the moment when he is ruling, even though
everyone will say that a physician or a ruler makes errors. It s in this loose-—------——
AYay. that you must also take the answer I gave earlier. But the most precise a
answer is this. A ruler, insofar as he is a ruler, never makes errors and^$fi~~-^S£^
unerringly decrees whatjs best forjiimself, and this his subject must do.
Thus, as I said from the first, it is just to do what is to the advantage of  
the stronger. as

AU right, Thrasymachus, so you think I'm a false witness? o. ta\sc
You certainly are. ------------------
And you think that I asked the questions I did in order to harm you in

the argument?
I know it very well, but it won't do you any good. You'll never be able b

to trick me, so you can't harm me that way, and without trickery you'll
never be able to overpower me in.argument. 

I wouldn't so much as try, Thrasymachus. But in order to prevent this ike
sort of thing from happening again, define clearly whether it is the ruler or
and stronger in the ordinary sense or in the precise sense whose advantage pttc.re sense
you said it is just for the weaker to promote as the advantage of the stronger. x ' 



verU. ' A anc* shouldn't be called a sailor for that reason, for it isn't because of
his sailing that he is called a ship's captain, but because of his craft and
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the eyes are in need of sight, and the ears o Shearing, so that another craft1
r ■ is needed to seek and provide what is advantageous to them? Does a craft

i iFqpIF havp qnmp similar dpfiripnrv «n fhat parh craft nppdq annthpr. to

-—------his rule over_sailors?
That's true.

’CTiv< And is there something advantageous toteacfj>f these, that is, to bodies
and to sailors?

Certainly.
—s - And aren't the^efpecjjye crafts by nature set over them to seek and

& g provide what is to their advantage?
,!c|c *‘*<1 They are.
A- And is there^any advantage for each of the crafts themselves except to
3. o be as complete "or perfect as possible?

What are you asking? _
\ i ,z ^_This: If you asked me whether our bodies are sufficient in themselves,

'yj‘r whether they need something else, I'd answer: "They certainly have
Sf needs. And because of this, because our bodies are deficient rather than

self-sufficient, the craft of medicine has now been discovered. The craft of
medicine was developed to provide what is advantageous for a body."

A D° y°u think that I'm right in saying this or not?
You are right.
Now, is medicine deficient? Does .a .craft need some further vjitue, as^^

___ ________________ _____ ____ _______ _
itself have some similar deficiency, so that each craft needs another, to
■seek out what is to its advantage? And does the craft that does the seeking AraX}
peed still another, and so on without end? Ordoes each seek out wKat is Tfc A»W
torts own advantage by itself? Or does it need neither itself nor another.
crafttoseek out what is advantageous to it, because of its own deficiencies?
Or is it that there is no deficiency or error in any craft? That it isn't
appropriate for any craft to seek what is to the advantage of anything
except that of which it is the craft? And that, since it is itself correct, it is
without either fault or impurity, as long as it is wholly and precisely the.

if . 986 ThrasymachuslSocrates

i mean the ruler in the most precise sense. Now practice your harm-
(d'Wdoing and false witnessing on that if you can—I ask no concessions from

\ h you—hut you certainly won't be able to.
Do you think that I'm crazy enough to try to shave a lion or Jo bear

false witness against Thrasymachus?
 You certainly tried just now, though you were a loser at that too.

Enough of this. Tell me: Is a doctor in the precise sense, whom you
" J. „ . mentioned before, a money-maker or someone who treats the sick? Tell

or- someone. —- : :A—- — - -
I I l n me about the one who is really a doctor.

U -fV'1 b He's the one who treats the sick.
What about a ship's captain? Is a captain in the precise sense a ruler of

A capk.A ’.S' sailorsor a sailor?
lJ.r ca.Vr A ruler of sailors.

We shouldn't, I think, take into account the fact that he sails in a ship,
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craft that it is? Consider this with the preciseness of language you men-lr ,
tioned. Is it”so" or not? ------- ------------------------

It appears to be so.
Medicine doesn't seek its own advantage, then, but that oCthe body? c
Yes.
And horse-breeding doesn't seek its own advantage, but that of horses?

Indeed, no other craft seeks its own advantage—for it has no further
needs—but the advantage of that of which it is the.craft?

Apparently so.
Now, surely, Thrasymachus, the crafts rule over and are stronger than.

the things of which they are the crafts?
Very reluctantly, he conceded this as well.
No kind of knowledge seeks or orders_what is advantageous to itself,

then, but what is advantageous to the weaker, which is subject to it. d
He tried to fight this conclusion, but he conceded it in the end. And

after he had, I said: Surely, then, no doctor, insofar as he is a doctor, seeks----- -- -------—
or orders what is advantageous to himself, but what is. advantageous to AocVo<-
his patient? We agreed that a doctor in the precise sense is a ruler of
bodies, not a money-maker. Wasn't that agreed? -

Yes.
So a ship's captain in the precise sense is a ruler of sailors, not a sailor?
That's what we agreed. e
Doesn't it follow that a ship's captain or ruler won't seek and order

what is advantageous to himself, but what is advantageous to a sailor?
He reluctantly agreed.
So, then, Thrasymachus, no onejn anyipQsition of rule, insofar as he is^ 'S I

a ruler, seeks or orders what is advantageous to himself, but what is ?*-AC
advantageous to his subjects; the ones of whom he is himself the craftsman.^
It is to his subjects and what is advantageous and proper to them that he ~----
looks/and everything he says and does he says and_does for them.

When we reached this point in the argument, and it was clear to all that Y>rvvseeL vQa
his account of justice had turned into its opposite, instead of answering, 343
Thrasymachus said: Tell me, Socrates, do you still have a wet nurse?

What's this? Hadn't you better answer my questions rather than asking
me such things?

Because she's letting you run around with a snotty nose, and doesn't
wipe it when she needs to! Why, for all she cares, you don't even..know
about sheep and shepherds.

Just what is it I don't know?
You think that shepherds and cowherds seek the good of their sheep . b

and cattle, and fatten them and take care of them, Jooking to something. "vAc
other than their_master's good and their own. Moreover, you believe that Cores'

"raters m cities—true rulers, that is—think about their subjects differently -JojecV
than one does about sheep, and that night and day they think of something -
besides their own advantage. You are so far from understanding about c
justice and what's just, about injustice and what's unjust, that you don't (\ (wort-*

r p—
StVUre oS a
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realize that justjce is really the good of another, the advantage of the
stronger and the ruler, and harmful to the one who obeys ancL serves.
Injustice is the opposite, it rules the truly simple and just, and those it
rules do what is to the advantage of the other and stronger, and they make
the one they serve happy, but themselves noLatall. You must look at it
as follows, my most simpIe~Socrates: A just maqalways gets less than an
pnjust one. First, in their contracts with one another, you'll never find,
.when the partnership ends, that a just partner has got more than an unjust

. one, but less. Second, in matters relating to tKe cifyT when taxes are to be
C-V < Paid' a )ust man PaYs more on the same ProPerty' an unjust one less, but

when the city is giving.^uL refunds, a just man gets nothing, while an
unjust one makes a large profit. Finally, when each of them holds a ruling

^"position in some public office, a just person, even if he isn't penalized.in
other ways, finds that his private affairs deteriorate because he has to
neglect them, that he gains no advantage from the public purse because
of his justice, and that he's hated by his relatives^nd acquaintances when

’ yp i 7 . y he's .unwilling to do them an unjust favor. The opposite is true of an unjust
0 , P7*"* man in every respect. Therefore, I repeat what I said before: A person of
go 01 av‘^44 great power outdoes everyone else. Consider him if you want to figure

“Ei /aAv re\oV--$))ut how much more advantageous it is for the individual to be just rather
Ahan unjust. You'll understand this most easilyjf you turn your_thpughts

to the most complete injustice^ the one that makes the doer of injustice
happiest and the sufferers of it, who are unwilling to do injustice, most
wretched. This is tyranny, which through stealth or force appropriates the
property of others, whether sacred or profane, public or private, not little
by little, but all at once. If someone commits only one part of injustice and

■ A A) 5V1CC b is caught, he's punished and greatly reproached—such partly unjust people
TT^are called temple-robbers,11 kidnappers, housebreakers, robbers, and

A.ewpVrthieves when they commit these crimes. But when someone, .in addition
'k> to appropriating.their possessions, kidnaps and enslaves the citizens, as

r^^A-well, instead of these shameful names he is called happy and blessed, not
'only by the citizens themselves, but by all who learn that he has done the
whole of injustice. Those who reproach injustice do so because they are
afraid not of doing it but of suffering it. So, Socrates, injustice, if it is on
a large enough scale, is stronger, freer, and more masterly than justice.
And, as I said from the first, justice is what is advantageous to the stronger,
while injustice is to one's own profit and advantage.

Having emptied”this great flood of words into our ears all at once like
a bath attendant, Thrasymachus intended to leave. But those present didn't
let him and jnadelum stay to give an account of what he had said. I too
begged him to stay, and I said to him: After hurling such a speech at us,
Thrasymachus, do you intend to leave before adequately instructing us
or finding out whether you are right or not? Or do you think it a small

11. The temples acted as public treasuries, so that a temple robber is much like a present-
day bank robber.
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matter to determine which
worthwhile for each of us?

cAoouT V.vnia
< beWQ -fpm

whole way of life would make living most

Is that what I seem to you to think? Thrasymachus said. —-------- —
Either that, or else you care nothing for us and aren't worried, about -sow*-

whether we'll live better or worse lives because of our ignorance of what
you say you know. So show some willingness to teach it to us. It wouldn't
be a bad investment for you to be the benefactor of a group as large as
ours. For my own part, I'll tell you that I am not persuaded- J don't believe 345
that injustice is more profitable than justice, not even if you give it fulkg.lZ1 ~
scope and put no obstacles in its~way~Suppose that there is an unjust^ J
person, and suppose.he does have the power to do injustice, whether
trickery or open warfare; nonetheless, he doesn't persuade me that injustice AAZVTVx
is more profitable than justice. Perhaps someone here, besides myself, feels * b
the same as I do. So come now, and persuade us that we are wrong to Hvcr
esteem justice more highly than injustice in planning our lives.

And how am I to persuade you" if you aren't persuadedTby what I said Poo r ny
just now? What more can I do? Am I to take my argument and pour it
into your very soul?

God forbid! Don't do that! But, first, stick to what you've said, and then, \re,ry i
if you change your position, do it openly and don't deceive us. You see/'"’"'^' "
Thrasymachus, that having defined the true doctor—to continue examining
the things you said before—you didn't consider it necessary later to keep c
a precise guard on the true shepherd. You think that, insofar as he's a -------
shepherd, he fattens sheep, not looking to what is best for the sheep but
to a banquet, like a guest about to be entertained at a feast, or to a future
sale, like a money-maker rather than a shepherd, ghepherding is concerned
only to provide what is best for the things it is set over, and it is itself d #
adequately provided with all it needs to be at its best when it doesn't fall
short in any way of being .the^raFt)of shepherding. That's why I thought^-—-------
it necessary for us to agree before12 that every kind of rule, insofar as itOofcV °b
rules, doesn't seek anything other than what is best for the things it rules
and cares for, and this is true both of public and private kinds of rule. But
do you think that those who rule cities, the true rulers, rule willingly?

I don't think it, by god, I know it. oitJ/
But, Thrasymachus, don't you realize that in other kinds of rule no one oV Me nA

wants to rule for its own sake, but they ask for pay,, thinking that their
ruling will benefit not themselves but their subjects? Tell me, doesn't every
craft differ from every other in having a different function? Please don't' 346
answer contrary to what you believe, so that we can come to some defi
nite conclusion.

Yes, that's what differentiates them.
And each craft benefits us in its own peculiar way, different from the

others. For example, medicine gives us health, navigation gives us safety
while sailing, and so on with the others?

12. See 341e-342e.
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■'.vl a Apparently none.
- But he still provides a benefit when he works for nothing?

Yes, I think he does.
Then, it is clear now, Thrasymachus, that jio craft or rule provides for

____ —its own advantage, but, as we've been saying for some time, it provides
A.0 CA£/ uA*J/and orders for its subject and aims at its advantage, that of the weaker,

\ not stronger- That's why I said just now, Thrasymachus, that no
 one willingly chooses to rule and to take other people's troubles in hand

347 and straighten them-Out, but each asks for wages; for anyone who intends
to practice his craft well never does or orders what is best for himself—
at least not when he orders as his craft prescribes—but what is best for
his subject. It is because of this, it seems, that wages must be provided to
a person if he's to be willing to rule, whether in the form of money or
honor or a penalty if he refuses.

What do you mean, Socrates? said Glaucon. I know the first two kinds
of wages, but I don't understand what penalty you mean or how youxan
call it a wage.

We are agreed, then, that each craft Brings its own peculiar benefit?
Y \ does.

LJnA'tvcr • Then whatever benefit all craftsmen receive in common must clearly
V’i ccai result from their joint practice of some additional craft that benefits each
. Ofthem? ----------------- ------------------------------------
12. ----- So it seems.

And we say that the additional craft in question, which benefits the
craftsmen by earning them wages, is the craft of wage^eaming?

reluctantly agreed.
Then this benefit, receiving wages, doesn't result from their own craft,

d but rather, if we're to examine this precisely, medicine provides health,
and wage-earning provides wages; house-building provides a house, and

^___wage-earning, which accompanies it, provides a wage; and so on with the
other crafts. Each of them does its own work and benefits the things it is

i v 1 T /set over- S°/ if wages aren't added, is there any benefit that the craftsman
ry?' gets from his craft?

■ i/iof-CAr-AniA 990 Thrasymachus/Socrates/Glaucon
/s. .

a /J CCertainly.
* ' < 2Z2SL2'' And wage-earning gives us wages, for this is its function? Or would

f Ji/>t A7 b you call medicine the same as navigation? Indeed, if you want to define
a matters precisely, as you proposed, even if someone who is a ship's captain
'U^becomes, healthy because sailing is advantageous to his health, you
<\CC kie nW Y wouldn't for tha t reason call his, era ft medicine?
V'C Certainly not.

Nor would you call wage-earning medicine, even if someone becomes
-.-o VicnUk healthy while earning wages?

-' Certainly not.
v5> Nor would you call medicine wage-earning, even if someone earns pay



Republic I 991x^^-7<—
i-s

Then you don't understand the best people's kind of wages, the
that moves the most decent to rule, when they. are_willing to rule at all. 41m/
Don't you know that the love of honor and the love of money are despised, b
and rightly so? oV v

I do.
Therefore good people won't be_willing to rule for the .sake. jq£ either jr

money or honor. They don't want to be paid wages openly for ruling and
get called hired hands, nor to take them in_se_cret from their rule and be
called thieves. And they won't rule for the sake of honor, because they
aren't ambitious honor-lovers. So, if they're to be willing to rule, some ' " c ,
compulsion or punishment must be brought to bear on them—perhaps r*9///.. J
that's why it is thought shameful to seek to rule before one is compelled ^-7
to. Now, the greatest punishment, if one isn't willing to rule, is to be ruled V> c cdox
by someone worse than oneself. And I think that it's fear of this that makes by
decent people rule when they do. They approach ruling not as something c/orsc
good or something to be enjoyed, but as something necessary, since it can't
be entrusted to anyone better than—or even as good as—themselves. In d
a city of good men, if it came into being, the citizens would fight in order^ s ^7X2
not to rule, just as they do now in order to rule. There it would be quite
clear that anyone who is really a true ruler doesn't by nature seek his own a nJ er
advantage but that of his subjects. And everyone, knowing this, would
rather be benefited by others than take the trouble to benefit them. So
can't at all agree with Thrasymachus that justice is the advantage of the,.y
stronger—but we'll look further into that another time. What Thrasyma- e
chus is now saying—that the life of an unjust person is better than that
of a just one—seems to be of far greater importance. Which life woulddkcy-'l j-- A
you choose, Glaucon? And which of our views do you consider truer? 1.^ a b

I certainly think that the life of a just person is more profitable.
Did you hear all of the good things Thrasymachus listed a moment ago 348

for the unjust Jife?
I heard, but Twasn't persuaded.
Then, do you want us to persuade him, if we're able to find a way, that

what he says isn't true?
Of course I do.
If we oppose him with a parallel speech about the blessings of the justS' ~

life, and then he replies, and then we do, we'd have to count and measure
the good things mentioned on each side, and we'd need a jury to decide
the case. But if, on the other hand, we investigate the question, as we've b
been doing, by seeking agreement with each other, we ourselves can be^^_£^v^w^
both jury and advocates at once. jury t

Certainly.
Which approach do you prefer? I asked. > 1
The second. e
Come, then, Thrasymachus, I said, answer us from the beginning. You

say that complete injustice is more profitable than complete justice?
I certainly do say that, and I've told you why.
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wA- No, he doesn't even want to do that.
PecfcV And does he claim that he deserves to outdo an unjust person and

believe that it is just for him to do so, or doesn't he believe that?
\ a 2 He'd want to outdo him, and he'd claim to deserve to do so, but he

eft wouldn't be able.
That's not what I asked, but whether a just person wants to outdo an

unjiisl-peispn but not a just one, thinking that this is what he deserves?
He does.

--- -----—,992 Socrates/Thrasymachus

or v\ee ' Well, then, what do you say about this? Do you call one of the two a
------- -— virtue and the other a vice?

Of course.
That is to say, you call justice a virtue and injustice a vice?
That's hardly likely, since I say that injustice is profitable and justice isn't.

* 15 oAV Then, what exactly do you say?
opposite-

/ v y That justice is a vice?
No, just very high-minded simplicity.

i . d Then do you call being unjust being low-minded?
•c A No, I call it good judgment.

—You consider unjust people, then, Thrasymachus, to be clever and good?
Yes, those who are completely unjust, who can bring cities and whole

roMpu: u/ communities under their power. Perhaps, you think I meant pickpockets?
^.jzrNot that such crimes aren't also profitable, if they're not found out, but

f pixxf5^/they aren't worth mentioning by comparison to what I'm talking about.
■Z - I'm not unaware of what you want to say. But I wonder about this: Do

cv™ JOU really include injustice with virtue and_wisdom, and justice with
their opposites?

I certainly do. 
unsAoin That's harder, and it isn't easy now to know what to say. If you had

iHiusVve. declared that injustice is more profitable, but agreed that it is a vice or
a - Shameful, as some others do, we could have discussed the matter on the

basis of conventional beliefs. But now, obviously, you'll say that injustice
ora\^Y _is fine and strong and apply to it all the attributes we used to apply to
—"~^~349~ justice, since you dare to include it with virtue and wisdom.

You've divined my views exactly.
Nonetheless, we mustn't shrink from pursuing the argument and looking

into this, just as long as I take you to be saying what you really think.
And I believe that you aren't joking now, Thrasymachus, but are saying

r^7T7^CV)A^Vwhat you believe to be the truth.
P^c * (/ x" What difference does it make to you, whether 1 believe it or not? It's

my account you're supposed to be refuting.
It makes no difference. But try to answer this further question: Do you

. think that a just person wants to outdo someone else who's just?
5T Not at all, for he wouldn't then be as polite and innocent as he is.

■, Or to outdo someone who does a just action?
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Yes.
Isn't the same true of a doctor?
It is.
Do you think that a musician, in tuning his lyre and in tightening and

loosening the strings, wants to outdo another musician, claiming that this
is what he deserves?

I do not.
But he does want to outdo a nonmusician?
Necessarily.  4-?
What about a doctor? Does he, when prescribing food and drink, want

to outdo another doctor or someone who does the action that medicine pre- * 350
scribes?

Certainly not.
But he does want to outdo a nondoctor?
Yes.
In any branch of knowledge or ignorance, do you think that a knowledge- i

able person would intentionallyjry to outdo other knowledgeable people 0 ‘ ‘
or say something better or flifferent^than they do, rather than doing or Q 5. xX
saying the veryCsamg)thing as those like him?
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What about an unjust person? Does he claim that he deserves to outdo
a just person or someone who does a just action?

Of course he does; he thinks he deserves to outdo everyone.
Then will an unjust person also outdo an unjust person or someone who

does an unjust action, and will he strive to get the most he can for himself
from everyone?

He will. 
Then, let's put it this way: A just person doesn't outdo someone like

himself but someone unlike himself, whereas an unjust person outdoes like
both like and unlike" d I

Very well put.
An unjust person is clever and good, and a just one is neither? & A vnjv-*
That's well put, too.
It follows, then, that an unjust person is like clever and good people, c

while the other isn't?
Of course that's so. How could he fail to be like them when he has their

qualities, while the other isn't like them? d5
Fine. Then each of them has the qualities of the people he's like? n
Of course.
All right, Thrasymachus. Do you call one person musical and another -

nonmusical?
I do.
Which of them is clever in music, and which isn't?
The musical one is clever, of course, and the other isn't.
And the things he's clever in, he's good in, and the things he isn't clever A

in, he s bad in? .
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Probably.

And a clever one is good?

Therefore, a good and clever person doesn't want to outdo those like
himself but Jhose who are.unlikeliim and his opposite.

