
   [image: Cover: Plato’s Republic by Plato]


   
      
         
            Platon
   

            Plato’s Republic
   

         

          
   

         
            SAGA Egmont
   

         

      

   


   
      
         
            Plato’s Republic

Πολιτεία
Copyright © 5th-4th century BC, 2020 Plato and SAGA Egmont
All rights reserved
ISBN: 9788726627596

             
   

            1. e-book edition, 2020

Format: EPUB 2.0

             
   

            All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrievial system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means without the prior written permission of the publisher, nor, be otherwise circulated in any form of binding or cover other than in which it is published and without a similar condition being imposed on the subsequent purchaser.

             
   

            SAGA Egmont www.egmont.com – a part of Egmont, www.egmont.com

         

      

   


   
      
         
            Introduction
   

         

         What persists throughout the perpetual flow of events in the world? Plato’s Republic explores that question and a host of others, perhaps answering it best by what it shows in its own endurance over a period of nearly 2,400 years.

         But what actually remains of Plato’s own work? How accurate is Benjamin Jowett’s 1871 translation of the Stallbaum version of the Greek text? How authentic is the Greek text? What changes are introduced by the present revision of Jowett’s translation? Can we ever step twice into the same river?

         When we consider the wide variety of interpretations of the Republic that have emerged over the millennia, the challenge of finding the real Plato becomes even greater. Plotinus, in the third century of the Christian era, drew upon Plato’s writings to develop his version of Neo-Platonism. A century later, Augustine formulated his version of Christian Platonism, drawing on “certain books of the Platonists.”
         1
       At the beginning of the modern epoch, Descartes developed a form of essentialism that recollects some important features of Christian Platonism. Descartes’ ontological dualism between two substances (mind and matter) was as influential on subsequent thinking about the nature of reality as Augustine’s separation between the City of Man and the City of God was on politics and theology. In the twentieth century, Karl Popper considered the Republic to be “probably the most elaborate monograph on justice ever written,”
         2
       but he interpreted it as a form of “totalitarian justice.”
         3
       Library shelves throughout the world are laden with interpretations and commentaries on the Republic, some praising it as a sacred text and others, like Popper’s, linking it to the social programs of Hitler and Stalin.

         Because they frequently contradict each other, these various interpretations and applications of Plato’s thought cannot all be correct, and it is probable that they are all flawed in important ways. Neither this introduction nor this revised translation pretends to resolve the persistent disputes that pervade Platonic scholarship. Heraclitus was right about our inability literally to step into the same river, but I think it is possible for us to swim in the same stream of thinking, one that extends at least as far as Parmenides’ time, and probably even earlier. Rather than searching for an account of what Plato said, it is much more important to gain access to the same dialectical process in which we can participate in the twenty-first century.

         The enduring aspect of Plato’s work is the way of thinking manifested in his dialogues. Following Heraclitus and Parmenides, Plato used poetic language to pursue the love of wisdom. The love of wisdom is different from the possession of it. Plato’s kind of thinking was fundamentally and formatively philosophical, but that means he was a seeker after wisdom, not one who pretended to have it or one who sought to propagate it. Pythagoras called himself a “lover of wisdom” rather than a wise person (sophos), a distinction Plato developed in The Symposium.
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         The Republic poses questions that endure: What is justice? What form of community fosters the best possible life for human beings? What is the nature and destiny of the soul? What form of education provides the best leaders for a good republic? What are the various forms of poetry and the other arts, and which ones should be fostered and which ones should be discouraged? How does knowing differ from believing? Several characters in the dialogue present a variety of tempting answers to those questions. Cephalus, Polemarchus, Thrasymachus, and Glaucon all offer definitions of justice. Socrates, Glaucon, and Adeimantus explore five different forms of republic and evaluate the merit of each from the standpoint of goodness. Two contrasting models of education are proposed and examined. Three different forms of poetry are identified and analyzed. The difference between knowing and believing is discussed in relation to the objects of each kind of thinking.