- Well, perhaps it must be as you say.
l'1* VAqe w<L And what about an ignorant person? Doesn't he want to outdo both a

•, b knowledgeable person and an ignorant one?

A knowledgeable person is clever?
r\cve.r' I agree.

* _ ___— Anri a rlovor ic onnH'

So it seems.
But a bad and ignorant person wants to outdo both his like and his op-

Apparently.
Now, Thrasymachus, we found that an unjust_person tries to. outdo

those like him and those unlike him? Didn't you say that?
I did. _.
And that a just person won't outdo his like but his unlike?

jVMiefc »s
<*>

Mire

EacL 1 -
EQsite.

i j_c</\
dF ^•ACQl Zloe-

people
CDAlyxk __________________________________

Yes.
Arc V’ke ^x-Then, a just person is like a clever and good one, and an unjust is like
a-.ul V.w 1ah ignorant and bad one. c^> 

oA looks that way. 
e t4‘Moreover, we agreed that each has the qualities of the one he resembles.

we did-------------------- —-----------------

cue Then, a just person has turned out to be good and clever, and an unjust
one ignorant and bad.

Thrasymachus agreed to all this, not easily as I'm tellingjt, but reluc-
d- -tantly, with toil, trouble, and—since it was summer—a quantity of sweat

that was a wonder to behold. And then I saw something I'd never seen
’' ' before—Thrasymachus blushing. But, in any case, after we'd agreed that

justice is virtue and wisdom and that injustice is vice and_ ignorance, I
J said: All right, let's take that as established. But we also said that injustice

- is powerful, or don't you remember that, Thrasymachus?
I remember, but I'm not satisfied with what you're now saying. I could

make a speech about it, but, if I did, I know that you'd accuse me of
engaging in oratory. So either allow me to speak, or, if you want to ask
questions, go ahead, and I'll say, "All right," and nod yes and no, as one
does to old wives' tales.

Don't do that, contrary to your own opinion.
I'll answer so as to please you, since you won't let me make a speech.

What else do you want?
Nothing, by god. But if that's what you're going to do, go ahead and

do it. I'll ask my questions.
Ask ahead.
I'll ask what I asked before, so that we may proceed with our argument

V about justice and injustice in an orderly fashion, for surely it was claimed
'

1^? e

i



purpose?

Let it preserve it intact.
Apparently, then, .injustice has,the power, first, to make whatever it arises** >-1

in—whether it is a city, a_ family,.an army, or anything else—incapable of^^~^
achieving anything as a unit, because of the civil wars and differences it 352
creates, and, second, jt makes that unit an enemy to itself and to what is
in every way its opposite, namely, justice. Isn't that so?

They will. T
Does injustice lose its power to cause dissension when it arises within£

a single individual, or will it preserve it intact? * 'A
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that injustice is stronger and more powerful than justice. But, now, if justice" ’
is indeed wisdom and virtue, it will easily be shown to be stronger than 1
injustice, since injustice is ignorance (no one could now be ignorant of
that). However, I don't want to state the matter so unconditionally, Thrasy-
machus, but to look into it in some such way as this. Would you say that b
it is unjust for a city to try to enslave other cities unjustly and to holden5iAvr*\J
them in subjection when it has enslaved many of them?

Of course, that's what the best city will especially do, the one that is
most completely unjust.

I understand that's your position, but the point I want to examine is
this: Will the city that becomes stronger than another achieve this power
without justice, or will it need the help of justice?

If what you said a moment ago stands, and justice is cleverness or
wisdom, it will need the help of justice, but if things are as I stated, it will
need the help of injustice.

I'm impressed, Thrasymachus, that you don't merely nod yes or no but
give very fine answers.

That's because I'm trying to please you.
You're doing well at it, too. So please me some more by answering this a +r

question: Do you think that a city, an army, a band of robbers or thieves,
or any other tribe with a common unjust purpose would be able to achieveXJ-^L
it if they were unjust to each other? -—> ccA-cqor-.<a\

No, indeed. caiuizv waVc <*y u/orse, d
What if they weren't unjust to one another? Would they achieve more? ^2/12
Certainly. inort.
Injustice, Thrasymachus, causes civil war, hatred, and fighting among

themselves, whilejustice brings friendship and a sense of common purpose, i'
Isn't that so?

Let it be so, in__order not to disagree with you. '
You're still doing well on that front. So tell me this: If the effect of

injustice is to produce hatred wherever it occurs, then, whenever it arises,
whether among free men or slaves, won't it cause them to hate one another, f c
engage in civil war, and prevent them from achieving any common__2 e

Certainly.
What if it arises between two people? Won't they be at odds, hate each

other, and be enemies to one another and to just people?
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zL>mcr»fn o And even in a single indiyidual.JdLhas.by its, nature the very^same effect.
^CV\-tvP5 |T ’ '"First, it makes him incapable of achieving anything, because he is in a

state of civil war and not of one mind; second, it makes him his own
c«*n enemy, as well as the enemy of just people. Hasn't it that effect?

Ygs------------------------------------- ----------------- a

i And the gods too are just? spu ,‘s^>
cm^P^Let it be so.
^7 ivTb So an unjust person is also an enemy of the gods, Thrasymachus, while

J' a just person is their friend?
Enjoy your banquet of words! Have no fear, I won't oppose you. That

would make these people hate me.
Come, then, complete the banquet for me by continuing to answer as

~ you've been doing. We have shown that just people are cleverer and more
capable of doing things, while unjust ones aren't even able to act together

c for when we speak of a powerful achievement by unjust men acting to-
 . .. gether, what we say isn't altogether true. They would never have been

o¥ able to keep their hands off each other if they were completely unjust. But
I , A clearly there must have been some sorLof justice in them that at least

V 1 ' A Prevented them from doing injustice among themselves at the same time
as they were doing it to others. And it was this that enabled them tp

y achieve what they did. When they started doing unjust things, they were
/ v only halfway corrupted by their injustice (for those who are all bad and

------^completely unjust are completely incapable of accomplishing anything).

(ATI

A

Or to hear with anything other than ears?
No.
Then, we are right to say that seeing and hearing are, the functions of

eyes and ears?
Of course.
What about this? Could you use a dagger or a carving knife or lots of

other things in pruning a vine?

lJ d
live

clc<XVm\/ eWJvAr-
See 347e.

These are the things I understand to hold, not the ones you first maintained.
We must now examine, as we proposed before,13 whether just people also
live better and are happier than unjust ones. I think it's clear already that
this is so, but we must look into it further, since the argument concerns
no ordinary topic but the way we ought to live.

. . Go ahead and look.
Au D a j Tell me, do you think there is such a thing as the function of a horse?

A I do.
' And would you define the function of a horse or of anything else as

4v/kV|7/v i that which one can do only with it or besLwith it?^ C , '.yA/iV**
or I don't understand. ^3 jy ’

Let me put it this way: Is it possible to see with anything otherthan eyes?

f/inAy T00\$

353
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Of course.
But wouldn't you do a finer job with a pruning knife designed for the

purpose than with anything else? o
You would. '—"
Then shall we take pruning to be its function?
Yes.
Now, I think you'll understand what I was asking earlier when I asked

whether the function of each thing is what it alone can do or what it does
.better than anything else.

I understand, and I think that this is the function of each. __
All right. Does each thing to which a particular function is assigned also ■Sowc .

have a virtue? Let's go over the same ground again. We say that eyes have
some function? 

They d<x ------ -------
So there is also a virtue of eyes? A
There is.
And ears have a function?
Yes.
So there is also a virtue of ears? a
There is.
And all other things are the same, aren't they?
They are.
And could eyes perform their function well if they lacked their peculiar c

virtue and had the vice instead?
How could they, for don't you mean if they had blindness instead —7—

of sight? <r\
Whatever their virtue is, for I'm not now asking about that but about 75

whether anything that has a function performs it well by means of its own a/ ?'7T’>C
peculiar virtue and badly by means of its vice? '/

That's true, it does.
So ears, too, deprived of their own virtue, perform their function badly?
That's right.
And the same could be said about everything else? -d_ ....
So it seems. So^e XvacV
Come, then, and let's consider this: Is there some function of a soul that oV a »«<✓ |:

you couldn't perform with anything else, for example, taking care of things,
ruling, deliberating, and the-like? Is there anything other than a soul to "J5
which you could rightly assign these, and say that they are its, peculiar r/ .
function? l b

No, none of them. ' ' ' J
What of living? Isn't that a function of a soul?
It certainly is.
And don't we also say that there is a virtue of a soul?
We do. ~ ~

£\ v»v\ve
Wv SOV|

Then, will a soul ever perform its function well, Thrasymachus, if it is e
deprived of its own peculiar virtue, or is that impossible? " v c aC

\aAv c
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It's impossible.
Doesn't it follow, then, that a bad soul rules and takes care of things

badly and that a good soul does all these things well?
It does.
Now, we agreed that justice is a soul's virtue, and injustice its vice?

. We did.
r nC) Then, it follows that a just soul and a.just man will live well, and an
v unjust one badly.

Apparently so, according to your argument.
And surely anyone who lives well is blessed and happy, and anyone

354 who doesn't is the opposite.
Of course.
Therefore, a just person is happy, and an unjust one wretched.
So be it.
It profits no one to be wretched but to be happy.
Of course.
And so, Thrasymachus, injustice is never more profitable than justice.
Let that be your banquet, Socrates, at the feast of Bendis.
Given by you, Thrasymachus, after you became gentle and ceased to

give me rough treatment. Yet I haven't had a fine banquet. But that's my
b fault not yours. I seem to have behaved like a glutton, snatching at every

dish that passes and tasting it before properly savoringjts predecessor.
Before finding the answer to^our first inquiry about what justice is, I let
that go and turned to investigate whetheriFis a kind of vice and ignorance
or a kind of wisdom and virtue. Then an argument came up about injustice
being more profitable than justice, and I couldn't refrain from abandoning
the previous one and following up on that. Hence the result of the discus-

c sion, as far as I'm concerned, is that I know nothing, for when I don't
know what justice is, I'll hardly know whether it is a kind of virtue or
not, or whether a person who has it is happy or unhappy.

Book II
357 When I said this, I thought I had done with the discussion, but it turned

out to have been only a prelude. Glaucon showed his characteristic_courage
on this occasion too and refused to accept Thrasymachus' abandonment
of the argument. Socrates, he said, do you want to seem to have persuaded
us that it is better in every way to be just than unjust, or do you want
truly to convince us of this?

I want truly to convince you, I said, if I can.
Well, then, you certainly aren't doing what you want. Tell me, do you

think there is a kind of good we welcome, not because we desire what
comes from it, but because we welcome it for its own sake—joy, for
example, and all the harmless pleasures that have no results beyond the
joy of having them?
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Certainly, I think there are such things.
And is there a kind of good we like for its own sake and also for the r< o7Ly

sake of what comes from it—knowing, for example, and seeing and being c
healthy? We welcome such things, I suppose, on both counts.

Yes.
And do you also see a third kind of good, such as physical training, 

medical treatment when sick, medicine itself, and the other ways of making .
money? We'd say that these are onerous but beneficial to us, and we
wouldn't choose them for their own sakes, but for the sake of the rewards-
and other things that come from them. d

There is also this third kind. But what of it?
Where do you put justice? • v
I myself put it among the finest goods, as something to be valued by J 358

anyone who is going to be blessed with happiness, both because of itself
and because of what comes from it.

That isn't most people's opinion. They'd say that justice belongs to the
onerous kind, and is to be practiced for the sake of the rewards and
popularity that come from a reputation for justice, but is to be avoided
because of itself as something burdensome.

I know that's the general opinion. Thrasymachus faulted justice on these
grounds a moment ago and praised injustice, but it seems that I'm a
slow learner.

Come, then, and listen to me as well, and see whether you still have b
that problem, for I think that Thrasymachus gave up before he had to,
charmed by you as if he were a snake. But I'm not yet satisfied by the
argument on either side. I want to know what justice and injustice are and
what power each itself has when it's by itself in the soul. I want to leave
out of account their rewards and what comes from each of them. So, if
you agree, I'll renew the argument of Thrasymachus. First I'll state what
kind of thing people consider justice to be and what its origins are. Second, c
I'll argue that all who practice it do so unwillingly, as something necessary,
not as something good. Third, I'll argue that they have good reason to act
as they do, for the life of an unjust person is, they say, much better than
that of a just one.

It isn't, Socrates, that I believe any of that myself. I'm perplexed, indeed,
and my ears are deafened listening to Thrasymachus and countless others.
But I've yet to hear anyone defend justice in the way I want, proving that
it is better than injustice. I want to hear it praised by itself, and I think that d
I'm most likely to hear this from you. Therefore, I'm going to speak at
length in praise of the unjust life, and in doing so I'll show you the way
I want to hear you praising justice and denouncing injustice. But see
whether you want me to do that or not.

I want that most of all. Indeed, what subject could someone with any
understanding enjoy discussing more often?

Excellent. Then let's discuss the first subject I mentioned—what justice e
is and what its origins are.
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origin and essence of justice. It is intermediate between the best and the
worst. The best is to do injustice without paying the penalty; the worst is
to suffer it without being able to take revenge. Justice is a mean between
these two extremes. People value it not as a good but because they are
too weak to do injustice with impunity. Someone who has the power to
do this, however, and is a true man wouldn't make an agreement with
anyone not to do injustice in order not to suffer it. For him that would be
madness. This is the nature of justice, according to the argument, Socrates,
and these are its natural origins.

We can see most clearly that those who practice justice do it unwillingly
and because they lack the power to do injustice, if in our thoughts we
grant tn a just and an unjust person the freedom to do whatever they
like. We can then follow both of them and see where their desires would
lead. And we'll catch the just person red-handed travelling the same road
as the unjust. The reason for this is the desire to outdo others and get
more and more. This is what anyone's nature naturally pursues as good,
but nature is forced by law into the perversion of jreatjngjfairness with

ATivAi'ce

Glaucon/Socrates

They say that to do injustice is naturally good and to suffer injustice
bad, but that the badness of suffering it so far exceeds the goodness of
doing it that those who have done and suffered injustice and tasted both,
but who lack the power to do it and avoid suffering it, decide that it is
profitable to come to an agreement with each other neither to do injustice
nor to suffer it. As a result, they begin to make laws and covenants, and 

^^\fc\A^c4>what the law commands they call lawful and just. This, they say, is the
( prio-in anrl pccpnrp nf incHrP Th ic infmpHiaTp hphAZPPn f-hp TiPch an/4 hko

d

respect
The freedom I mentioned would be most easily realized if both people

had the power they say the ancestor of Gyges of Lydia possessed. The
story goes that he was.a shepherd in the service of the ruler of Lydia.
There was a violent thunderstorm, and an earthquake broke open the
ground and created a chasm at the place where he was tending his sheep.
Seeing this, he was filled with amazement and went down into it. And
there, in addition to many other wonders of which we're told, he saw a
hollow bronze horse. There were windowlike openings in it, and, peeping
in, he saw a corpse, which seemed to be of more than human size, wearing
nothing but a gold ring on its finger. He took the ring and came out of
the chasm. He wore the ring at the usual monthly meetjng that reported
to the king on the state of the flocks. And as he was sitting among the
others, he happened to turn the setting of the ring towards himself to the
inside of his hand. When he did this, he became invisible to those sitting

360 near him, and .they went on talking as if he had gone. He wondered at
this, and, fingering the ring, he turned the setting outwards again and
became visible. So he experimented with the ring to test whether it indeed
had this power—and it did. If he turned the setting inward, he became
invisible; if he turned it outward, he became visible again. When he realized
this, he at once arranged to become one of the messengers sent to report
to the king. And when he arrived there, he seduced the king's wife, attacked

b the king with her help, killed him, and took over the kingdom.
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Let's suppose, then, that there were two such.rings, one worn by a just
and the other by an unjust person. Now, no one, it seems, would be so
incorruptible that Jie_would stay on the path of justice or stay away from
other people's property, when he coukTtake whatever he wanted from
the marketplace with impunity, go into people's houses and have sex with

canyone he wished, kill or release from prison anyone he wished, and do
all the other things that would make him like a god among humans. Rather
his actions would be in no way different from those of an unjust person,
and both would follow the same path. This, some would say, is a great
proof that one isnever just willingly but only when compelled to be. No^ . /
one believes justice to be.a good when it is kept private, since, wherever
either person thinks he can do injustice with impunity,, he does it. Indeed,
every man believes that injustice is far more profitable to himself than
justice. And any exponent of this argument will say he's right, for someone d
who didn't want to do injustice, given this sort of opportunity, and who
didn't touch other people's property would be ,thought wretched and
stupid by everyone aware of the situation, though, of course, they'd.praise
him in public, deceiving each other for fear of suffering injustice. So much f
for my second topic. pe < '

As for the choice between the lives we're discussing, we'll be able towv
make a correct judgment about that only if we separate the most just and ouUe
the most unjust. Otherwise we won't be able to do it. Here's the separation
I have in mind. We'll subtract nothing from the injustice of an unjust
person and nothing from the justice of a just one, but we'll take each to
be complete in his own way of life. First, therefore, we must suppose that -*<2. uwjv-x-
an unjust person will act as clever craftsmen do: A first-rate captain or
doctor, for example, knows the difference between what his craft can and 361
can't do. He attempts the first but lets the second go by, and if he happens
to_slip, he can put things right. In the same way, an unjust person's
successful attempts at injustice must remain undetected, if he is to be fully
unjust. Anyone who is caught should be thought inept, for the extreme
of injustice is to be_belieyed lo..be-justjyithQLit_being,just. And our com
pletely unjust person must be given complete injustice; nothing may be
subtracted from it. We must allow that, while doing the greatest injustice,
he has nonetheless provided himself with thegreatest reputation for justice.
If he happens to make a slip, he must be able to put it right. If any of his
unjust activities should be discovered, he must be able to speak persua
sively or to use force. And if force is needed, he must have the help of
courage and strength and of the substantial wealth and friends with which
he has provided himself.

Having hypothesized such a person, let's now in our argument put
beside him a just man, who is simple and noble and who, as Aeschylus

b

says, doesn't want to be believed to be good but to be so.1 We must take

1. In Seven Against Thebes, 592-94, it is said of Amphiaraus that "he did not wish to
be believed to be the best but to be it." The passage continues with the words Glaucon
quotes below at 362a-b.
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c away his reputation, for a reputation for justice would bring him honor
and rewards, so that it wouldn't be clear whether he is just for the sake
of justice itself or for the sake of those honors and rewards. We must strip
him of everything except justice and make his situation the opposite of
an unjust person's. Though he does no injustice, he must haye_the^reatest
reputation for it, so that his justice may be tested full-strength and not
diluted by wrongdoing and what comes from it. Let.him stay like that

d unchanged until he dies—just, but all his life believed to be unjust. In this
way, both will reach the extremes, the one of justice and the other of
injustice, and we'll be able to judge which.ofth.eiri Js happier.

Whew! Glaucon, I said, how vigorously you've scoured each of the men
for our competition, just as you would a pair of statues for an art compe
tition.

e

362

I do the best I can, he replied. Since the two are as I've described, in
any case, it shouldn't be difficult to complete the account of the kind of
life that awaits each of them, but it must be done. And if what I say sounds
crude, Socrates, remember that it isn't I who speak but those who praise
injustice at the expense of justice. They'll say that adjust person in such
circumstances will be whipped, stretched _on_a.rack, chained, blinded with
fire, and, at the end, when he has suffered every kind of evil, he'll be
impaled, and will realize then that one shouldn't want to be just but to
be believed to be just. Indeed, Aeschylus' words are far more correctly
applied to unjust people than to just ones, for the supporters of injustice
will say that a really unjust person, having a way of life based on the truth
about things and not living in accordance with opinion, doesn't want
simply to be believed to be unjust but actually to be so—

b
Harvesting a deep furrow in his mind,
Where wise counsels propagate.

m r He rules his city because of his reputation for justice; he marries into any
y'e.ACX cp^amily he wishes; he gives his children in marriage to anyone he wishes;

z>‘/ ' he has contracts and partnerships with anyone he wants; and besides
benefiting himself in all these ways, he profits because he has no scruples
about doing injustice. In any contest, public or private, he's the winner
and outdoes his enemies. And by outdoing them, he becomes wealthy,y..

benefiting his friends and harming his enemies. He makes adequate sacri-
c fices to the gods and sets up magnificent offerings to them. He takes better

care of the gods, therefore, (and, indeed, of theJiuman beings he's fond
of) than a just person does. Hence it's likely thatJhe-gods, in turn, will
take better careofTum than of a just person. That's what they say, Socrates,
that gods and humans provide a better life for unjust people than for
just ones.

When Glaucon had said this, I had it in mind to respond, but his brother
Adeimantus intervened: You surely don't think that the position has been
adequately stated?
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Why not? I said.
The most important thing to say hasn't been said yet.

_ Well, then, I replied, a man's brother must stand by him, as the saying
goes.2 If Glaucon has omitted something, you must help him. Yet what he
has said is enough to throw me to the canvas and make me unable to
come to the aid of justice.

Nonsense, he said. Hear what more I have to say, for we should also
fully explore the arguments that are opposed to the ones Glaucon gave,
the ones that praise justice and find fault with injustice, so that what I e
take to be his intention may be clearer.

When fathers speak to their sons, they say that one must be just, as do
all the others who have charge of anyone. But they don't praise justice
itself, only the high reputations it leads to and the consequences of being 363
thought to be just, such as the public offices, marriages, and other things
Glaucon listed. But they elaborate even further on the consequences of
reputation. By bringing in the esteem of the gods, they are able to talk
about the abundant good things that they themselves and the noble Hesiod
and Homer say that the gods give to the pious, for Hesiod says that the
gods make the oak trees b

Bear acorns at the top and bees in the middle
And make fleecy sheep heavy laden with wool

for the just, and tells of many other good things akin to these. And Homer
is similar:

When a good king, in his piety,
Upholds justice, the black earth bears
Wheat and barley for him, and his trees are heavy with fruit. c
His sheep bear lambs unfailingly, and the sea yields up its fish.3

Musaeus and his son make the gods give the just more headstrong goods
than these.4 In their stories, they lead the just to Hades, seat them on
couches, provide them with a symposium of pious people, crown them
with wreaths, and make them spend all their time drinking—-as if they
thought drunkenness was the finest wage of virtue. Others stretch even d
further the wages that virtue receives from the gods, for they say that
someone who is pious and keeps his promises leaves his children's children
and a whole race behind him. In these and other similar ways, they praise 

2. See Odyssey xvi.97-98.
3. The two last quotations are from Works and Days 232 ff. and Odyssey xix.109-13,

omitting 110, respectively.
4. Musaeus was a legendary poet closely associated with the mystery religion of

Orphism.



1052 Socrates/Glaucon/Adeimantus

that will neither prevent them from being the best guardians nor encourage
d them to do evil to the other citizens.

That's true.
Consider, then, whether or not they should live in some such way as

this, if they're to be the kind of men we described. First, none of them
should possess any private property beyond what is wholly necessary.
Second, none of them should have a house or storeroom that isn't open for
all to enter at will. Third, whatever sustenance moderate and courageous

e warrior-athletes require in order to have neither shortfall nor surplus in
a given year they'll receive by taxation on the other citizens as a salary
for their guardianship. Fourth, they'll have common messes and live to
gether like soldiers in a camp. We'll tell them that they always have gold
and silver of a divine sort in their souls as a gift from the gods and so
have no further need of human gold. Indeed, we'll tell them that it's
impious for them to defile this divine possession by any admixture of
such gold, because many impious deeds have been done that involve the

417 currency used by ordinary people, while their own is pure. Hence, for
them alone among the city's population, it is unlawful to touch or handle
gold or silver. They mustn't be under the same roof as it, wear it as jewelry,
or drink from gold or silver goblets. In this way they'd save both themselves
and the city. But if they acquire private land, houses, and currency them
selves, they'll be household managers and farmers instead of guardians—

b hostile masters of the other citizens instead of their allies. They'll spend
their whole lives hating and being hated, plotting and being plotted against,
more afraid of internal than of external enemies, and they'll hasten both
themselves and the whole city to almost immediate ruin. For all these
reasons, let's say that the guardians must be provided with housing and
the rest in this way, and establish this as a law. Or don't you agree?

I certainly do, Glaucon said.

Book IV

419 And Adeimantus interrupted: How would you defend yourself, Socrates,
he said, if someone told you that you aren't making these men very happy
and that it's their own fault? The city really belongs to them, yet they
derive no good from it. Others own land, build fine big houses, acquire
furnishings to go along with them, make their own private sacrifices to
the gods, entertain guests, and also, of course, possess what you were
talking about just now, gold and silver and all the things that are thought
to belongjoj^eople who are blessedly happy. But one might well say that
your guardians^re simply settled in the city like mercenaries and that all

420 they do is watch over it.
Yes, I said, and what's more, they work simply for their keep and get

no extra wages as the others do. Hence, if they want to take a private trip
away from the city, they won't be able to; they'll have nothing to give_tp 
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their mistresses, nothing to spend in whatever other ways they .wish, as
people do who are considered happy. You've omitted these and a host of
other, similar facts from your charge.

Well, let them be added to the charge as well.
Then, are you asking how we should defend ourselves? b
Yes.
I think we'll discover what to say if we follow the same path as before.

We'll say that it wouldn't be surprising if these people were happiest just
as they are, but that, in establishing our city, we aren't aiming to make
any one group outstandingly happy but to make the whole city so, as far
as possible. We thought that we'd find justice most easily in such a city
and injustice, by contrast, in the one that is governed worst and that, by
observing both cities, we'd be able to judge the question we've been inquir
ing into for so long. We take ourselves, then, to be fashioning the happy c
city, not picking out a few happy people and putting them in it, but making
the whole city happy. (We'll look at the opposite city soon.1)

Suppose, then, that someone came up to us while we were painting a eye^
statue and objected that, because we had painted the eyes (which are the^
most beautiful part) black rather than purple, we had not applied the most c
beautiful colors to the most beautiful parts of the statue. We'd think it
reasonable to offer the following defense: "You mustn't expect us to paint
the eyes so beautifully that they no longer appear to be eyes at all, and d
the same with _the~other parts. Rather you must look to see whether by u/ilU
dealing with _e.ach.,part_appropriately, we are making the whole statue Gcp*cr
beautiful." Similarly, you mustn't force us to give our ^uardians-t^e kind A*-*'
of happiness that would make them something other thaiTgrrcffdians. We
know how to clothe the farmers in purple robes, festoon them with gold e
jewelry, and tell them to work the land whenever they please. We know
how to settle our potters on couches by the fire, feasting and passing the
wine around, with their wheel beside them for whenever they want to
make pots. And we can make all the others happy in the same way, so
that the whole city is happy. Don't urge us to do this, however, for if we
do, a farmer wouldn't be farmer, nor a potter a potter, and none of the 421
others would keep to the patterns of work that give rise to a city. Now,
if cobblers become inferior and corrupt and claim to be what they are not,
that won't do much harm to the city. Hence, as far as they and the others
like them are concerned, our argument carries less weight. But if the
guardians of o.ur_laws and city are merely believed to be guardians but
are not, you surely see that they'll destroy the city utterly, just as they
alone have the opportunity to govern it well and make it happy.

If we are making true gtiardianS) then, who are least likely to do evil
to the city, and if the one who brought the charge is talking about farmers
and banqueters who are happy as they would be at a festival rather than b
in a city, then he isn't talking about a city at all, but about something else.

1. This discussion is announced at 445c, but doesn't begin until Book VIII.
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With this in mind, we should consider whether in setting up our guardians
we are aiming to give them the greatest happiness, or whether—since our
aim is to see that the city as a whole has the greatest happiness—we must
compel and persuade the auxiliaries and guardians to follow our other

c policy and be the best possible craftsmenat their own work, and the same
with all the others. In this way, with the whole city developing and being
governed well, we must leave it to nature to provide each group with its
share of happiness.

I think you put that very well, he said.
Will you also think that I'm putting things well when I make the next

point, which is closely akin to this one?
Which one exactly?
Consider whether or not the following things corrupt the other workers,

d so that they become bad.
What things?
Wealth and .poverty.
How do they corrupt the other workers?
Like this. Do you think that a potter who has become wealthy will still

be willing, to pay attention to his craft?
Not at all.
Won't he become more idle and careless than he was?
Much more.
Then won't he become a worse potter?
Far worse.
And surely if poverty prevents him from having tools or any of the

H / other things he needs for his craft, he'll produce poorer work and will
e teach his sons, or anyone else he teaches, to be worse craftsmen.

Of course.
So poverty and wealth make a craftsman and his products worse.
Apparently.
It seems, then, that we've found other things that our,guardians must

guard against in every way, to prevent them from slipping jnto the city un
noticed.

What are they?
422 Both wealth and poverty. The former makes for luxury, idleness, and

revolution; the latter for slavishness, bad work, and revolution as. well.
That's certainly true. But consider this, Socrates: If our city hasn't got

any money, how will it be able to fight a war, especially if it has to fight
against a great and wealthy city?

b Obviously, it will be harder to fight one such city and easier to fight two.
\ How do you mean?

First 0£ aii, if our cjjy pas to fight a city of the sort you mention, won't
if a case of warrior-athletes fighting against rich men?

d'.mecAiC Yes, as far as that goes.
Well, then, Adeimantus, don't you think that one boxer who has had

the best possible training could easily fight two rich and fat non-
boxers?
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Maybe not at the same time.
Not even by escaping from them and then turning and hitting the one

who caught up with him first, and doing this repeatedly in stifling heat
and sun? Wouldn't he, in his condition, be able to handle even more than c
two such people?

That certainly wouldn't be surprising.
And don't you think that the rich have more knowledge and experience

of boxing than of how to fight a war?
I do.
Then in all likelihood our athletes will easily be able to fight twice or

three times their own numbers in a war.
I agree, for I think what you say is right.
What if they sent envoys to another city and told them the following

truth: "We have no use for gold or silver, and it isn't lawful for us to d
possess them, so join us in this war, and you can take the property of
those who oppose us for yourselves." Do you think that anyone hearing
this would choose to fight hard, lean dogs, rather than to join them in
fighting fat and tender sheep?

No, I don't. But if the wealth of all the cities came to be gathered in a
single one, watch out that it doesn't endanger your nonwealthy city. e

You're happily innocent if you think that anything other than the kind
of city we are founding deserves to be called a city.

What do you mean?
We'll have to find a greater title for the others because each of them is

a great many cities, not a city, as they say in the game. At any rate, each0'
of them consists of two cities at war with one another, that of the poor
and that of the ricKT and each of these contains a great many. If you 423
approach them, as, one city, you'll be making a big mistake. But if you
approach them as many and offer to give to the one city the money, power,
and indeed the very inhabitants of the other, you'll always find many allies
and few enemies. And as long as your own city is moderately governed in
the way that we've just arranged, it will, even if it has only a thousand
men to fight for it, be the greatest. Not in reputation; I don't mean that,
but the greatest in fact. Indeed, you won't find a city as great as this one
among either Greeks or barbarians, although many that are many times
its size may seem to be as great. Do you disagree? b

No, I certainly don't.
Then this would also be the best limit for our guardians to put on the

size of the city. And they should mark off enough land for a city that size
and let the rest go.

WhatTimif is that?
I suppose the following one. As long as it is willing to remain one city,

it may continue to grow, but it cannot grow beyond that point.
That is a good limit ’ —— c
Then, we'll give our guardians this further order, namely, to guard in

every way against the city's being either small or great in reputation m_steacT
of being sufficient in size and one in number

or

Ch/\C \S\
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jother citizens and that, if the others have an able offspring, he must join
the guardians. This was meant to make clear that each of the other citizens
is to be directed to what he is naturally suited for, so that, doing the one
work that is his own, he will become not many but one, and the whole
city jyyill itself be naturally one not many.

That is easier than the other.
fi.K These orders we give them, Adeimantus, are neither as numerous nor

as important as one might think. Indeed, they are all insignificant, provided,
as saying goes, that they guard the one great thing, though I'd rather

W. cal1 H suffkifiuLthan great.
z-r rv'c< What's that?

Adeimantus/Socrates
... \sS.

At any rate, that order will be^fairly easy for them to follow.
5°°'' k ^4- ' And the one we mentioned earlier is even easier, when we said that, if
wi offspring of the guardians is inferior, he_miisLbe sent off to join the

Their education and upbringing, for if by being well educated they
\ r \ become reasonable men, they will easily see these things for themselves,
-' as well as all the other things we are omitting, for example, that marriage,

" the having of wives, and the procreation of children must be governed as
424

cyc\es o?
(jkiX

eixicc^*7^
•cesiurveA.

far as possible by the old proverb: Friends possess everything in common.
That would be best.
And surely, once our city gets a good start, it will go on growing in a

cycle. Good education and upbringing, when they are preserved, produce
good natures, and useful natures, who are in turn well educated, grow
up even better than their predecessors, both in their offspring and in other
respects, just like other animals.

That's likely.
To put it briefly, those in charge must cling to education and see that

it isn't corrupted without their noticing it, guarding it against everything.
Above all, they must guard as carefully as they can against any innovation
in music and poetry or in physical training that is counter to the established
order. And they should dread to hear anyone say:

People care most for the song
That is newest from the singer's lips.2

neu> v5. Someone might praise such a saying, thinking that the poet meant not
A((jJ c nejv songs but new ways of singing. Such a thing shouldn't be praised,

and the poet shouldn't be taken to have meant it, for the guardians must
beware of changing to a new form of music, since it threatens,the whole
system. As Damon says, and I am convinced, the musical modes are never
changed without change in the most important of a city's laws.

You can count me among the convinced as well, Adeimantus said.

2. Odyssey i.351-52, slightly altered.

FViU5*ca\ CG
/
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Then it seems, I said, that it is in musk and-poetry theitQur_^uardians

pO£~y ~*O*. ooc-
ArJl’iAV'l^’ Sp*/AcV 4U<^vr^\oul UUO<“U. 

must build their bulwark, d
At any rate, lawlessness easily creeps in there unnoticed.
Yes, as if music and poetry were only play and did no harm at all, poetry nSTeA
It is harmless—except, of course, that when lawlessness has established <> o

itself there, it flows over little by little into characters and ways of life.
Then, greatly increased, it steps out into private contracts, and from private^? '
contracts, Socrates, it makes its insolent way into the laws and government,
until in the end it overthrows everything, public and private. e

Well, is that the way it goes?
I think so.
Then, as we said at first, our children's games must from the very

beginning be more law-abiding, for if their games become lawless, and
the children follow suit, isn't it impossible for them to grow up into good
and law-abiding men? 425

It certainly is. —
But when children play the right games from the beginning and absorb u/i 11-/

lawfulness from musk_and__poetry, it follows them in everything and
fosters their growth, correcting anything in the city that may have gone
wrong before—in other words, the very opposite of what happens where |
the games are lawless.

That's true. ------
These people will also discover the seemingly insignificant conventions

their predecessors have destroyed.
Which ones?
Things like this: When it is proper for the young to be silent in front of

their elders, when they should make way for them or stand up in their b
presence, the care of parents, hair styles, the clothes and shoes to wear,
deportment, and everything else of that sort. Don't you agree?

I do.
I think it'sfoolish to legislateahout such things. Verbal or written decrees

will never make them come about or last.
How could they?
At any rate, Adeimantus, it looks as though the start of someone's

education determines what follows. Doesn't like always encourage like? c
It does.
And the final outcome of education, I suppose we'd say, is a single

newly finished person, who is either good or the opposite.
Of course. ”
That's whyJLwouldiVt go on to try to legislate about such things. \ \
And with good reason. ’
Then, by the gods, what about market business, such as the private

contracts people make with one another in the marketplace, for example,
or contracts with manual laborers, cases of insult or injury, the bringing d
of lawsuits, the establishing of juries, the payment and assessment of
whatever dues are necessary in markets and harbors, the regulation of
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market, city, harbor, and the rest—should we bring ourselves to legislate
about any of these?

It isn't appropriate to dictate to men who are fine and good. They'll easily
e find out for themselves whatever needs to be legislated about such things.

Yes, provided that a god grants that the laws we have already described
are preserved.

If not, they'll spend their lives enacting a lot of other laws and then
amending them, believing that in this way they'll attain the best.

You mean they'll live like those sick people who, through licentiousness,
aren't willing to abandon their harmful way of life?

That's right.
426 And such people carry on in an altogether amusing fashion, don't they?

Their medical treatment achieves nothing, except that their illness becomes
worse and more complicated, and they're always hoping that someone
will recommend some new medicine to cure them.

That's exactly what happens to people like that.
And isn't it also amusing that they consider their worst enemy to be

the person who tells them the truth, namely, that until they give up drunk
enness, overeating, lechery, and idleness, no medicine, cautery, or surgery,

b no charms, amulets, or anything else of that kind will do them any good?
It isn't amusing at all, for it isn't amusing to treat someone harshly when

he's telling the truth.
You don't seem to approve of such men.
,1 certainly don't, by god.
Then, you won't approve either if a whole city behaves in that way, as

we said. Don't you think that cities that are badly governed behave exactly
like this when they warn their citizens not to disturb the city's whole

c political establishment on pain of death? The person who is honored and
considered clever and wise in important matters by such badly governed
cities is the one who serves them most pleasantly, indulges them, flatters
them, anticipates their wishes, and is clever at fulfillling them.

Cities certainly do seem to behave in that way, and I don't approve of
it at all.

What about those who are willing and eager to serve such cities? Don't
d you admire their courage and readiness?

I do, except for those who are deceived by majority approval into believ
ing that they are true statesmen.

What do you mean? Have you no sympathy for such men? Or do you
think it's possible for someone who is ignorant of measurement not to
believe it himself when many others who are similarly ignorant tell him

e that he is six feet tall?
No, I don't think that.
Then don't be too hard on them, for such people are surely the most

amusing of all. They pass laws on the subjects we've just been enumerating
and then amend them, and they always think they'll find a way to put a 
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stop to cheating on contracts and the other things I mentioned, notrealizing
that they7re really just~cutting off a Hydra's head.3

Yet that's all they're doing. 427

What is now left for us to deal with under the heading of legislation?

rd. aV-rsvt
ike

b

I'd have thought, then, that thejxuejawgiver oughtn't to bother,with j
that form of law or constitution, either in a badly goyernedcity or in a '
well-governed one—in the former, because it's useless and accomplishes
nothing; in the latter, because anyone could discover some of these things,
while the others follow automatically from the ways of life we established.

For us nothing, but for the Delphic Apollo it remains to enact the greatest,
finest, and first of laws.

What laws are those?
Those having to do with the establishing of temples, sacrifices, and other

forms of service to gods, daemons, and heroes^ the burial of the dead, and
the services that ensure their favor. We have no knowledge of these things,
and in establishing our city, if we have any understanding, we won't be
persuaded to trust them to anyone other than the ancestral guide. And c
this god, sitting upon the rock at the center of the earth,4 is without a
doubt the ancestral guide on these matters for all people.

Nicely put. And that's what we must do.
Well, son of Ariston, your city might now be said to be established. The d

next step is to get an adequate light somewhere and to call upon your
brother as well as Polemarchus and the others, so as to look inside it and
see where the justice and the injustice might be in it, what the difference
between them is, and which of the two the person who is to be happy
should possess, whether its possession is unnoticed by all the gods and
human beings or not.

You're talking nonsense, Glaucon said. You promised to look for them
yourself because you said it was impious for you not to come to thejescue
of justice in every way you could. e

That's true, and I must do what I promised, but you'll have to help.
We will.
I hope to find it in this way. I think our city, if indeed it has been^^

correctly founded, js completeLy good,
Necessarily so.
Clearly, then, it is wise, courageous, moderate, and just .,J5y
Clearly.
Then, if we find any of these in it, what's left over will be the ones we

haven't found?
Of course. 428

3. The Hydra was a mythical monster. When one of its heads was cut off, two or three
new heads grew in its place. Heracles had to slay the Hydra as one of his labors.

4. I.e., on the rock in the sanctuary at Delphi, which was believed to be the navel or
center of the earth.
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Therefore, as with any other four things, if we were looking for any one
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of them in something and recognized it first, that would be enough for
us, but if we recognized the other three first, this itself would be sufficient
to enable us to recognize what we are looking for. Clearly it couldn't be
anything other than what's left over.

That's right.
') Therefore, since there are four virtues, mustn't we look for them in the
same way?

Clearly.
Jy " Now, the first thing I think I can see clearly in the city is wisdom, and

there seems to be something odd about it.
What's that?
I think that the city we described is really wise. And that's because it

has good judgment, isn't it?
-----Yes.

\ \ Now, this very thing, good judgment, is clearly some kind of knowledge,
tyfylOuAeA9/\cfor it's through-knowledge, not ignorance, that people judge well.

Clearly.
or- J* But there are many kinds of knowledge in the city.

r 0^ course.
-J ' Is it because of the knowledge possessed by its carpenters, then, that

| ViqC' the city is to be called wise and sound in judgment?
c Not at all. It's called skilled in carpentry because of that.

Then it isn't to be called wise because of the knowledge by which it
arranges to have the best wooden implements.

No, indeed.
What about the knowledge of bronze items or the like?
It isn't because of any knowledge of that sort.
N°r because of the knowledge of how to raise a harvest from the earth,

• for it's called skilled in farming because of that.
I should think so.
Then, is there some knowledge possessed by some of the citizens in the

city we just founded that doesn't judge about any particular matter but
about the city as a whole and the maintenance of good relations, both

d internally and with other cities?

Who do you think that there will be more of in our city, metal-workers
e or these true guardians?

There will be far more metal-workers.
Indeed, of all those who are called by a certain name because they have

nee 'cc^ some kind of knowledge, aren't the guardians the least numerous?