         But it is a mistake to confuse answers presented by Plato’s characters with Plato’s own position on a given issue. No doubt Plato held strong beliefs about the most important subjects, but the dialogue form is not a good medium for an author who wishes to make declarations and disseminate absolute truth. The dialogue form, especially as used by Plato, is an excellent way of shifting the burden from the author to the reader or listener. If Plato created the Republic and his other dialogues as instruments by which to help the students in his Academy engage in the search for wisdom, then we can benefit from that same process.

         Imagine that Plato arranged for a dramatic performance of Book One in order to lure his students into the dialogue.
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       Consider who might have participated in such an event. We need only think of Aristotle, who is widely believed to have spent several years in Plato’s Academy, as the kind of student who attended the performance. Thrasymachus’ definition and defense of justice as “the interest of the stronger” provokes a vehement refutation by Socrates. It is not difficult to imagine a vigorous exchange among Plato’s students about the ideas and arguments presented in Book One, with some of them agreeing with Socrates and others taking the side of Thrasymachus. Perhaps Plato then retired to his study to write Book Two, which opens with a clear challenge to Socrates’ position by Glaucon and Adeimantus, who then proceed to state a much stronger version of Thrasymachus’ “realistic” ethics and politics based on a no-nonsense version of what most people think about such matters. Then Socrates begins a response to these challenges that extends through eight more books, each one adding new ideas and possibilities, and each one refuting and replacing ideas that came before. Rather than leaving the reader or listener with a clear and distinct answer to any of the questions and issues it examines, the Republic enables us to join the dialogue in our own context, whether it be in a classroom, among a group of friends, or in the solitude of our own mind.

         If we approach Plato’s text in this way, what endures is not any particular theory, concept, story, proposal, or doctrine but a way of thinking that is dialectical in the best sense of the term. Plato shows us how to think an idea through, never settling for easy answers or ready-made formulations. The serious and practical import of that process is obvious throughout the dialogue, because the questions and challenges it presents are as contem-porary as this morning’s news. Anyone who seeks to live a good and happy life must wrestle with the same issues that Plato faced in his own historical context. It is remarkable how current are the possibilities posed by the dialogue, but it is also obvious that our choices among the alternatives on most of the topics are just as difficult to make now as they were in Plato’s Athens.

         This version of Plato’s Republic is designed for dramatic performance. Agora Publications offers an unabridged recording of this and other dialogues on compact disk and cassette. Whether read silently with the mind’s eye or heard orally with the mind’s ear, the goal is to provide access to philosophy for our time.
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            Book One
   

         

         [327] Socrates: Yesterday I went down to the Piraeus with Glaucon, Ariston’s son. I wanted to offer my prayers and also see how they would celebrate this new festival honoring the goddess Bendis. I was delighted with our procession, but that of the Thracians was equally beautiful. When we had finished our prayers and seen the show, we headed in the direction of the city. Polemarchus, Cephalus’ son, caught sight of us from a distance and told his servant to run and ask us to wait for him. The servant grabbed my cloak from behind and said that Polemarchus wanted us to wait.

         I turned around and asked him where his master was. He said that he was on his way and that we should wait for him.

         In a few minutes Polemarchus arrived, along with Adeimantus, Glaucon’s brother, and Niceratus, the son of Nicias, and several others who had probably been at the procession.

         Polemarchus: Socrates, I see that you are already on your way back to the city.

         Socrates: That’s right.

         Polemarchus: But do you see how many we are?

         Socrates: Of course.

         Polemarchus: Are you stronger than all of us? If not, you will have to stay where you are.

         Socrates: Isn’t there another alternative? Perhaps we could persuade you to let us go.

         Polemarchus: Can you persuade us, if we refuse to listen?

         Glaucon: No way.

         Polemarchus: We are not going to listen; you can be sure of that. [328]

         Adeimantus: Haven’t you heard about the torch-race in honor of the goddess that will take place this evening? It’s on horseback!

         Socrates: On horseback? That’s something new. Will they carry torches and pass them to each other during the race?