' There is indeed.
What is this knowledge, and who has it?
It is guardianship, and it is possessed by those rulers we just now called

complete guardians.
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By far.
Then, a whole city established according to nature would be wise because 4 y

of the smallest class and part in it, namely, the governing or ruling one.^uTT^f
And to this class, which seems to be by nature the smallest, belongs a or
share of the knowledge that alone among all the other kinds of knowledge 429 £ 41—
is to be called wisdom. c .Vy

That's completely true.
Then we've found one of the four virtues, as well as its place in the city,

though I don't know?JJowAVe found it. Awdlceia
Our way of finding it seems good enough to me. —
And surely courage and the part of the city it's in, the part on account c 'J ' 7

of which the city is called courageous, aren't difficult to see.
How is that?
Who, in calling the city cowardly or courageous, would look anywhere , b

other than to the part of it that fights and does battle on its behalf? f
No one would look anywhere else. [j
At any rate, I don't think that the courage or cowardice of its other citizens - ------ - ----- -

would cause the city itself to be called either courageous or cowardly.
No, it wouldn't.
The city is courageous, then, because of a part of itself that has the power 4^ p}f. ze.

to preserve through everything its belief about what things are to be feared,
namely, that they are the things and kinds of things that the lawgiver c
declared to be such in the course of educating it. Or don't you call that ; Jn-rrod
courage? ~

I don't completely understand what you mean. Please, say it again, c
I mean that courage is a kind of preservation.
What sort of preservation? t
That preservation of the belief that has been inculcated by the law 

through education about what things and sorts of things are to be feared. x’'?*,oZl
And by preserving this belief "through everything," I mean preserving it
and not abandoning it because of pains, pleasures, desires, or fears. If you----- tT——
like, I'll compare it to something I think it resembles.

I'd like that. —*1------
You know that dyers, who want to dye wool purple, first pick out from ^7e\\

the many colors of wool jhe one that is naturally white, then they carefully
prepare this in various ways, so that it will absorb the color as well as b—-—
possible, and only at that point do they apply the purple dye. When j
something is dyed in this way, the color is fast—no amount of washing, e
whether with soap or without it, can remove it. But you also know what
happens to material if it hasn't been dyed in this way, but instead is dyed '—
purple or some other color without careful preparation. 0^ -r*'<

I know that it looks washed out and ridiculous.
Then, you should understand that, as far as we could, we were, doing

something similar, when we selected our soldiers and educated them_in
music and physical training. What we were contriving was nothing other 430 4lfa\
than this: That because they had the proper nature and upbringing, they 
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would absorb the laws in the finest possible way, just like a dye, so that
5 vn their belief about what they should fear and all the rest would become so

r ,(?r wW fast that even such extremely effective detergents as pleasure, pain, fear,
1 and desire wouldn't wash it out—and pleasure is much more potent than

jmy powder, washing soda, or soap. This power to preserve through every-
f owCr 0 V*3 ything the correct and law-inculcated belief about what is to.be feared and
bv^^l^l^.what isn't is^what I call courage, unless, of course, you say otherwise.
) yv-iusi 1 have nothing different to say, for I assume that you don't consider the

-- \ Vrrfti0 correct belief about these same things, which you find in animals and
1.^ cC slaves, and which is not the result of education, to be inculcated by law,

(apt i6rt4^nd that you don't call it courage but something else.
That's absolutely true.
Then I accept your account of courage.

^Accept it instead as my account of civic courage, and you will be right.
We'll discuss courage more fully some other time, if you like. At present,
our inquiry concerns not it but justice. And what we've said is sufficient
for that purpose.

You're quite right.
There are now two things left for us to find in the city, namely, modera

tion5 and—the goal of our entire inquiry—justice.
That's right.

, - - ' Is there a way we could find justice so as not to have to bother with
moderation any further?

I don't know any, and I wouldn't want justice to appear first if that
means that we won't investigate moderation. So if you want to please me,
look for the latter first.

e I'm certainly willing. It would be wrong not to be.
- -—-«—< Look, then.

Consonance ^Ve will. Seen from here, it is more like a kind of consonance and harmony
t^ian Prev^ous ones.

In what way?
kuid o? Moderation is surely a kind of order, the mastery of certain kinds of
jorJcr.---^pleasures and desires. People indicate as much when they use the phrase
aS"self-control" and other similar phrases. I don't know just what they mean

^by them, but they are, so to speak, like tracks or clues that moderation
*7} has left behind in language. Isn't that so?

Absolutely.
Yet isn't the expression "self-control" ridiculous? The stronger self tha_t

r y -* d°es the controlling is the same as the weaker selHhat gets controlled, so
sew is 1*431that only one person is referred to in all such expressions.

Ik < Ofcourse.--------------- ----------- -------------- ------ - --------

reasonableness, temperance, and (in some contexts) chastity. Someone who keeps his
head under pressure or temptation possesses sOphrosunS.

6C c\ve^ Av-aA, -ia

ji.J’- The Greek term is sOphrosunl. It has a very wide meaning: self-control, good sense,
roacnnaklonacc fomnoranro (in cnma z'karfiHf Cnrvannna ruhn 1/oonc hie

ArfpvVVt, M

(V it
nA
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Nonetheless, the expression is apparently trying to indicate that, in the "T"'
soul of that very person, there is a better part and a worse one and that,^^"4^.
whenever the naturally better part is in control of the worse, this is ex-
pressed by saying that the person is self-controlled or master of himself.
At any rate, one praises someone by calling him self-controlled. But when,
on the other hand, the smaller and better part is overpowered by the larger,
because of bad upbringing or bad company, this is ^affe^) being self
defeated or licentious and is a reproach. b

Appropriately so.
Take a look at our new city, and you'll find one of these in it. YouTLh-.cU Alt*

say that it is rightly called self-controlled, if indeed something in which bAVrr ~
the better rules the worse is properly called moderate and self-controlled.

I am looking, and what you say is true.
Now, one finds all kinds of diverse desires, pleasures, and pains,

in children, women, household slaves, and in those of the inferior majority------<---------
who are called free. . .

That's right.
But you meet with the desires that are simple, measured, and directed '' '*<'

by calculation in accordance with understanding and correct belief onlyp^y £«>,. \
in the few people who are born with the best natures and receive the
best education.

That's true. r<a--y
Then, don't you see that in your city, too, the desires of the inferior 

many are controlled by the wisdom and desires of the superior few? d--------  
I do. -------- -.
Therefore, if any city is said to be in control of itself and of its pleasures

and desires, it is this one. °^~ 1 
Absolutely.
And isn't it, therefore, also moderate because of all this?
It is.
And, further, if indeed the ruler and the ruled in any city share the same

belief about who should rule, it is in this one. Or don't you agree? rc/le
I agree entirely. - ----------------
And when the citizens agree in this way, in which of them do you say

moderation is located? In the ruler or the ruled? >/i boWi
I suppose in both. ruk<- 1U,
Then, you see how right we were to divine that moderation resembles

a kind,of harmony? h nrnv « y

Because, unlike courage and wisdom, each of which resides in one
part, making the city brave and wise, respectively, moderation spreads
throughout the whole. It makes the weakest, the strongest, and those in 432 J
between—whether in regard to reason, physical strength, numbers, wealth, ------
or anything else—all _sing the same song together. And this unanimity,
this agreement between the naturally worse and the naturally better as to
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and try eagerly to catch sight of it, and if you happen to see it before I
do, you can tell me about it. ------

rtV O>r
.r.’At V/X. vixV

7 l D
OAll U/OrX

ds.....
V'VOJC)'.V>vV

cXy

i i\
I mean that, though we've been talking and hearing about it for a long

A>euV time, I think we didn't understand what we were saying or that, in a way,
we were talking about justice.

That's a long prelude for someone who wants to hear the answer.
"433~ Then listen and see whether there's anything in what I say. Justice, I

is exactly what we said must be established throughout thecity

Indeed we must.
And then I caught sight of something. Ah ha! Glaucon, it looks as though

there's a track here, so it seems that our quarry won't altogether escape us.
- That's good news.

Either that, or we've just been stupid.
In what way?
Because what we are looking for seems to have been rolling around at

pur feet from the very beginning, and we didn't see it, which was ridiculous
of us. Just as people sometimes search for the very thing they are holding
in their hands, so we didn't look in the right direction but gazed off into
the distance, and that's probably why we didn't notice it.

What do you mean?

when we were foundinglt—either that or some form of it. We stated, and
often repeated, if you remember, that everyone must practice one_pf the
occupations in the city for which he is naturally best suited.

Yes, we did keep saying that.
Moreover, we've heard many people say and have often said ourselves

that justice is doing one's own work and not meddling with what isn't
one's-own.

Yes, we have.

follower who can see things when you point them qut to him.
pra\/er Follow, then, and join me in a prayer
r I'll do that, just so long as you lead.

I certainly will, though the place seems to be impenetrable and full of
shadows. It is certainly dark and hard to search though. But all the same,

Socrates/Glaucon

which of the two is to rule both in the city and in each one, is rightly
of —* called moderation.

b I agree completely.
ptfKT °yAH right. We've now found, at least from the point of view of our present

xneio cjV our ^’beliefs, three out of the four virtues in our city. So what kind of virtue is
bc\ _^ieft, then, that makes the city share even further in virtue? Surely, it's clear

that it is justice.
___ That is clear.

ozr^UThen, Glaucon, we must station ourselves like hunters surrounding a
Vfe VtvrtVc.r5 wood and focus our understanding, so that justice-daesn't escape us and

vanish into obscurity, for obviously it's around here somewhere. So look
a w
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Then, it turns out that this doing one's own work—provided that it
comes to be in a certain way—is justice. And do you know what I take
as evidence of this?

No, tell me. | c . 5
I think that this is what was left over in the city when moderation,

courage, and wisdonL-hasLe been found. It is the power that makes it X
possible for them to grow in the city and that preserves them when they've < -
grown for as long as it remains~thereJitself. And of course we said that c
justice would be_what was left over when we had found the other three.---------

Yes, that must be so.
And surely, if we had to decide which ofjrhe four will make the city

good by its presence, it would be a hard decision. Is it the agreement in----------
belief between the rulers and the ruled? Or the preservation among_the :

/>/zUc^<k»^oldiers o'f the law-inspired belief about what is to he. feared and what
isn't? Or the wisdom and guardianship of the rulers? Or is it, above all, ' <T^
the fact that every child, woman, slave, freeman, craftsman, ruler, and ruledc-^-----•
each does his own work and doesn't meddle with what is other people's?^^^——:

How could this fail to be a hard decision? 1
It seems, then, that the power that consists in everyone's doing his °wn^^J^2_X^

work rivals wisdom, moderation, and courage in its contribution to the
virtue of the city. e

And wouldn't you call this rival to the others in its contribution to the
city's virtuejustice?

Absolutely.
Look at it this way if you want to be convinced. Won't you order your

rulers to act as judges in the city's courts?
Of course.
And won't their sole aim in delivering judgments be that no citizen.—------ ——

should have what belongs to another or be deprived of what is his own?
They'll have no aim but that. ViAyrwd
Because that is just? aaV. J
Yes.
Therefore, from this point of view also, the having and doing of one's

own would be accepted as justice. '~434
That's right.
Consider, then, and see whether you agree with me about this. If a

carpenter attempts to do the work of a cobbler, or a cobbler that of a
carpenter, or they exchange their tools or Fionors with one another, or if
the same person tries to do both jobs, and all other such exchanges are
made, do you think that does any great harm to the city?

Not much.
But I suppose that when someone, who is by nature a craftsman or some

other kind of money-maker, is puffed up by wealth, or by having a majority r
of votes, or by his own strength, or by some other such thing, and attempts . ” b
to enter the class of soldiers, or one of the unworthy soldiers tries to enter 
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iVle C\v^A#Athat of the judges and guardians, and these exchange their tools and honors,
or when the same person tries to do all these things at once, then I think

5&\k.cr o<- you'll agree that these exchanges and this sort of meddling bring the city
C rrvV-UptaH to ruin.
aYj, Absolutely.

Meddling and exchange between these three classes, then, is the greatest
harm that can happen to the city and would rightly be called Jhe worst

c thing someone could do to it.
Exactly.
And wouldn't you say that the worst thing that someone could do to

— - his city is injustice?
c A.. I«• > Q 4:1 Of course.

Then, that exchange and meddling is-injustice. Or to put it the other
5 - way around: For the money-making, auxiliary, and guardian classes each

jAzc to do its own work in the city, is the opposite. That's justice, isn't it, and
- - 'makes the city just? __ 7”

. \ , d I agree. Justice is that and nothing else.
1 A/ t Let's not take that as secure just yet, but if we find that the same form,

when it comes to be in each individual person, is accepted as justice there
zC  as well, we can assent to it. What else can we say? But if that isn't what

I we find, we must look for something else to be justice. For the moment,
however, let's complete the present inquiry. We thought that, if we first

J |arrte< tried to observe justice in some larger thing that possessed it, this would
X-/in / iX6 .make it easier to observe in a single individual.6 We agreed that this larger

yfry'fohing is a city, and so we established the best city we could, knowing well
^^^^{xL^that justice would be in one that was good. So, let's apply what has come

to light in the city to an individual, and if it is accepted there, all will be
up well. But if something different is found in the individual, then we must

uc c-.’trv back and test that on the city. And if we do this, and compare them
7'rc^kcW35 side by side, we might well make justice light up as if we were rubbing

fire-sticks together. And, when it lias come to light, we can get a_secure
grip on it for ourselves.

You're following the road we set, and we must do as you say.
we stY Well, then, are things called by the same name, whether they are bigger

~or smaller than one another, jike or unlike with respect to that to which
C\;r rcre^T that name applies?

a 1 j k(7
Ake of Then a just man won't differ at all from a just city in respect to the form
‘C’skrCC b justice; rather he'll be like the city.

~ He will.

ft-Jl Sw*
OT Hu.

But a city was thought to be just, when each of the three natural classes
within it did its own work, and it was thought to be moderate, courageous,
and wise because of certain other conditions and states of theirs.

6. See 368c ff.
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How? 
It is obvious that the same thing will not be willing to dQ_orundergq

opposites in the same part of itselfz in relation to the same_thing, at the
same time. So, if we ever find this happening in the soul, we'll know that
we aren't dealing with one thing.buL.many. c

All right.
Then consider what I'm about to say.
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That's true.
Then, if an individual has these same three parts in his soul, we will

expect him to be correctly called by the same names as the city if he has
the same conditions in them. —-----c——

Necessarily so. &
Then once again we ve come upon an easy question, namely, does the

soul have these three parts in it or not? ——-----
It doesn't look easy to me. Perhaps, Socrates, there's some truth in the every

old saying that everything fine is difficult.
Apparently so. But you should know, Glaucon, that, in my opinion, we

will never get a precise answer using our present methods of argument—
although there is another longer and, fuller road that does lead to such an
answer. But perhaps we can get an answer that's up _to the standard of 
our previous statements and inquiries. «

Isn't that satisfactory? It would be enough for me at present. A- I
In that case, it will be fully enough for me too. e'Vy S
Then don't weary, but go on with the inquiry. A
Well, then, we are surely compelled to agree that each of us has within .'•<

himself the same parts and characteristics as the city? Where else would
they come from? It would be ridiculous for anyone to think that spiritedness • c
didn't come to be in cities from such individuals as the Thracians, Scythians,
and others who live to the north of us who are held to possess spirit, or
that the same isn't true of the love of learning, which is mostly associated
with our part of the world, or of the love of money, which one might say 436
is conspicuously displayed by the Phoenicians and Egyptians.

It would.
That's the way it is, anyway, and it isn't hard to understand.
Certainly not. *
But this is hard. Do we do these things with the same part of ourselves, 

or do we do them with three different parts? Do we learn with one part, awqg-** _
get angry with another, and with some third part desire the pleasures of
food, drink, sex, and the others that are closely akin to them? Or, when-~---------- •
we set out after something, do we act with the whole of our soul, in each
case? This is what's hard to determine in a way that's up to the standards b
of our argument.

I think so too.
Well, then, let's try to determine in that way whether these parts are

the same or different.
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"jo js jt p0SSibie for^he same thing to stand still and move at the same time

ftvL wove at jn fbe sa_rr^_paxt of itself?
•She X2^L^.-N°t at all.

Let's make our agreement more precise in order to avoid disputes later
on. If someone said that a person who is standing still but moving his
hands and head is moving and standing still at the same time, we wouldn't
consider, I think, that he ought to put it like that. What he ought to say

e\ecie»:}5 is that one part of the person is standing still and another part is moving.
Isn't that so?

It is.
And if our interlocutor became even more amusing and was sophisti-

rated enough to say that whole spinning tops stand still and move at the
'r^Lsame time when the peg is fixed in the same place and they revolve, and

that the same is true of anything else moving in a circular motion on the
C«rc^Ar ’ <<x?}same spot, we wouldn't agree, because it isn't with respect to the same

parts of themselves that such things both stand still and move. We'd say
A 11 eler***1 that ^ey have an axis and a circumference and that with respect to the

axis they stand still, since they don't wobble to either side, while with
respect to the circumference they move in a circle. But if they do wobble
to the left or right, front or back, while they are spinning, we'd say that
they aren't standing still in any way.

And we'd be right.
No such statement will disturb us, then, or make us believe that the

same thing can be, do, or undergo opposites, at the same time, in the same
437 respect, and in relation to the same thing^

They won't make me believe it, at least.
Nevertheless, in order to avoid going through all these objections one

by one and taking a long time to prove them all untrue, let's hypothesize
that this is corrrect and carry on. But we agree that if it should ever be
shown to be incorrect, all the consequences we've drawn from it will also
be lost.

fa hA -uji We*should agree to that.
Then wouldn't you consider all the following, whether they are doings

or undergoings, as pairs of opposites: Assent and dissent, wanting to have
re something and rejecting it, taking something and pushing it away?

Yes, they are opposites.
What about these? Wouldn't you include thirst, hunger, the appetites

. j c fts a whole, and wishing and willing somewhere in the class we mentioned?
bj iR iQ Wouldn't you say that the soul of someone who has an appetite for a thing
,LAL/—— wants what he has an appetite for and takes to himself what it is his will

to have, and that insofar as he wishes something to be given to him, his
soul, since it desires this to come about, nods assent to it as if in answer 
to a question?

I would.
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What about not willing, not wishing, and not having an appetite? Aren't
these among the very opposites—cases in which the soul pushes and drives
things away?

Of course. d
Then won't we say that there is a class of things called appetites and

that the clearest examples are hunger and thirst? U '
We will.
One of these is for food and the other for drink?
Yes.
Now, insofar as it is thirst, is it an appetite in the soul for more than VeViO'/’

that for which we say that it is the appetite? For example, is thirst thirst •——
for hot drink or cold, or much drink or little, or, in a word, for drink of
a certain sort? Or isn't it rather that, where heat is present as well as thirst,
it causes the appetite to be for something cold as well, and where cold for
something hot, and where there is much thirst because of the presence of
muchness, it will cause the desire to be for much, and where little for A-—-
little? But thirst itself will never be for anything other than what it is in
its nature to be for, namely, drink itself, and hunger for food. ___ -

That's the way it is, each appetite itself is only for its natural object,
while the a/ppetite for something of a certain sort depends on additions.

Therefore, let no one catch us unprepared or disturb us by claiming that 438
no one has an appetite for drink but rather good drink, nor food but good
food, on the grounds that everyone after all has appetite for good things,
so that if thirst is an appetite, it will be..an appetite for good drink or
whatever, and similarly with the others.

All the same, the person who says that has a point.
But it seems to me that, in the case of all things that are related to> air

something, those that are of a particular sort are related to a particular jrsdV-
sort of thing, while those that are merely themselves are related to a thing
that is merely itself.

I don't understand.
Don't you understand that the greater is such as to be greater than some-

Of course.
Than the less?
Yes.
And the much greater than the much less, isn't that so?
Yes.
And the once greater to the once less? And the going-to-be greater than

the going-to-be less? ~a^Ty7 V ^7
And isn't the same true of the more and the fewer, the double and the /

half, heavier and lighter, faster and slower, the hot and the cold, and all ' 'c<Ac\Vxr
other such things? ——-----

Of course.
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And what about the various kinds of knowledge? Doesn't the same
apply? Knowledge itself is knowledge of what can be learned itself (or
whatever it is that knowledge is of), while a particular sort of knowledge
is of a particular sort of thing. For example, when knowledge of building
houses came to be, didn't it differ from the other kinds of knowledge, and
so was called knowledge of building?

Of course.
And wasn't that because it was a different sort of knowledge from all

the others?
Yes.
And wasn't it because it was of a particular sort of thing that it itself

became a particular sort of knowledge? And isn't this true of all crafts and
kinds of knowledge?

It is.
Well, then, this is what I was trying to say—if you understand it now—

when I said that of all things that are related to something, those that are
merely themselves are related to things that are merely themselves, while
those that are of a particular sort are related to things of a particular sort.
However, I don't mean that the sorts in question have to be the same for
them both. For example, knowledge of health or disease isn't healthy or
diseased, and knowledge of good and bad doesn't itself become good or
bad. I mean that, when knowledge became, not knowledge of the thing
itself that knowledge is of, but knowledge of something of a particular
sort, the result was that it itself became a particular sort of knowledge,
and this caused it to be no longer called knowledge without qualification,
but—with the addition of the relevant sort—medical knowledge or
whatever.

I understand, and I think that that's the way it is.
Then as for thirst, wouldn't you include it among things that are related

to something? Surely thirst is related to ...
I know it's related to drink.
Therefore a particular sort of thirst is for a particular sort of drink. But

thirst itself isn't for much or little, good or bad, or, in a word, for drink
of a particular sort. Rather, thirst itself is in its nature only for drink itself.

Absolutely.
Hence the soul of the thirsty person, insofar as he's thirsty, doesn't wish

anything else but to drink, and it wants this and is impelled towards it.
Clearly.
Therefore, if_something draws it back when it is thirsting, wouldn't that

be something different in it from whatever thirsts and drives it like a beast
to drink? It can't be, we say, that the same thing, with the same part of
itself, in relation to the same, at the same time, does opposite things.

No, it can't.
In the same way, I suppose, it's wrong to say of the archer that his

hands at the same time push the bow away and draw it towards him.
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We ought to say that one hand pushes it away and the, other draws it
towards him.

Absolutely.
Now, would we assert that sometimes there are thirsty people who don't l/nr/ty

wish to drink? people du>
Certainly, it happens often to many different people.
What, then, should one say about them? Isn't it that there is something

in their soul, bidding them to drink, and something different, forbidding
jhem to do so, that overrules the thing that bids? x

I think so.
Doesn't that which forbids in suchcases-come into play—if it comes £

into play at all—as a result of rationaf^alculatioiy^vhile what drives and '
drags them to drink is a result of feeiihgS~and~5iseases? d

Apparently.
Hence it isn't unreasonable for us to claim that they are two, and different cqWvim 

from one another. We'll call the part of the soul with which it calculates
the rational part and the part with which it lusts, hungers, thirsts, and
gets excited by other appetites the irrational appetitive part, companion '
of certain indulgences and pleasures.

Yes. Indeed, that's a reasonable thing to think.
Then, let these two parts be distinguished in the soul. Now, is the spirited

part by which we get angry a third part or is it of the same nature as parV by
either of the other two? aA

Perhaps it's like the appetitive part. w
But I've heard something relevant to this, and I believe it. Leontius, therJ^^T^T

son of Aglaion, was going up from the Piraeus along the outside of thenL 3.^
North Wall when he saw some corpses lying at the, executioner's feet. He
had an appetite to look_at jhem but at the same time he was disgusted
and turned away. For a time he struggled with himself and covered his
face, but, finally, overpowered by the appetite, he pushed his eyes wide
open and rushed towards the corpses, saying, "Look for yourselves, you
evil wretches, take your fill of the beautiful sight!" aao er .

I've heard that story myself.
It certainly proves that anger sometimes makes war against the appetites, n 4*.

as one thing against another.
Besides, don't we often notice in other cases that when appetite forces

someone contrary to rational calculation, he reproaches himself and getsA c"'‘
angry with that in him that's doing the forcing, so that of the two factions'^-7-tr-j—7"-
that are fighting a civil war, so to speak, spirit allies itself with reason?^^ J
But I don't think you can say that you've ever seen spirit, either in yourself
or anyone else, ally itself with an appetite to do what reason has decided"^
must not be done.

No, by god, I haven't.
What happens when a person thinks that he has done something unjust?

Isn't it true that the nobler he is, the less he resents, it if , he suffers hunger, c
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cold, or the like at the hands of someone whom he believes to be inflicting
this on him justly, and won't his spirit, as I say, refuse to be aroused?

That's true.
But what happens if, instead, he believes that someone has been unjust

to him? Isn't the spirit within him boiling_and angry, fighting for what he
believes to be justfWon't it endure~hunger, cold, and the like and keep
on till it is victorious, not ceasing from noble actions until it either wins,
dies, or calms down, called to heel by the reason within him, like ft dog
by a shepherd?

Spirit is certainly like that. And, of course, we made the auxiliaries in
our city like dogs obedient to the rulers, who are themselves like shepherds
of a city.

You well understand what I'm trying to say. But also reflect on this
further point.

n v e -what?-
w The position of the spirited part seems to be the opposite of what we

bef°re- Then we thought of it as something appetitive, but now
u,‘Y _* we say that ** is far from being that, for in the civil war in the soul it aligns

itself far more with the rational part.
Absolutely.
Then is it also different from the, rational part, or is it some form of it,

so that there are two parts in the soul—the rational and the appetitive—
instead of three? Or rather, just as there were three classes in the city that
held it together, the money-making, the auxiliary, and the deliberative, is
the spirited part a third thing in the soul that is by nature the helper of the
rational part, provided that it hasn't been corrupted by a bad upbringing?

It must be a third.
—— Yes, provided that we can show it is different from the rational part, as

^ttiV ™ we saw earlier it was from the appetitive one.
cVrXArov ft isnzt- difficult to show that it is different. Even in small children, one
itov can see that they are full of spirit right from birth, while as far as rational

calculation is concerned, some never seem to get a share ofit, while the
b

dfxnV

cW-A

majority do so quite late.
That's really well put. And in animals too one can see that what you

say is true. Besides, our earlier quotation from Homer bears it out, where
he says,

He struck his chest and spoke to his heart?

is For here Homer clearly represents the part that has calculated about better
c and worse as different from the part that is angry without calculation.

tdSoA. That's exactly right.
coJoAixWi 

7. See 390d, and note.
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Well, then, we've now made our difficult way through a sea of argument. 
We are pretty much agreed that the same number and the same kinds
classes as are in the city are also in the soul of each individual.

That's true. Y
Therefore, it necessarily follows that the individual is wise in the same 

way and in the same part of himself as the city.
That's right. —
And isn't the individual courageous in the same way and in the same-J-^—<

part of himself as the city? And isn't everything else that has to do with^-,.
virtue the same in both?

Necessarily.
Moreover, Glaucon, I suppose we'll say that a man is just in the same

way as a city. \
That too is entirely necessary.
And we surely haven't forgotten that the city was just because each of • vsWe as-

the three classes in it was doing its own work.
I don't think we could forget that. or
Then we must also remember that each one of us in whom each part is A? 

doing its own work will himself be just and do his own. <• 7-u-X- cc c e
Of course, we must. [ => city jv&ce. <
Therefore, isn't it appropriate for the rational part to rule, smce it is ’

really wise and exercises foresight on behalf of the whole soul, and for
the spirited part to obey it and be its ally?

It certainly is. r. A
And isn't it, as we were saying, a mixture of music and poetry, on the poe-.ry

one hand, and physical training, on the other, that makes the two parts
harmonious, stretching and nurturing the rational part with fine words
and learning, relaxing the other part through soothing stories, and making
it gentle by means of harmony and rhythm? 442

That's precisely it. s
And these two, having been nurtured in this way, and having truly learned 1

their own roles and been educated in them, will govern the appetitive part, \ /
which is the largest part in each person's soul and is by nature most insatiable
for money. They'll watch over it to see that it isn't filled with the so-called
pleasures of the body and that it doesn't become so big and strong that it no
longer does its own work but attempts to enslave and rule over the classes
it isn't fitted to rule, thereby overturning everyone's whole life. b

That's right.
Then, wouldn't these two parts also do the finest job of guarding the

whole soul and body against external enemies—reason by planning, spirit
by fighting, followingjts leader, and carrying out the leader's decisions
through its courage?

Yes, that's true. course
And it is because of the spirited part, I suppose, that we call a single J

individual courageous, namely/wherf it preserves through pains and plea- c
sores the declarations of reason about what is to be feared and what isn't.
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' pxwor Vnft^ „____ _ .__________ r___ __ — - . . , . _________________________ ___ _ _
prt/ldcex jvA* Mi No, I certainly am not.

Then the dream we had has been completely fulfillled—our suspicion
that, xwith the help of snmp god, we had hit upon the origin and pattern

U;AV of justice right at the beginning in founding our city.8
A 30*^

— That's right.
And we'll call him wise because of that small part of himselLthat rules

in him and makes those declarations and has within it the.knowledge of
7 what is advantageous tor each part~and for the whole soul, which is jhe

community of all three parts.
Absolutely.
And isn't he moderate because of the friendly and harmonious relations

- between these same parts, namely, when the ruler and the ruled believe
in common that the rational part should rule and don't engage in civil
war against it?

Moderation is surely nothing other than that, both in the city and in
the individual.

And, of course, a person will be just because of what we've so often
mentioned, and in that way.

v3 Necessarily.
' o Well, then, is the justice in us at all indistinct? Does it seem to be
c V' something different from what we found in the city?

It doesn't seem so to me.
If there are still any doubts in our soul about this, we could dispel them

altogether by appealing to ordinary cases.
Which ones?

iVle pecjjn For example, if we had to come to an agreement about whether someone
W AVx, similar in nature and training to our city had embezzled a deposit of gold

r-X or silver that he had accepted, who do you think would consider him to
443^ have done it rather than someone who isn't like him?

No one.
And would he have anything to do with temple robberies, thefts, betray-

als of friends in private life or of cities in public life?
No, nothing.
And he'd be in no way untrustworthy in keeping an oath or other

agreement.
- r How could he be?

And adultery, disrespect for parents, and neglect of the gods would be
more in keeping with every other kind of character than his.

With every one.
And isn't the cause of all this that every part within him does its own

b  work, whether it's ruling or being ruled?
Yes, that and nothing else.
Then, are you still looking for justice to be something other than this

8. See 432c-433b.
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Absolutely.
Indeed, Glaucon, the__priiiciple that it is right for someone who is by vrz1

nature a cobbler to practice cobblery and nothing else, for the carpenter
to practice carpentry, and the same for the others is a sort of image of
justice—that's why it's beneficial.

Apparently.
And in truth justice is, it seems, something of this sort. However, it isn't

concerned with someone's doing his own externally, but with what is
inside him, with what is truly himself and his own. One who is just does,___
not allow any part of himself to do the work of another part or allow the
various classes within him to meddle with each other. He regulates well-^^7~—
what is really his own and rules himself. He puts himself in order, is his
own friend, and harmonizes the three parts of himself like three limitingJJt!.
notes in a musical scale—high, low, and middle. He binds together those
parts"and any others there may be in between, and from having been ,4^ pa<Ar t*.
many things he becomes entirely one, moderate and harmonious. Only
then does he act. And when he does anything, whether acquiring wealth,0/2e >
taking care of his body, engaging in politics, or in private contracts—^-.5.
all of these, he believes that the action is just and fine that preserves this
inner harmony and helps achieve it, and calls it so, and regards as wisdom -a
the knowledge that oversees such actions. And he believes that the action
that destroys this harmony is unjust, and calls it so, and regards the belief
that oversees it as ignorance. 444i>Or^o«y

That's absolutely true, Socrates.
Well, then, if we claim to have found the just man, the just city, and

what the justice is that is in them, I don't suppose that we'll seem to be
telling a complete falsehood.

No, we certainly won't.
Shall we claim it, then?
We shall.
So be it. Now, I suppose we must look for injustice.
Clearly.
Surely, it must be a kind of civil war betweeruthe three parts, a meddling

and doing of another's work, a rebellion by some part against the whole
soul in order to rule it inappropriately. The rebellious part is by nature „\
suited to_be a slave, while the other part is not a slave but belongs to the 
ruling class. We'll say something like that, I suppose, and that the turmoil
and straying of these parts are injustice, licentiousness, cowardice, igno- cc
rance, and, in a word, the whole of vice.

That's what they are.
So, if justice and injustice are really clear enough to us, then acting justly,

acting unjustly, and doing injustice are also clear. c
How so? . —■
Because just and unjust actions are no different for the soul than healthy^

and unhealthy things are for the body. kJIJy
In what way? ok
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from vice and injustice and make him acquire justice and virtue, how can
it be worth living when his soul—the very thing by .which he lives—is
ruined and in turmofi?

-|W.WK Yes, it is ridiculous. Nevertheless, now that we've come far enough
■V wAi U< be able, to see most clearly_that_this_iS-S_o, we mustn't give up.

—-^—2- That's absolutely the last thing we must do.
c Then come here, so that you can see jiow many forms of.vice there are,

anyhow that I consider worthy of examination.
I'm following you, just tell me.
Well, from the vantage point we've reached in our argument, it seems

^to me that there is one form of virtue and an unlimited number of forms
.of vice, four of which are worth mentioning.

How do you mean?
It seems likely that Jhere are as many types of soul as there are specific

. types of political constitution.
How many is that?

d Five forms of constitution and five of souls.
What are they?

That's true. t
And don't fine (ways of living) lead one to the possession of virtue,

shameful ones to vice?
Necessarily.
So it now remains, it seems, to inquire whether it is more profitable to

act justly, live in a fine way, and be just, whether one, is. known to be so
or not, or to act unjustly and be unjust, provided that one doesn't pay the
penalty and become better as a result of punishment.

But, Socrates, this inquiry looks ridiculous to me now that justice and
injustice have been shown to be as we have described. Even if one has
every kind of food and drink, lots of money, and every sort of power to
rule, life is thought to be not worth living when the body's nature is ruined.

b So even if someone can do whatever he wishes, except what will free him

uulux ew

Arisn vAco

nA

Socrates/Glaucon/Polemarchus/Adeimantus

Healthy things produce health, unhealthy ones disease.
Yes.
And don't just actions produce justice in the soul and unjust ones in

justice?
Necessarily.
To produce health is to establish the components of the body in a natural

relation of control and being controlled, one by another, while to produce
disease is to establish a relation of ruling and being ruled contrary to nature.

That's right.
Then, isn't to produce justice to establish the parts of the soul in a natural

relation of control, one by another, while to produce injustice is to establish
a relation of ruling and being ruled contrary to nature?

VeAK Precisely.
xriCt^ A Virtue seems, then, to be a kind of health, fine condition, and well-being

ctjuain of the soul, while vice is disease, shameful condition, and weakness.
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One is the constitution we've been describing. And it has two names.
If one outstanding man emerges among the rulers, it's called a kingship;
if more than one, it's called an aristocracy.

That's true.
Therefore, I say that this is one form of constitution. Whether one man

emerges or many, none of the significant laws of the city would be changed/
if they followed the upbnriging~and education we described. e

Probably not.

Book V
This is the kind of city and constitution, then, that I call good and correct, 449
and so too is this kind of man. And if indeed this is the correct kind,
all the others—whether as city governments or as organizations of the
individual soul—are bad and mistaken. Their badness is of four kinds.

What are they? he said.
I was going to enumerate them and explain how I thought they devel

oped out of one another,1 but Polemarchus, who was sitting a little further
away than Adeimantus, extended his hand and took hold of the latter's b
cloak by the shoulder from above. He drew Adeimantus towards him,
while he himself leaned forward and said something to him. We overheard
nothing of what he said except the words "Shall we let it go, or what?"

We certainly won't let it go, Adeimantus said, now speaking aloud.
And I asked: What is it that you won't let go?
You, he said.
For what reason in particular? c
We think that you're slacking off and that you've cheated us out of a

whole important section of the discussion in order to avoid having to deal
with it. You thought we wouldn't notice when you said—as though it
were something trivial—that, as regards wives and children, anyone could
see that the possessions of friends should be held in common.2

But isn't that right, Adeimantus?
Yes it is. But this "right," like the other things we've discussed, requires

an explanation—in this case, an explanation of the manner in which they
are to be held in common, for there may be many ways of doing this. So
don't omit telling us about the particular one you mean. We've been d
waiting for some time, indeed, for you to tell us about the production of
children—how they'll be produced and, once born, how they'll be brought
up—and about the whole subject of having wives and children in common.
We think that this makes a considerable difference—indeed all the differ
ence—to whether a constitution is correct or not. So now, since you
are beginning to describe another constitution before having adequately 

1. This task is taken up in Book VIII.
2. See 423e-424a.
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going to say this, and, besides, that we have no adequate knowledge of
it. And you also know that, if we don't know it, even the fullest possible
knowledge of other things is of no benefit to us, any more than if we
acquire any possession without the good of it. Or do you think that it is
any advantage to have every kind of possession without the good of it?

b Or to know everything except the good, thereby knowing nothing fine
or good?

No, by god, I don't.
Furthermore, you certainly know that the majority believe that pleasure

is the good, while the more sophisticated believe that it is knowledge.
Indeed I do.
And you know that those who believe this can't tell us what sort of

knowledge it is, however, but in the end are forced to say that it is knowl
edge of the good.

And that's ridiculous.
c Of course it is. They blame us for not knowing the good and then turn

around and talk to us as if we did know it. They say that it is knowledge
of the good—as if we understood what they're speaking about when they
utter the word "good."

That's completely true.
What about those who define the good as pleasure? Are they any less

full of confusion than the others? Aren't even they forced to admit that
there are bad pleasures?

Most definitely.
So, I think, they have to agree that the same things are both good and

bad. Isn't that true?
d Of course.

It's clear, then, isn't it, why there are many large controversies about this?
How could it be otherwise?
And isn't this also clear? In the case of just and beautiful things, many

people are content with what are believed to be so, even if they aren't
really so, and they act, acquire, and form their own beliefs on that basis.
Nobody is satisfied to acquire things that are merely believed to be good,
however, but everyone wants the things that really are good and disdains
mere belief here.

That's right.
e Every soul pursues the good and does whatever it does for its sake. It

divines that the good is something but it is perplexed and cannot ade
quately grasp what it is or acquire the sort of stable beliefs it has about
other things, and so it misses the benefit, if any, that even those other
things may give. Will we allow the best people in the city, to whom we

506 entrust everything, to be so in the dark about something of this kind and
of this importance?

That's the last thing we'd do.
I don't suppose, at least, that just and fine things will have acquired

much of a guardian in someone who doesn't even know in what way they



Republic VI 1127
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are good. And I divine that no one will have adequate knowledge of them
until he knows this. cJuv/JeJl

You've divined well.
But won't our constitution be perfectly ordered, if a guardian who knows

these things is in charge of it? . b
Necessarily. But, Socrates, you must also tell us whether you consider 4©

the good to be knowledge or pleasure or something, else. altogether.
What a man! It's been clear for some time that other people's opinions or i

about these matters wouldn't satisfy you. or
Well, Socrates, it doesn't seem right to me for you to be willing to state

other people's convictions but not your own, especially when you've spent - ''
so much time occupied with these matters. c

What? Do you think it's right to talk about things one doesn't know as
if one does know them? ------------ ---------

Not as if one knows them, he said, but one ought to be willing to state * 1
one's opinions as such.

What? Haven't you noticed that opinions without knowledge are shame-
ful and ugly things? The best of them are blind—or do you think that
those who express a true opinion without understanding are any different-cur-
from blind people who happen to travel the right road? FCF1

TheyTe no different. otXA.
Do you want to look at shameful, blind, and crooked things, then, when *75^4 -—

you might hear illuminating and fine ones from other people? d
By god, Socrates, Glaucon said, d_on't desert us with the end almost in ; \ r . ,

sight. We'll be satisfied if you discuss the good as you discussed justice,
moderation^ and the_iest

That, my friend, I said, would satisfy me too, but I'm afraid that I won't
be up to it and that I'll disgrace myself and look ridiculous by trying. So •»
let's abandon the quest for what the good itself is for the time being, for
even to arrive at my own view about it is too big a topic for the discussion^
we are now started on. But I am willing to tell you about what is apparently
an offspring of the good and most like it. Is that agreeable to you, or wouldnoock
you rather we let the whole matter drop? — 4- or leave »0

It is. The story about the father remains a debt you'll pay another time, cJoeX
I wish that I could pay the debt in full, and you receive it instead of "^507^ “ ~

just the^interest. So here, then, is this child and offspring of the good. But
be carefulThaFI don't somehow deceive you unintentionally by giving --------—
you an illegitimate account of the child.10 J 

We'll be as careful as possible, so speak on.
I will when we've come to an agreement and recalled some things that

we've already said both here and many other times.
Which ones?

10. 'Throughout, Socrates is punning on the word tokos, which means either a child or
The interest on capital.



----- •---------- I can't say I have.
yxeavVAQ avid Well, consider it this way. Do hearing and sound need another kind of

, ft 4-Kinz-r r\r Cr-W Cr-~1 rm ar Fr\ hoar loHor 4-/-» l-ioo-rrl o i£oj;i(X. thing in order for the former to hear and the latter to be heard, a third
thing in whose absence the one won't hear or the other be heard?

~ " No, they need nothing else.
And if there are any others that need such a thing, there can't be many

of them. Can you think of one?
I can't.

-r iw
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We say t^at there are many beautiful things and many good things, and
££> - - ' so on for each kind, and in this way we distinguish them in words.

w We do.
' And beauty itself and good itself and all the things that we thereby set

£zr, — -W.tc down as many, reversing ourselves, we set down according to.a single
-—u form of each, believing that there is but one, and call it "the being" of each.
-----------——■ That's true.
^5 tile —’•^A< ^ cAnd we say that the many beautiful things and the rest are visible but

i \. ' not intelligible, while the forms are intelligible but not visible.
— That's completely true.

With what part of ourselves do we see visible things?
With our sight.

x And so audible things are heard by hearing, and with our other senses
we perceive all the other perceptible things.

That's right.
Have you considered how lavish the maker of our senses was in making

the power to see and be seen?

You don't realize that sight and the visible have such a need?
.------ — How so?

r ’ Vml Sight may be present in the eyes, and the one who has it may try to use
v.‘ v it, and colors may be present in things, but unless a third kind of thing is

S*6 Present/ which is naturally adapted for this very purpose, you know that
sight will see nothing, and the colors will remain unseen.

Chuje Andi
To Her»
■W sv/i

vs.

What kind of thing do you mean?
I mean what you call Jight.
You're right.

cS Then it isn't an insignificant kind of link that connects the sense of sight
508,,, and the power to be seen—it is ajnore valuable link than any other linked

things have got, ifindeed light is something .valuable.
And, of course, it's very valuable.
Which of the gods in heaven would you name as the cause and controller

of this, the one whose light causes our sight to see in the best way and
the visible things to be seen?

The same one you and others would name. Obviously, the answer to
your question is the sun.

And isn't sight,by nature related to that god in this way?

VWk U>ay way?

Siev'd (

VcAvvt,
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Sight isn't the sun, neither sight itself nor that in which it comes to be, ™ ’$

namely, the eye.
No, it certainly isn't. rtosV
But I think that it is the most sunlike of the senses. j • "

------------------------------------—---------------- 51/^ i‘Severy much so. ______
And it receives from the sun the power it has, just like an influx from

an overflowing treasury. 4rcA&urv
Certainly. -- ------------A
The sun is not sight, but isn't it the cause of sight itself and seen by it? r°v S\2X'.
That's right.
Let's say, then, that this is what I called the offspring of the good, which ~~— *

the good begot as its analogue. What the good itself is in the intelligible
realm, in relation to understanding and intelligible things, the sun is in
the visible realm, in relation to sight and visible things. — -

How? Explain a bit more. __
You know that, when we turn our eyes to things whose colors are noceL-^r

longer in the light of day but in the gloom of night, the eyes are dimmed AVs. waA
and seem nearly blind, as if clear vision were no longer in them. ©A V^.. cu

Of course.
Yet whenever one turns_them on things illuminated by the sun, theye .c-.

see clearly, and vision appears in those very same eyes? d_
Indeed.
Well, understand the soul in the same wayfffljjjejpit focuses on something c

illuminated by truth and what is, it understands, knows, and apparently" C '.
possesses understanding, but when it focuses on what is mixed with obscu-?^' , c\\ e'
rity, on what comes to be and passes away, it opines and is dimmed,
changes its opinions this way and that, and seems bereft of understanding. '

It does seem that way. ^5
So that what gives truth to the things known and jhe power to know

to the knower is the form of the good. And though it is the cause of-pc-e^- k
knowledge, and. truth, it is also an object of knowledge. Both knowledge
and truth are beautiful things, but the good is other and more beautiful W
than they. In the visible realm, light and sight are rightly considered . • c.
sunlike, but it is wrong to think that they are the sun, so here it is right \.fuyA &
to think of knowledge and truth as goodlike but wrong to think that either 509 
of them is the good—for the good is yet more prized.

This is an inconceivably beautiful thing you're talking about, if it pro.-
vides both knowledge and truth and is superior to them in beauty. You
surely don't think that a thing like that could be pleasure. cXctx^ure A

Hush! Let's examine its image in more detail as follows. kqoA
How? k -
You'll be willing to say, I think, that the sun not only provides visible CoM'aa <

things with the power to be seen but also with coming to be, growth, and mm
nourishment, although it is not itself coming to be. nouc.-Avncitt

How could it be?
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ri Jj) Therefore, you should also say that not only do the objects of knowledge
> ?. - J Au A owe their being known to the good,, but their being is also due to it,

~ although _the good is not being, but superior to it in rank and power.
And Glaucon comically said: By Apollo, what a daemonic superiority!
It's your own fault; you forced me to tell you my opinion about it.

5 i/p.-r .orA-y And I don't want you to stop either. So continue to explain its similarity
to the sun, if you've omitted anything.

Izm certainly omitting a lot.
a . WellTdon't, not even the smallest thing.

of I think I'll have to omit a fair bit, but, as far as is possible at the moment,
: il i W/1 won't omit anything voluntarily.

TJon't
5o^ere\jv\ d. Understand, then, that, as we said, there are these two things, one
\\ .l ” .sovereign of the intelligible kind and place, the other of the visible (I don't

ftj’L say "of heaven" so as not to seem to you to be playing the sophist with
;—---- the name).11 In any case, you have two kinds of thing, visible and intelligible.

Right.
*s like.a ling divided into two unequal sections.^ Then divide each

section—namely, that of the visible and that of the intelligible—in the
bate clivikxAsame ratio as the line. In terms now of relative clarity and opacity, one

At subsection of the visible consists of images. And by images I mean, first,

Piort ^Cll. The play may be on the similarity of sound between ouranou ("of heaven") and
QcoporVwtf horatou ("of the visible"). More likely, Socrates is referring to the fact that ouranou seems

to contain the word non, the genitive case of nous ("understanding"), and relative of
noStou ("of the intelligible"). If he said that the sun was sovereign of heaven, he might
be taken to suggest in sophistical fashion that it was sovereign of the intelligible and
that there was no real difference between the good and the sun.

(n?)The line is illustrated below:

Understanding (noSsis)

Thought (dianoia)

) !'
Belief (pistis)

Imagination (eikasia)
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shadows,, then reflections in water and in all close-packed, smooth, and
shiny materials, and j?yery thing of that sort, if you understand. 510

In the other subsection of the visible, put the originals of these images,
namely, the animals around us, all the plants, and the whole class of
manufactured things. ”

Consider them put. ^>^-3-------
Would you be willing to say that, as regards truth and untruth, the

division is in this proportion: As the opinable is to the knowable, so the
likeness is to the thing that it is like?---- ^^-y

Certainly. cS 'RyiovAcAc^c- b
Consider now how the section of the intelligible is to be divided.
How? ’ 
As follows: In one subsection, the soul, using as images the things that -t(nAc)<.cr

were imitated before, is forced to investigate from hypotheses, proceeding
not to a first principle but to a conclusion. In the other subsection, ho we ver,
it makes its way to a first principle that is not a hypothesis, proceeding^ s
from a hypothesis but without the images used in the previous subsection, '■ <
using forms themselves and making its investigation through them. TraV 4

I don't yet fully understand what you mean. - --------- -—•—
Let's try again. You'll understand it more easily after the following c

preamble. I think you know that students of geometry, calculation, and^on^Vi
the like hypothesize the odd and the even, the various figures, the three
kinds of angles, and other things akin to these in each of their investigations,
as if they knew them. They make these their hypotheses and don't think
it necessary to give any account of them, either to themselves or to others,
as if they were clear to everyone. And going from these first principles
through the remaining steps, they arrive in full agreement. d

I certainly know that much. —------
Then you also know that, although they use visible figures and make

claims about them, their thought isn't directed to them but to those other W
things that they are like. They make their claims for the sake of square
itself and the diagonal itself, not the diagonal they draw, and similarly
with the others. These figures that they make and draw, of which shadows ' e'^
and reflections in water are images, they now in turn use as images, in
seeking to see those others themselves that one cannot see except by means O,\c
of thought.

That's true.
This, then, is the kind of thing that, on the one hand, I said is intelligible,

and, on the other, is suchlhat the soul is forced to use hypotheses in the
investigation of it, not travelling up to a first principle, since it cannot CycVc M
reach beyond its hypotheses, but using as images those very things of ' y
which images were made in the section below, and which, by comparison ho/c-iW/-
to their images, were thought to be clear and“to be valued as such. jp’.vcv /

I understand that you mean what happens in geometry and related b
sciences.
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J moving on from forms to forms, and ending in forms.
I understand, if not yet adequately (for in my opinion you're speaking

of an enormous task), that you want to distinguish the intelligible part of
that which is, the part studied by the science of dialectic, as clearer than
the part studied by the so-called sciences, for which their hypotheses are
first principles. And although those who study the objects of these sciences
are forced to do so by means of thought rather than sense perception, still,

LQ gq?i a <\,-^s stepping stones to take off from, enabling it to reach the unhypothetical
1^ first principle of everything. Having grasped this principle, it reverses

‘A'* ‘ itself and, keeping hold of whaXfollows from it, comes down to a conclusion
w ^without making use of anything visible at all, but only of forms themselves7

1 * ■At “C mn^rinrr /-»»■» frtrmc fnrmc z4i»■»rr

pcwec Then also understand that, by the other subsection of the intelligible, I
r v mean that which reason itself grasps by the powecof dialectic. It does not

° consider these hypotheses as first principles but truly as hypotheses—but

d because they do not go back to a genuine first principle, but proceed from
hypotheses, you don't think that they understand  them, even though,
given such a principle,Jthey are intelligible. And you seem to me to call
the state of the geometers thought but not understanding, thought being
intermediate between opinion and understanding.

Your exposition is most adequate. Thus there are four such conditions
J *n the soul, corresponding to the four subsections of our line: Understand-

r ingjor the highest, thought for the second, belief for the third, and imaging
e f°r *he last- Arrange them in a ratio, and consider that each shares in

clarity to the degree that the subsection it is set over shares in truth.
I understand, agree, and arrange them as you say.

Book VII

514 Next, I said, compare the effect of education and of. the lack of it on
•• /r] jrC /s‘ our nature to an experience like this: Imagine human beings living in an

underground, _cay_ejike dwelling, with an entrance a long way up, which
c A'*s kQth open to the light and as wide as the caye itself. They've been there

since childhood, fixed in the same place, with their necks and legs fettered,
able to see only in front of them, because their bonds prevent them from

‘\< i c ‘ V'x)- turning their heads around. Light is provided_by_a. fire burning far above
z b and behind them. Also behind them, but on higher ground, there is_a path

stretching between them and the fire. Imagine that along this path a low
y- wall has been built, like the screen in front of puppeteers above which

■j,\ they show their puppets.
' Im ima8inin8 R-
u -■ • Then also imagine that there are people along the wall, carrying all kinds
’ < j i of artifacts that project above it—statues of people and other animals,

c made out of stone, wood, and every material. And, as you'd expect, some
515 of the carriers are talking, and^some are silent.

It's a strange image you're describing, and strange prisoners.
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They're like us. Do you suppose, first of all, that these prisoners see*1*-
anything of themselves and one another besides the shadows that the fire
casts on the wall in front of them? —r—":

How could they, if they have to keep their heads motionless through-
out life? —

What about the things being carried along the wall? Isn't the same true suppose AuV
of them? .. AU. *0?“-

Of course. /2J_ ildcy cz>u’X tew Vo one
And if they could talk to one another, don't you think they'd suppose thatcr<rfbeA ^aC-

the names they used applied to the things they see passing before them?1ree.
They'd have to. —— .
And what if their prison also had an echo from the wall facing them?^A

Don't you think they'd believe that the shadows passing in_front of them —------—-
were talking whenever one of the carriers passing along the wall was
doing so? a

I certainly do. —-------- '—
Then the prisoners would in every way believe that the truth is nothing c

other than the shadows of those artifacts. - ---------
They must surely believe that. ■Vrqm
Consider, then, what being released from their bonds and cured of their^^^fS^L--

ignorance would naturally be like, if something like this came to pass.2r ureJ.
When one of them was freed and suddenly compelled to stand up, turn •$**?**c
his head, walk, and look up toward the light, he'd be pained and dazzled
and unable to. see the things whose shadows he'd seen before. What do oLa-z.-z3edu
you think he'd say, if we told him that what he'd seen before was inconse-
quential, but that now—because he is a bit closer to the things that arep^~——
and is turned towards things that are more—he sees more correctly? Or,
to put it another way, if we pointed to each of the things passing by, asked a 
him what each of them is, and compelled him to answer, don't you thinker—
he'd be at a loss and that he'd believe that the things he saw earlier were u ' \ '
truer than the ones he was now being shown?

Much truer.
And if someone compelled him toJLook at.the light itself, wouldn't his 

eyes hurt, and wouldn't he turn around and flee towards the things he's 4\v_e \x ax.
able to see, believing that they're really clearer than the ones he's being

He would. UvfV <vaq\^6- mow. clear-

And if someone dragged him away from there by force, up the rough, ---
steep path, and didn't let him go until he had dragged him into the sunlightA^yA bv
wouldn't he be pained and irritated at being treated that way? And when % '
he came into the light, with the sun filling his eyes, wouldn't he be unable 516-
to see a single one of the things now said to be true?
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\\ \ V A i He would be unable to see them, at least at first,
oz» 1-KaF Ko,/4 rioorl Hmo Frx croF arlincFo/I suppose, thea.-that_he'd need time to get adjusted before he could see

things in the world above. At first, he'd see shadows most easily, then
images of men and other things in water, then the things themselves. Of
these, he'd be able to study the things in the sky and the sky itself more
easily at night, looking at the light of the stars and the moon, than during
the day, looking at the sun and the light of the sun.

Of course.
Finally, I suppose, he'd be able to see the sun, not images of it in water

.. - X or some alien place, but the sun itself, in its own place, and be able to
-study it.

■PiiC Necessarily so. .
u And at this point he would infer and conclude that the sun provides
' c r ' '* < foe seasor*s and the years, governs everything in the visible~world, and iT

c *n some waV the cause of all the things that he used to see.
— It's clear that would be his next step.
^•‘3 What about when he reminds himself of his first dwelling place,Jiis

. fellow prisoners, and what passed for wisdom there? Don't you think that
ouJ^Ji^Yie'd count himself happy for the change and pity the others?

Certainly.
And if there had been any honors, praises, or prizes among them for

X the one who was sharpest at identifying the shadows as they passed by
and who best remembered which usually came j?ariier, which later, and

vX which simultaneously, and who could thus best divine the future, do you
and u/Vu> think that our man would desire these rewards or envy those among the

prisoners who were honored and held power? Instead, wouldn't he feel,
with Homer, that he'd much prefer to "work the earth as a serf to another,
one without possessions,"3 and go through any sufferings, rather than

X3 share their opinions and live as they do?
»hw\ h\rc j suppose he would rather suffer anything than live like that.

ASbX’W Consider this too. If this man went down into the cave again and sat
fty.cV' down in his same seat, wouldn't his eyes—coming suddenly out of the
^X^XX-~^sun like that—be filled with darkness?
eVt* VA\e(L They certainly would.

And before his eyes had recovered—and the, adjustment would not be
COMpcXe, quick—while his vision was still dim, if he had to compete again with
Oi the perpetual prisoners in recognizing the shadows, wouldn't he invite

tAaCvV ridicule? Wouldn't it be said of him that he'd returned from his upward
Journey with his eyesight ruined and that it isn't worthwhile even to try
to travel upward? And, as for anyone who tried to free them and lead

f^them upward, if they could somehow get their hands on him, wouldn't
thgy kill him?

They certainly would.
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This whole image, Glaucon, must be fitted together with what we saicr^^H
before. The visible realm should be likened to the prison dwelling, andsjX' XZ'JX—
the light of the fire inside it to the power of the sun. And if you interpret op
the upward journey and the study of things above as the upward journeyX^^^—
of the soul to the intelligible realm, you'll grasp what I hope to convey,
since that is what you wanted to hear about. Whether it's true or not, only \rue
the god knows. But this is how I see it: In the knowable realm, the form f
of the good is the last thing to be seen, and it is reached only with difficulty.
Once one has seen it, however, one must conclude that it is the cause of A
all that is correct and beautiful "in" anything, that it produces both lightyX?- cf., 
and its source in the visible realm, and that in the intelligible realm it
controls and provides truth and understanding, so that anyone who is to XJXXiZ—-
act sensibly in private or public must see it. -

I have the same thought, at least as far as I'm aide. oJoVc wtvsv 5ce A Xk
Come, then, share with me this thought also: It isn't surprising that the

ones who get to this point are unwilling to occupy themselves with humanJfe
affairs and that their souls are always pressing upwards, eager to spend
their time above, for, after all, this is surely what we'd expect, if indeed>££3?^
things fit the image I described before. ------- ’ T

It is
What about what happens when someone turns from divine study to 

the evils of humanjjfe? Do you think it's surprising, since his sight is stil^,a <.1 z
dim, and he hasn't yet become accustomed to the darkness around him, v.
that he behaves awkwardly and appears completely ridiculous if he's^» .oa^.-A
compelled, either in the courts or elsewhere, to contend about the shadows •
of justice or the statues of which they are the shadows and to dispute^-’*, 'V5. 1
about the way these things are understood by people whpJhave never —
seen justice itself? e

That's not surprising at all.
No, it isn't. But anyone with any understanding would remember that~^5^8—

the eyes may be confused in two ways and from two causes, namely, when
they've come frorrTthe light into theclarkness and when they've come from coiner:
the darkness into the light. Realizing that the same applies to the soul,
when someone sees a soul disturbed and unable to see something, he
won't laugh mindlessly, but he'll take into consideration whether it has
come from a brighter life^and is dimmed through not having yet become'^
accustomed to the dark or whether it has come from greater ignorance —X—-
into greater light and is dazzled by the increased brilliance. Then he'UVv^yy oe
declare jhe_first soul happy in its experience and life, and he'll pity the
latter—but even if he chose to make fun of it, at least he'd be less ridiculous^!)r
than if he laughed at a soul that has come from the light above.

What you say is very reasonable.
If that's true, then here's what we must think about these matters: pvVUhj

Education isn't what some people declare it to be, namely, putting knowl-
.edge into souls that lack it, like putting sight into blind eyes.

They do say that. f ——
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\Vc But our present discussion, on the other hand, shows that the power to
learn is present in everyone's soul and that the instrument with which

,—each learns is like an eye that cannot be turned around from darkness to
AW light without turning the whole body. This instrument cannot be turned

around from that which is coming into being without turning the whole
9 soul untH it is able to study that which is and the brightest thing that is,

..Ac soAs'd namely, the one we call the good. Isn't that right?

Yes-
; -51 - ,fThen education is the craft concerned with doing this very thing, this

\ ■; turn*n£ around, and with how the soul can most easily and effectively be
. x - v i^made to do it. It isn't the craft of putting sight ’into’tKe‘sdul7"Education

^7takes for granted that sight is there but that it isn't turned the right way
. a or looking where it ought to look, and it tries to redirect it appropriately.

So it seems.
looks as though the other so-called virtues of the soul are akin

vn‘*’to those of the body, for they really aren't there beforehand but are added
ylater by habit and practice. However, thejyidiie,_of_reason seems to belong

above all to something more divine, which never loses its power but is
1 either useful and beneficial or useless and harmful, depending on the way

rtf 1^^519 it is turned. Or have you never noticed this about people who are said to
. —-be vicious but clever, how keen the vision of their little souls is and how
Vic\o\/5 sharply it distinguishes the things it is turned towards? This shows that
C\cv€<- ca^ its sight isn't inferior but rather is forced to serve, evil ends, so that the
be mA sharper it sees, the more evil it accomplishes.

Absolutely. '
Awmcodb aV However, if a nature of this sort had been hammered atfrom childhood

y—------and freed from the bonds of kinship with becoming, which have been
renSCflj)fastened to it by feasting, greed, and other such pleasures and which, like

AVcZ b leaden weights, pull its vision downwards—if, being rid of these, it turned
c\e&5vrc^ to l°°k at true things, then I say that the same soul of the same person
;kaicv\ wCi'-W^ would see these most sharply, just as it now doesjthe things it is presently
' turned towards.

AV Probably so.
> And what about the uneducated who have no experience of truth? Isn't

,Sr it likely—indeed, doesn't it follow necessarily from what was said before—
that they will never adequately govern a city? But neither would those

<vV\o^& who've been allowed to spend their whole lives being educate_d. The former
-.cc-A AWtc, would fail because they don't have a single goal at which all their actions,
•Vac V>c^J211?Puhhc and private, inevitably aim; the latter would fail because they'd

refuse to act, thinking that they hajd settled while still alive in the faraway
VnrAA<^7T^e^-IsleS-of the Blessed.

W That's true.
—J* js our j.ask as fodders, then, to compel the best natures to reach the
\ \ \\ study we said before is the most important, namely, to make the ascent

fAQ and see the good. But when they've made it and looked sufficiently, we
mustn't a.llow them to do what they're allowed to do today.
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What's that?
To stay there and refuse to go down again to the prisoners in the cave '3™*

and share their labors and honors, whether they are of less worth orV>
of greater.

Then are we to do them an injustice by making them live a worse life V
when they could live a better one?

You are forgetting again that it isn't the law's concern to make any one e »
class in the city outstandingly happy but to contrive to spread happiness
throughout the city by bringing the citizens into harmony with each other
through persuasion or compulsion and by making them share with each —
other the benefits that each class can confer on the community? The law
produces such people in the city, not in order to allow them to turn ^5201^°
in whatever direction they want, but to make use of them to bind the
city together.

That's true, I had forgotten.
Observe, then, Glaucon, that we won't be doing an injustice to those^>£3~X—

who've become philosophers in our city and that what we'll say to them,
when we compel them to guard and care for the others, will be just. We'll 5? A
say: "When people like you come to be in other cities, they're justified in^fv
not sharing in their city's labors, for they've grown there spontaneously,
against the will of the constitution. And what grows of its own accord
and owes no_debt for its upbringing has justice on its side when it isn't
keen to pay anyone for that upbringing. But we've made you kings in our
city and leaders of. the swarm, as it were, both for yourselves and for the 3T, .^23^  ̂Z.
rest of the city. You're better and more completely educated than the others
and are better able to share in both types of life. Therefore each of you in
turn must go down to live in the common dwelling place of the ot^iers’^^rv3^°
and grow accustomed to seeing in the dark. When you are used to it,
you'll see vastly better than the people there. And because you've seen
the truth about~Hne, ]ust, an<Lgopd things, you'll know each image for P.nc, yM,
what it is and also that of which it is the image. Thus, for you and for us,
the city will be governed, not like the majority of cities nowadays, by-^dwv
people who fight over shadows and struggle against one another in order skaAovt/s
to rule—as if that were a great good—but by people who are awake rathef~^j^r^S^
than dreaming, for the truth is surely this: A city whose prospective rulers d ba-sV
areleast eager to rule must_Qfnecessity be most free from civil war, whereas^
a city with the opposite kind of rulers is governed in the opposite

Then do you think that those we've nurtured will disobey us and refuse C -
to share the labors of the city, each in turn, while living the greater part ’
of their time with one another in the pure realm?

It isn't possible, for we'll be giving just orders to just people. Each of'
them will certainly go to rule as to something compulsory, however, which
is exactly the opposite of what's done by those who now rule in each city.

4. See 420b-421c, 462a-466c.
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!\\ This is how it is. If you can find a way of life that's better than ruling
A .iOi for the prospective rulers, your well-governed city will become a possibil-

* J$21 - ity, for only in it will the truly rich rule—not those who are rich in gold
■ nJTsCv ueftVk^ut those who are rich in the wealth that the happy must have, namely,
oT a good and rational life. But if beggars hungry for private goods go into
rtVnA public life, thinking that the good is there for the seizing, then the welf-

---- -------- -governed city is impossible, for then ruling is something fought over, and
this civil and domestic war destroys these people and the rest of the city

^as well.
any 115, laV Thafs very true-
A '• ~C5' Can you name any life that despises political rule besides that of the,

V A \ruC ^7 g°d,1 can't. 
—But surely it is those who are not lovers of ruling who must rule, for if

\ \ they don't, the lovers of it, who are rivals, will fight over it.I oyf course:------------------------- ------s--------
Then who will you compel to become guardians of the city, if not those

7T who have the best understanding of what matters for good government
0 and wh0 have other honors than political ones, and a better life as well?

“W No one.
1 'll ba-L D° V°u want us to consider now how such people will come to be in
1'10^ tvcu c our Qty and how—just as some are said to have gone up from Hades to
4Ua-.\ yp foe g°ds—we'll lead them up to the light?

Of course I do.
This isn't, it seems, a matter of tossing a coin, but of turning a soul from

a day that is a kind of night to the true day—-the ascent to what is, which
say *strue philosoPhy-

, \ \ \ /"'jW Indeed.
J. Then mustn't we try to discover the subjects that have the power to
bring this about?

Of course.
So what subject is it, Glaucon, that draws the soul from the realm of

becoming to the realm of what is? And it occurs to me as I'm speaking
that we said, didn't we, that it is necessary for the prospective rulers to

 be athletes in war when they're young?
Yes, we did.
Then the subject we're looking for must also have this characteristic in

addition to the former one.
Which one?

Coarse, pcopW mustn't be useless to warlike men,
--------------- --—If it's at a^ possible, it mustn't.

J Now, prior to this, we educated them in music and poetry and physi
cal training.

We did.
And physical training is concerned with what comes into being and

dies, for it oversees the growth and decay of the body.
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Apparently.
So it couldn't be the subject we're looking for.
No, it couldn't. _._522 
Then, could it be the music and poetry we described before?
But that, if you remember, is just the counterpart of physical training.?^

It educated the guardians through habits. Its harmonies gave them a certain
harmoniousness, not knowledge; its rhythms gave them a certain rhythmi- ^4
cal quality; and its stories, whether fictional or nearer the truth, cultivated
other habits akin to these. But as for the subject you're looking for now,
there's nothing like that in music and poetry.

Your reminder is exactly to the point; there's really nothing like that in
music and poetry. But, Glaucon, what is there that does have this? The
crafts all seem to be base or mechanical.

How could they be otherwise? But apart from music and poetry, physical
training, and the crafts, what subject is left?

Well, if we can't find anything apart from these, let's consider one of
the subjects that touches all of them.

What sort of thing?
For example, that common thing that every craft, every type of thought,

and every science uses and that is among the first compulsory subjects
for everyone.

What's that? m
That inconsequential matter of distinguishing the one, the two, and the

three. In short, I mean number and calculation, for isn't it true that every
craft and science must have a share in that?

They certainly must.
Then so must warfare.
Absolutely.
In the tragedies, at any rate, Palamedes is always showing up Agamem

non as a totally ridiculous general. Haven't you noticed? He says that, by
inventing numbers, he established how many troops there were in the d
Trojan army and counted their ships and everything else—implying that
they were uncounted before and that Agamemnon (if indeed he didn't
know how to count) didn't even know how many feet he had? What kind f ,
of general do you think that made him? p/iJo^p'W

A very strange one, if that's true. d<
Then won't we set down this subject as compulsory for a warrior,

that he is able to count and calculate? Uc properly
More compulsory than anything. If, that is, he's to understand anything ■'

about setting his troops in order or if he's even to be properly human,
Then do you notice the same thing about this subject that I do?
What's that?
That this turns out to be one of the subjects we were looking for that Ao ’

naturally lead to understanding. But no one uses it correctly, namely, as ‘ J
something that is really fitted in every way to draw one towards being. 523

What do you mean?
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I'll try to make my view clear as follows: I'll distinguish for myself the
things that do or don't lead in the direction we mentioned, and you must
study them along with me and either agree or disagree, and that way we
may come to know more clearly whether things are indeed as I divine.

Point them out.
^"y^I'11 point out, then, if you can grasp it, that some sense perceptions rfon't

Hr summon the understanding to look into them, because the judgment of
! .15 A-;CZ*^
!’J5 ,w

sense perception is itself adequate, while others encourage it in every
way to look into them, because sense perception seems to produce no
sound result.

You're obviously referring to things appearing in the distance and to
frompe I'oeil paintings. 

're not quite getting my meaning.
Then what do you mean?

ones don't summon the understanding are all those that don't
APQriAS' go into opposite perceptions at the same time. But the ones that do go

----------- c 'z>ff in that way I call summoners—whenever sense perception doesn't de-
one thing any more than its opposite, no matter whether the object

striking the senses is near at hand or far away. You'll understand my
meaning better if I put it this way: These, we say, are three fingers—the
smallest, the second, and the middle finger.

That's right.
Assume that I'm talking about them as being seen from close by. Now,

this is my question about them.
What?
It's apparent that each of them is equally a finger, and it makes no

-—difference in this regard whether the finger is seen to be in the middle or
d at either end, whether it is dark or pale, thick or thin, or anything else of

OV A that sort, for in all these cases, an ordinary soul isn't compelled to ask the
' understanding what a finger is, since sight doesn't suggest to it that .a

par4vTfinger is at the same time the opposite of a finger.
No, it doesn't.

SU/viroon or Therefore, it isrftjikely that anything of that sort would ^summon or
/'iAfJcCvt *:/-e awaken the understanding.

No,_it isn't. _.
{ z . But what about the bigness and smallness of fingers? Does sight perceive

- ^• -^them adequately? Does it make no difference to it whether the finger is
Sm Minear in the middle or at the end? And is it the same with the sense of touch,
it . d as regards the thick and the thin, the hard and the soft? And do the other
"rhickf^ ihty senses reveal such things clearly and adequately? Doesn't each of them

rather do the following: The sense set over the hard is, in the first place,
h&rJL of necessity also set over~the soft, and it reports to the soul that the same

thing is perceived by it to be both hard and soft?
That's right.
And isn't it necessary that in such cases the soul is puzzled as to what

this sense means by the hard, if it indicates that the same.thing is also
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Yes.
And in order to get clear about all this, understanding was compelled

to see the big and the small, not as mixed up together, but as separate—
the opposite way from sight.

True.
And isn't it from these cases that it first occurs to us to ask what the

big is and what the small is?
Absolutely.
And, because of this, we called the one the intelligible and the other

the visible.
That's right.
This, then, is what I was trying to express before, when I said that somej^c

things jummon thought, while others don't. Those that strike the relevant.
sense at the same time as their opposites I_ call summoners, those that
don't do this do not awaken understanding.

Now I understand, and I think you're right.
Well, then, to which of them do number and the one belong?
I don't know.
Reason it out from what was said before. If the one is adequately seen cyrsL

itself by itself or is so perceived by any of the other senses, then, as we >
were saying in the case of fingers, it wouldn't draw the soul towards being.
But if something opposite to it is always seen at the same time, so thatSXC-eiX^—-
nothing is apparently any more one than the opposite of one, then some
thing would be needed to judge the matter. The soul would then be
puzzled, would look for an answer, would stir up its understanding, andAs^
would ask what the one itself is. And so this would be among the subjects '
that lead the soul and turn it around towards the study of that which is. —525-^;—

But surely the sight of the one does possess this characteristic to
remarkable degree, for we see.the same thing to be both one and an
unlimited number at the same time. anl a*- 
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soft, or what it means by the light and the heavy/ if it indicates that
heavy is light, or the light, heavy?

Yes, indeed, these are strange reports for the soul to receive, and they b
do demand to be looked into.

Then it's likely that in such cases the soul, summoning calculation and
understanding, first tries to determine whether each of the things
nounced to it is one or two.

Of course.
If it's evidently two, won't each be evidently distinct and one?
Yes. ————
Then, if each is one, and both two, the soul will understand that theJ[^ 7^.

two are separate, for it wouldn't understand the inseparable to be two, —-----
but rather one. _n c

That's right.
Sight, however, saw the big and small, not as separate, but as mixed up 'XTT

together. Isn't that so? ,
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That's right.
And our guardian must be both a warrior and a philosopher.
Certainly.
Then it would be appropriate, Glaucon, to legislate this subject for those

who are going to share in the highest offices in the city and to persuade

Socrates/Glaucon

Then, if this is true of the one, won't it also be true of all numbers?
Of course.
Now, calculation and arithmetic are wholly concerned with numbers.
That's right.
Then evidently they lead us towards truth.
Supernaturally so.
Then they belong, it seems, to the subjects we're seeking. They are

compulsory for warriors because of their orderly ranks and for philoso
phers because they have to learn to rise up out of becoming and grasp
being, if they are ever to become rational.

them to turn to calculation and take it up, not as laymen do, but staying
with it until they reach the study of the natures of the numbers by means

cfr AW °f understanding itself, nor like tradesmen and retailers, for the sake of
*vv buying and selling, but for the sake of war and for ease in turning the
\ \\ . \ soul around, away from becoming and towards truth and being.

_ Well put.
Moreover, it strikes me, now that it has been mentioned, how sophisti

cated the subject of calculation is and in how many ways it is useful for
our purposes, provided that one practices it for the sake of knowing rather
than trading. ~

How is it useful?
In the very way we were talking about. It leads the soul forcibly upward

and compels it to discuss the numbers themselves, never permitting anyone
to propose for discussion numbers attached to visible or tangible bodies.
You know what those who are clever in these matters are like: If, in the
course of the argument, someone tries to divide the one itself, they laugh
and won't permit it. If you divide it, they multiply it, taking care that one
thing never be found to be many parts rather than one.

That's very true.
Then what do you think would happen, Glaucon, if someone were to

ask them: "What kind of numbers are you talking about, in which the one
- - is as you assume it to be, each one equal to every other, without the least

vlo mkrnJ pfrVdifference and containing no internal parts?"
I think they'd answer that they are talking about those numbers that

pCct any can ke .grasped only in thought and can't be dealt with in any other way.
u \ Then do you see that it's likely that this subject really is compulsory for

US/ since it apparently compels the soul to use understanding itself on the
truth itself?

Indeed, it most certainly does do that.
And what about those who are naturally good at calculation or reason

ing? Have you already noticed that they're naturally sharp, so to speak, 

ovr
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in all subjects, and that those who are slow at it, if they7re educated and dr
exercised in it, even if they're benefited in no other way, nonetheless rCo
improve and become generally sharper than they were?

That's true.
Moreover, I don't think you'll easily find subjects that are harder to

learn or practice than this. c
No, indeed.
Then, for all these reasons, this subject isn't to be neglected, and the _<g>\zg<y^^3

best natures must be educated in it.
I agree.
Let that, then, be one of our subjects. Second, let's consider whether the

subject that comes next is also appropriate for our purposes.
What subject is that? Do you mean geometry? ------
That's the very one I had in mind.
Insofar as it pertains to war, it's obviously appropriate, for when it d

comes to setting up camp, occupying a region, concentrating troops, de
ploying them, or with regard to any of the other formations an army adopts
in battle or on the march, it makes all the difference whether someone is
a geometer or not. --------------- --

But, for things like that, even a little geometry—or calculation for that-)-©
matter—would suffice. What we need to consider is whether the greater
and more advanced part _of_it tends to make it easier to see the form of
the good. And we say that anything has that tendency if it compels the e
soul to turn itself around towards the region in which lies the happiest of
the things that are, the one the soul must see at any cost. „, 6 ---------------------------------------------------You re right.

Therefore, if geometry compels the soul to study being, it's appropriate,,—
but if it compels it,to study becoming, it's inappropriate.

So we've said, at any rate.
Now, no one with even a little experience of geometry will dispute that 527

this science is entirely the opposite of what is said about it in the accounts
of its practitioners.

How do you mean?
They give ridiculous accounts of it, though they can't help it, for they

speak like practical men, and all their accounts refer to doing things. They
talk of "squaring," "applying," "adding," and the like, whereas the entire
subject is pursued for the sake of knowledge. b

Absolutely.
And mustn't we also agree on a further point?
What is that?
That their accounts are for the sake of knowing what always is, not wha

comes into being and passes away.
That's easy to agree to, for geometry is knowledge of what always is.
Then it draws the soul towards truth and produces philosophic thought

by directing upwards what we now wrongly direct downwards.
As far as anything possibly can.
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c Then as far as we possibly can, we must require those in your fine
city not to neglect geometry in any way, for even its by-products are
not insignificant.

What are they?
The ones concerned with war that you mentioned. But we also surely

know that, when it comes to better understanding any subject, there is a
world of difference between someone who has grasped geometry and
someone who hasn't.

Yes, by god, a world of difference.
Then shall we set this down as a second subject for the young?
Let's do so, he said.

ASVro/10^ / And what about astronomy? Shall we make it the third? Or do you dis-
d agree?

That's fine with me, for a better awareness of the seasons, months, and
years is no less appropriate for a general than for a farmer or navigator.

You amuse me: You're like someone who's afraid that the majority will
^^__^_^_^_Jthink he is prescribing useless subjects. It's no easy task—indeed it's very

y {difficult—to realize that in every soul there is an instrument that is purified
rekindled by such subjects when it has been blinded and destroyed

e by other ways of life, an instrument that it is more important to preserve
than ten thousand eyes, since only with it can the truth be seen. Those
who share your belief that this is so will think you're speaking incredibly
well, while those who've never been aware of it will probably think you're
talking nonsense, since they see no benefit worth mentioning in these
subjects. So decide right now which group you're addressing. Or are your
arguments for neither of them but mostly for your own sake—though you
won't begrudge anyone else whatever benefit he's able to get from them?

The latter: I want to speak, question, and answer_mpsfly~for my own sake.
Then let's fall back to our earlier position, for we were wrong just now

about the subject that comes after geometry.
What was our error?

' After plane surfaces, we went on to revolving jolids before dealing with
solids by themselves. But the right thing to do is to take up the third

_T[ \ 'b, dimension right after the second. And this, I suppose, consists of cubes
and of whatever shares in depth.

You're right, Socrates, but this subject hasn't been developed yet.
There are two reasons for that: First, because no city values it, this

difficult subject is little researched. Second, the researchers need a director,
CV djrcc\or~ f°r/ without one, they won't discover anything. To begin with, such a

— director is hard to find, and, then, even if he could be found, those who 
c currently do research in this field would be too arrogant to follow him. If

an entire city helped him to supervise it, however, and took the lead in
valuing it, then he would be followed. And, if the subject was consistently
and vigorously pursued, it would soon be developed. Even now, when it
isn't valued and is held in contempt by the majority and is pursued by
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researchers who are unable to give an account of its usefulness, neverthe
less, in spite of all these handicaps, the force of its charm has caused it to
develop somewhat, so that it wouldn't be surprising if it were further
developed even as things stand.

The subject has outstanding charm. But explain more clearly what you d
were saying just now. The subject that deals with plane surfaces you took
to be geometry.

Yes. —
And at first you put astronomy after it, but later you went back on that.
In my haste to go through them all, I've only progressed more slowly. <1^?^

The subject dealing with the dimension of depth was next. But because it
is in a ridiculous state, I passed it by and spoke of astronomy (which deals
with the motion ofthings having depth) after geometry. / \

That's right.
Let's then put astronomy as the fourth7subject, on the assumption that^^^^

solid geometry will be available if a city takes it up.
That seems reasonable. And since you reproached me before for praising ^9^

.astronomy in a vulgar manner, I'll now praise it your way, for I think it's
clear to everyone that astronomy compels the soul to look upward and ^529^, rep
leads it from things here to things there.

It may be obvious to everyone except me, but that's not my view about it.
Then whaUs your view?
As it's practiced today by those who teach philosophy, it makes the soul

look very much downward. XpV* hUnJly ‘
How do you mean? hrr -|L>
In my opinion, your conception of "higher studies" is a good deal too '

generous, for if someone were to study something by leaning his head D
back and studying ornaments on a ceiling, it looks as though you'd saypy, a cJS^q
he's studying not with his eyes but with his understanding. Perhaps you're^ b
right, and I'm foolish, but I can't conceive of any subject making the soul^Mr .dr
look upward except one concerned with that which is, and that which is ■ <
is invisible. If anyone attempts to learn something about sensible things,
whether by gaping upward or squinting downward, I'd claim—since
there's no knowledge of such things—that he never learns anything and
that, even if he studies lying on his back on the ground or floating on it •
in the sea, his soul is looking not up but down.

You're righF to reproach me, and I've been~]ustly punished, but what
did you mean when you said that astronomy must be learned in a different
way from the way in which it is learned at present if it is to be a useful
subject for our purposes?

It's like this: We should consider the decorations in the sky to be
nio&t beautiful and most exact of visible things, seeing that they're embroi-^ a vx4b\e
dered on a visible surface. But we should consider their motions to fall svruce,
far short of the true ones—motions that are really fast or slow as measured d
in true numbers, that jiace out true geometrical figures, that are all in
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,?5 \ 'F176 relation to one another, and that are the true motions of the things carried
rno. i ortS" i ^ipng jn them. And these, of course, must be grasped by reason and

i bemy & rtcUtyjjhought, not by sight. Or do you think otherwise?
L N°t at all.
me ecnbroi&xy Therefore, we should use the embroidery in the sky as a model in the

rj/ study of these other things. If someone experienced in geometry were to
come upon plans very carefully drawn and worked out-by Daedalus or

—--—^-some other craftsman or artist, he'd consider them to be very finely exe-
saa v£cA cuted, but he'd think it ridiculous to examine them seriously in order to
P'a\<-<530 find the truth in them about the equal, the double, or any other ratio.
\ecuv\ How could it be anything-Other than ridiculous?

Then don't you think that a real astronomer will feel the same when he
looks at the motions of the stars? He'll believe that the craftsman of the
heavens arranged them and all that's in them in the finest way possible
for such things. But as for the ratio of night to day, of days to a month,
of a month to a year, or of the motions of the stars to any of them or to
each other, don't you think he'll consider it strange to believe that they're

b always the same and never deviate anywhere at all or to try in any sort
of way to grasp the truth about them, since they're connected to body
and visible?

That's my opinion anyway, now that I hear it from you.
------- Then if, by really taking part in astronomy, we're to make the naturally

^y Ol intelligent part of the soul useful instead of useless, let's study astronomy
by means of problems, as we do geometry, and leave the things in the
sky alone.

The task you're prescribing is a lot harder than anything now attempted
in astronomy.

And I suppose that, if we are to be of any benefit as lawgivers, our
prescriptions for the other subjects will be of the same kind. But have you

y any other appropriate subject to suggest?
N°t offhand. - ----- —

' Well, there isn't just one form of motion but several. Perhaps a wise
d person.could list them all, but there are two that are evident even to us.

What are they?
Besides the one we've discussed, there is also its counterpart.
What's that?

MOT) 04^

If s likely that, as the eyes fasten on astronomical motions, so the ears
fasten on harmonic ones, and that the sciences of astronomy and harmonics
are closely akin. This is what the Pythagoreans say, Glaucon, and we agree,
don't we?

We do.  
e Therefore, since the subject is so huge, shouldn't we ask them what they

have to say about harmonic motions and whether there is anything else
besides, them, all the while keeping our own goal squarely in view?

What's that?
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That those whom we are rearing should never try to learn anything'
incomplete, anything that doesn't reach the end that everything should
reach—the end we mentioned just now in the case of astronomy. Or don't 
you know that people do something similar in harmonics? Measuring^ b31 ~ '
audible consonances and sounds against one another, they labor in vain, 
just like present-day astronomers.

Yes, by the gods, and pretty ridiculous they are too. They talk about
something they call a "dense interval" or quartertone—putting their ears
to their instruments like someone trying to overhear what the neighbors
are saying. And some say that they hear a tone in between and that it is~------ ------------
the shortest interval by which they must measure, while others argue 
that this tone sounds the same as_a quarter tone. Both put ears before^ b~

junderstanding.
You mean those excellent fellows who torment their strings, torturing

them, and stretching them on pegs. I won't draw out the analogy by-CSiL^?I£lC^£_
speaking of blows with the plectrum or the accusations or denials and
boastings on the part of the strings; instead I'll cut it short by saying that
these aren't the people I'm talking about. The ones I mean are the ones
we just said we were going to question about harmonics, for they do the-W ascev.v Vo
same as the astronomers. They seek out the numbers that are to be found
in these audible consonances, but they do not make the ascent to problems, cmsomh.-
They don't investigate, for example, which numbers are consonant and^ numbers
which aren't or what the explanation is of each.

But that would be a superhuman task. 4^ W
Yet it's useful in the search for the beautiful and the good. But pursued a* JL

for any other purpose, it's useless.
Probably so.
Moreover, I take it that, if inquiry into all the subjects we've mentioned

brings out their association and relationship with one another and draws
conclusions about their kinship, it does contribute something to our goal d
and isn't labor in vain, but that otherwise it is in vain.

I, too, divine that this is true. But you're still talking about a very big p^c\uj<es.
task, Socrates.

Do you mean the prelude, or what? Or don't you know that all these \ aVA
subjects are merely preludes to the song itself that must also be leamed?ril,A also
Surely you don't think that people who are clever in these matters are jia-
lecticians. ‘ e .

No, by god, I don't. Although I have met a few exceptions. Oda\ecVic5
But did it ever seem to you that those who can neither give nor follow “ ~

an account know anything at all of the things we say they must know? w ^5.
My answer to that is also no.
Then isn't this at last, Glaucon, the song that dialectic sings? It is intel- 532y\!P_

ligible, but it is imitated by the power of sight. We said that sight tries
at last to look at the animals themselves, the stars themselves, and, in the
end, at the sun itself. In the same way, whenever someone tries through
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is no lack of eagerness on my part to lead you, for you would no longer
\r be seeing an image of what wezre describing, but_the truthjjself. At any

-VrujA ' t rate, that's how it seems to me. That it is really so is not worth insisting
on any further. But that there is some such thing to be seen, that is something
we must insist on. Isn't that so?

Of course.
— And mustn't we aiso insist that the power of dialectic could reveal it

only to someone experienced in the subjects we've described and that it
T »L CoAA. cannot reveal it in any other way?

That to° *s worth insisting on.
" At any rate, no one will dispute it when we say that there is no other

iv\\^A^'CcIV ^t systematically attempts to grasp with respect to each thing
* \ itself what the being of it is, for all the other crafts are concerned with

—— human opinions and desires, with growing or construction, or with the
care of growing or constructed things. And as for the rest, I mean geometry
and the subjects that follow it, we described them as to some extent grasping
what is, for we saw that, while they do dream about what is, they are
unable to command a waking view of it/ as long as they make use of

-Vixv-wce At)
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argument and apart from all sense perceptions to find the being itself
of each thing and doesn't give up .until he grasps the good itself with
understanding itself, he reaches the end of the intelligible, just as the other
reached the end of the visible.

Absolutely.
And what about this journey? Don't you call it dialectic?
I do.

q Then the release from bonds and the turning around from shadows to
.u’Ur .^J^^iL'statues and the light of the fire and, then, the way up out of the caveto

. .-^the sunlight and, there, the continuing inability to look at the animals, the
<5 i plants, and the light of the sun, but the newly acquired ability to look at

—---- -"•c'^'divine images in water and shadows of the things that are, rather than,
AVe- as before, merely at shadows of statues thrown by another source of light

that is itself a shadow in relation to the sun—all this business of the crafts
we've mentioned has the power to awaken the best part of the soul and

■\\\V .lead it upward to the study of the best amongTKe~things that are, just as,
4-aW ?• xc.AVpJ’^ef°re' the clearest thing in the body was led to the brightest thing in the

a bodily and visible realm.
------ I accept that this is so, even though it seems very hard to accept in one

Jao « A «- ^j^'way and hard not to accept in another. All the same, since we'll have to
return jo these things often in the future, rather than having to hear them
just once now, let's assume that what you've said is so and turn to the

ho 5^9 A^Psong itself, discussing it in the same way as we did the prelude. So tell
us: what js sort of pOwer dialectic has, what forms is it divided into,

L. • oA <*£ and what paths does it follow? For these lead at last, it seems, towards
that place which is a rest from the road, so to speak, and an end of
journeying for the one who reaches it.

You won't be able to follow me any longer, Glaucon, even though there
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hypotheses that they leave untouched and that they cannot give any ac- c
count of. What mechanism could possibly turn any agreement into knowl
edge when it begins with something unknown and puts together the
conclusion and the steps in between from what is unknown?

None- ctiolecYios-
Therefore, dialectic is the only inquiry that travels this road, doing away -u ■ ..—

with hypotheses and proceeding to the first principle itself, so as to be d
secure. And when the eye of the soul is really buried in a sort of barbaric
bog, dialectic gently pulls it out and leads it upwards, using the crafts we
described to help it and cooperate with it in turning the soul around.
From force of habit, we've often called these crafts sciences or kinds ofc\eaT<^
knowledge, but they need another name, clearer than opinion, darker than clarke
knowledge. We called them thought somewhere before.5 But I presume
that we won't dispute about a name when we have so many more important
matters to investigate.  e

Of course not.
It will therefore be enough to call the first section knowledge, the second

thought, the third belief, and the fourth imaging, just as we did before.
The last two together we call opinion, the other two, intellect. Opinion is
concerned with becoming, intellect with being. And as being is to becoming,
so intellect is to opinion, and as intellect is to opinion, so knowledge is to
belief and thought to imaging. But as for the ratios between the things
these are set over and the division of either the opinable or the intelligible
section into two, let's„pass them by, Glaucon, lest _they involve us in
arguments many times longer than the ones we've already gone through.

I agree with you about the others in any case, insofar as I'm able to follow.—b_
Then, do you call someone who is able to give an account of the being

of each thing dialectical? But insofar as he's unable to give an account of aa acc way
something, either to himself or to another, do you deny that he has any “
understanding of it? 

How could I do anything else? SPV
Then the same applies to the good. Unless someone can distinguish in , °

an account the form of the good from everything else, can survive all Jy
refutation, as if in a battle, striving to judge things not in accordance with
opinion but in accordance with being, and can come through all this with ' ‘ '
his account still intact, you'll say that he doesn't know the good itself or
any other good. And if he gets hold of some image of it, you'll say that
it's through opinion, not knowledge, for he is dreaming and asleep through
out his present life, and, before he wakes up here, he will arrive in Hades
and go to sleep forever. d

Yes, by god, I'll certainly say all of that.
Then, as for those children of yours whom you're rearing and educating

in theory, if you ever reared them in fact, I don't think that you'd allow 

5. See 511d-e.
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them to rule in your city or be responsible for the most important things
while they are as irrational as incommensurable lines.

Certainly not.
Then you'll legislate that they are to give most attention to the education

that will enable them to ask and answer questions most knowledgeably?
e I'll legislate it along with you.

Then do you think that we've placed dialectic at the top of the other
subjects like a coping stone and that no other subject can rightly be placed
above it, but that our account of the subjects that a future ruler must learn

x _535^Jias come to an end?
oY Probably so.

■ f VeAs' Then it remains for you to deal with the distribution of these subjects,
/^^-f^with the question of to whom we'll assign them and in what way.

That's clearly next.
Do you remember what sort of people we chose in our earlier selection

of rulers?6
----- Of course I do.

m the other respects, the same natures have to be chosen: we have to
awl select the most stable, the,most courageous, and as far as possible the most

j graceful. In addition, we must look not only for people who have a noble
and tough character but for those who have the natural qualities conducive
to this education of ours.

Which ones exactly?
—""v »yi They must be keen on the subjects and learn them easily, for people's
so1*5 (T souls give up much more easily ixihard study than in physical training,

' since the pain—being peculiar to them and not shared with their body—
r iS mOre their °Wn’

That's true.
000'1 ^7' We must also look for someone who has got a good memory, is persistent,
J a^and is in every way a lover of hard work. How else do you think he'd be

c^V°r^-willing t0 carrY out both the requisite bodily labors and also complete so
\ . much study and practice?

Nobody would, unless his nature was in every way a good one.
In any case, the present error, which as we said before explains why

philosophy isn't valued, is that she's taken up by people who are unworthy
of her, for illegitimate students shouldn't be allowed to take her up, but
only legitimate ones.

How so?
d In the first place, no student should be lame in his love of hard work,

really loving one half of it, and hating the other half. This happens when
someone is a lover of physical training, hunting, or any kind of bodily

(L labor and isn't a lover of learning, listening, or inquiry, but hates the work
learn mn oviJL involved in them. And someone whose love of hard work tends in the

a - / opposite direction is also lame.

6. See 412b ff.
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That's very true. a
Similarly with regard to truth, won't we say that a soul is maimed if it —x—

hates a voluntary falsehood, cannot endure to have one in itself, and is
greatly angered when it exists in others, but is nonetheless content to accept 
an involuntary falsehood, isn't angry when it is caught being ignorant, and
bears its lack of learning easily, wallowing in it like a pig? ------

Absolutely.
And with regard to moderation, courage, high-mindedness, and all the

other parts of virtue, it is also important to distinguish the illegitimate
from the legitimate, for when either a city or an individual doesn't know
how to do this, it unwittingly employs the lame and illegitimate as friends
or rulers for whatever services it wants done.

That's just how it is.
So we must be careful in all these matters, for if we bring people who

are sound of limb and mind to so great a subject and training, and educate ynvAdc 
them in it, even justice itself won't blame us, and we'll save the city and ' b
its constitution. But if we bring people of a different sort, we'll do the
opposite, and let loose an even greater flood of ridicule upon philosophy.

And it would be shameful to do that
"“‘It certainly would. But I seem to have done something a bit ridiculous
myself just now. A\/

What's that? r
J forgot that we were only playing, and so I spoke too vehemently.

But I looked upon philosophy as I spoke, and seeing her undeservedly
besmirched, I seem to have lost my temper and said what I had to say
too earnestly, as if I were angry with those responsible for it.

That certainly wasn't my impression as I listened to you.
But it was mine as I was speaking. In any case, let's not forget that in

our earlier selection we chose older people but that that isn't permitted
in this one, for we mustn't believe Solon7 when he says that as someone
grows older he's able to learn a lot. He can do that even less well than he
can run races, for all great and numerous labors belong to the young.

Necessarily. -------*
Therefore, calculation, geometry, and all the preliminary education re-

quired for dialectic must be offered to the future rulers in childhood, and cAvcaVvdvv 
not in the shape of compulsory learning either.

Why's that?
Because no free person should learn anything like a slave. Forced bodily

labor does no harm to the body, but nothing taught by force stays in A
ihejoul.

That's true. ——-------
Then don't use force to train the children in these subjects; use play V*

instead. That way you'll also see better what each of them is naturally Vwa
ra~for. 537

7. Athenian statesman, lawgiver, and poet (c. 640-560).
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\v\5Cr^^ Oa When they're released from compulsory physical, training, for during
WV that period, whether it's two or three years, young people are incapable

of doing anything else, since weariness and sleep are enemies of learning.
u/eAr/Hryy a-, a t t^e same time, how they fare in this physical training is itself an import-

or

. r‘ < show the greatest aptitude are to be inscribed on a list.
I- Al- taf»a*>I-

v—~ That seems reasonable.
c\oje Do you remember that we stated that the children were to be led into

^7\s\e ^oidvar on horseback as observers and that, wherever it is safe to do so, they
—— Should be brought close and taste blood, like puppies?

I remember.

ant test.
Of course it is.
And after that, that is to say, from the age of twenty, those who are

chosen will also receive more honors than the others. Moreover, the subjects
they learned in no particular order as children they must now bring to
gether to form a unified vision of their kinship both with one another and
with the nature of that which is.

At any rate, only learning of that sort holds firm in those who receive it.
It is also the greatest test of who is naturally dialectical and who isn't,

for anyone who can achieve a unified vision is dialectical, and anyone
who can't isn't.

„. - I agree.
Well, then, you'll have to look out for the ones who most of all have

'this ability in them and who.also remain steadfast in their studies, in war,
and in the other activities laid down by law. And after they have.reached
their thirtieth year, you'll select them in turn from among those chosen
earlier and assign them yet greater honors. Then you'll have to test them

\ by means of the power of dialectic, to discover which of them can relinquish
his eyes and other senses, going on with the help of truth to that which
by itself is. And this is a task that requires great care.

' *------ What's the main reason for that?
Don't you realize what a great evil comes from dialectic as it is cur-

e rently practiced?
" What evil is that?

Those who practice it are filled with lawlessness.
They certainly are.
Do you think it's surprising that this happens to them? Aren't you sympa-

thgtic?
Why isn't it surprising? And why should I be sympathetic?
Because it's like the case of a child brought up surrounded by much

wealth and many flatterers in a great and numerous family, who finds
out, when he has become a man, that he isn't the child of his professed
parents and that he can't discover his real ones. Can you divine what the
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attitude of someone like that would be to the flatterers, on the one hand,
and to his supposed parents, on the other, before he knew about his
parentage, and what it would be when he found out? Or would you rather
hear what I divine about it?

Td rather hear your views.
Well, then, I divine that during the time that he didn't know the truth,

he'd honor his father, mother, and the rest of his supposed family more
than he would the flatterers, that he'd pay greater attention to their needs, b
be less likely to treat them lawlessly in word or deed, and be more likely
to obey them than the flatterers in any matters of importance.

Probably so.
When he became aware of the truth, however, his honor and enthusiasm

would lessen for his family and increase for the flatterers, he'd obey the
latter far more than before, begin to live in the way that they did, and
keep company with them openly, and, unless he was very decent by nature, c
he'd eventually care nothing for that father of his or any of the rest of his
supposed family.

All this would probably happen as you say, but in what way is it an
image of those who take up arguments?

As follows. We hold from childhood certain convictions about just and
fine things; we're brought up with them as with our parents, we obey and
honor them.

Indeed, we do.
There are other ways of living, however, opposite to these and full of d

pleasures, that flatter the soul and attract it to themselves but which don't
persuade sensible people, who continue to honor and obey the convictions
of their fathers.

That's right.
And then a questioner comes along and asks someone of this sort, "What

is the fine?" And, when he answers what he has heard from the traditional
lawgiver, the argument refutes him, and by refuting him often and in
many places shakes him from his convictions, and makes him believe that
the fine is no more fine than shameful, and the same with the just, the
good, and the things he honored most. What do you think his attitude e
will be then to honoring and obeying his earlier convictions?

Of necessity he won't honor or obey them in the same way.
Then, when he no longer honors and obeys those convictions and can't

discover the true ones, will he be likely to adopt any other way of life
than that which flatters him? 539

No, he won't.
And so, I suppose, from being law-abiding he becomes lawless.
Inevitably.
Then, as I asked before, isn't it only to be expected that this is what

happens to those who take up arguments in this way, and don't they
therefore deserve a lot of sympathy? .
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He'll be more sensible himself and will bring honor rather than discredit
to the philosophical way of life.

That's right.
And when we said before that those allowed to take part in arguments

0(? J should be orderly and steady by nature, not as nowadays, when even
StcAc y J the unfit are allowed to engage in them—wasn't all that also said as

a precaution?
Of course.

A’aiL Then if someone continuously, strenuously, and exclusively devotes
exJvjrrt ^X/himself to participation in arguments, exercising himself in them just as
\ kA be in the bodily physical training, which is their counterpart, would

7' that be enough?
e Do you mean six years or four?

-five doesn't matter. Make it five. And after that, you must make them
down into the cave again, and compel them to take command in matters

J.0UM ~^cof war and occupy the other offices suitable for young people, so that they
^CAv^A^Amp won't be inferior to the others in experience. But in these, too, they must
<^-caJFa4- be tested to see whether they'll remain steadfast when they're pulled this

-----540 way and that or shift their ground.
How much time do you allow for that?

f'tVfem VCary Fifteen years. Then, at the age of fifty, those who've survived the tests
ancj been successful both in practical matters and in the sciences must be

U\£x rc\(lt&viV led to the goal and compelled to lift up the radiant light of their souls to
what itself provides light for everything. And once they've seen the good
itself, they must each in turn put the city, its citizens, and themselves in
order, using it as their model. Each of them will spend most of his time

Yes, and they deserve pity too.
Then, if you don't want your thirty-yeanolds to be objects of such

pity, you'll have to be extremely careful about how you introduce them
to arguments.

That's right.
H 0 Ait)vwnb’ isn't it one lasting precaution not to let them taste arguments while
i.-.h.’c they're young? I don't suppose that it has escaped your notice that, when

, Ij/b young people get their first taste of arguments, they misuse it by treating
~—— it as a kind of game of contradiction. They imitate those who've refuted

*• ;1£ . them by refuting others themselves, and, like puppies, they^enjoy dragging
and tearing those around them with their arguments.

ck^uu^/re excessivelY fond of iL
-IcLlL--------- Then, when they've refuted many and been refuted by them in turn.

4&W theY forcefully and quickly fall into disbelieving what they believed before.
And, as a result, they themselves and the whole of philosophy are discred-

" v—" ^ited in the eyes of others.
That's very true.

-——  But an older person won't want to take part in such madness. He'll
t/1 -to imitate someone who is willing to engage in discussion in order to look
’□ok for the truth, rather than someone who plays at contradiction for sport.

4rv\k.
d
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with philosophy, but, when his turn comes, he must labor in politics and a- 5 t -v.
rule for the city's sake, not as if he were doing something fine, but rathero-;War
something that has to be done. Then, having educated others like himself
to take his place as guardians_oLthe city, he will depart for the Isles of .
the Blessed and dwell there. And, if the Pythia agrees, the city will publicly
establish memorials and sacrifices to him as a daemon, but if not, then as c
a happy and divine human being.

Like a sculptor, Socrates, you've produced ^ruling men that are com 
pletely fine. {

And ruling women, too, Glaucon, for you mustn't think that what I've
said applies any more to men than it does to women who are born with °
the appropriate natures.

That's right, if indeed they are to share everything equally with the men,
as we said they should.

Then, do you agree that the things we've said about the city and its^'jT
constitution aren't altogether wishful thinking, that it's hard for them to
come about, but not impossible? And do you also agree that they can come —------—
about only in the way we indicated, namely, when one or more true
philosophers come to power in a city, who despise present honors, thinking
them slavish and worthless, and who prize what is right and the honors
that come from it above everything, and regard justice as the most impor-------- e_
tant and most essential things serving it and increasing it as they set their
city in order?

How will they do that? 
They'll send everyone in the city who is over ten years old into the .^In

country. Then they'll take possession of the children, who are now free ^541
from the ethos of their parents, and bring them up in their own customs ercc
and laws, which are the ones we've described. This is the quickest and
easiest way for the city and constitution we've discussed to be established,
become happy, and bring most benefit to the people among whom it's es
tablished.

That's by far the quickest and easiest way. And in my opinion, Socrates,
you've described well how it would come into being, if it ever did. b

Then, isn't that enough about this city and the man who is like it? Surely
it is clear what sort of man we'll say he has to be.

It is clear, he said. And as for your question, I think that we have reached
the end of this topic.

Book VIII

Well, then, Glaucon, we've agreed to the following: If a city is to achieve 543
the height of good government, wives must be in common, children and
all their education must be in common, their way of life, whether in peace
or war, must be in common, and their kings must be those among them
who have proved to be best, both in philosophy and in warfare.