         Polemarchus: That’s it. Not only that, but there will be an all-night festival that you definitely ought to see. After supper we’ll go to the festival, other young men will meet us, and we will have a good talk. So stay; don’t be stubborn.

         Glaucon: Since you insist, it looks like we have to stay.

         Socrates: So, we went with Polemarchus to his house where we found his brothers Lysias and Euthydemus along with Thrasymachus from Chalcedon, Charmantides from Paeania, and Cleitophon, the son of Aristonymus. Polemarchus’ father, Cephalus, was also there. I had not seen him for a long time, and he now seemed to be a very old man. He was seated on a cushioned chair, and had a wreath on his head, because he had been sacrificing in the courtyard. We sat on chairs arranged around him in a semicircle.

         Cephalus: Greetings, Socrates. You don’t come to see me as often as you should. If I were still able to visit you, I would not ask you to come here. But at my age I can hardly get to the city, so you should come more often to the Piraeus. I want you to know that as my bodily pleasures decay, my delight in good conversation increases by the same amount. Do not deny my request. Make our house your resort and keep company with these young men. We are old friends, and you will be quite at home with us.

         Socrates: There is nothing I like better, Cephalus, than talking with people your age. I regard them as travelers who have made a trip that I may make one day. I can ask them whether the road is smooth and easy, or rugged and difficult. [329]

         This is a question I especially want to ask you now that you have arrived at what poets call the “threshold of old age.” Is life more difficult toward the end? What do you have to report?

         Cephalus: Socrates, I will tell you how I feel about it. Men of my age flock together. We are birds of a feather, as the old proverb says. At our meetings most of my friends are full of complaints: “I cannot eat; I cannot drink; the pleasures of youth and love are fled away. Once we had good times, but now all that is gone and life is no longer life.” Some complain that their relatives have neglected them. This gets them going on a litany of evils of which old age is the cause. But to me, Socrates, these complainers seem to blame something that is not really the problem. If old age were the cause, I and every other old man would feel as they do. But this is not my own experience, nor that of others I have known. I remember well the words of the poet Sophocles. When he was an old man, someone asked: “How does love fit with age, Sophocles? Are you still the man you were?” He replied: “Be quiet! I am happy to be free of all that. I feel as if I have escaped from a deranged and raging master.” His answer sounds even better to me now than it did then. Old age brings a great sense of calm and freedom from the things he mentions. When the passions diminish and relax their hold, then, as Sophocles said, we are freed not from one mad master but from many. The truth is, Socrates, that such regrets and complaints about relatives should all be attributed to the same cause—not to old age, but to character and temperament. A person who has a calm and happy nature will hardly feel the problems of aging, but to one with the opposite disposition both youth and age are hard to bear.

         Socrates: I admire your words, Cephalus, but I suspect that most people are not convinced. They think that you bear old age so well, not because of your happy disposition, but because you are rich. Wealth, they say, brings many consolations.

         Cephalus: You are right; they are not convinced, and there is something in what they say—but not as much as they imagine. I might answer them as Themistocles answered the man from Seriphus who was abusing him and saying that he was famous, not because of his own merits but because he was an Athenian: [330] “If you had been a native of my country or I of yours, neither of us would have been famous.” To those who are not rich and are troubled by old age, I would make the same reply. To good people living in poverty, old age will be a burden; but evil rich people will never be at peace with themselves.

         Socrates: May I ask, Cephalus, whether you inherited your fortune or earned it?

         Cephalus: Socrates, that’s hard to say, because both are true. Let me put it this way. In the art of making money I am midway between my grandfather and father. My grandfather, whose name I bear, doubled or tripled what he inherited, which is pretty much what I have now. But my father, Lysanias, reduced the property. I will be satisfied if I leave to my sons a little more than I received.

         Socrates: That’s why I asked the question. I see that you do not have excessive love for money, which is a characteristic of those who have inherited their fortune rather than earned it. In addition to the natural love of money for its use, those who make their own fortune have a second love of money, because they created it themselves, resembling the affection authors have for their own poems or parents for their children. As a result they are bad company, because they measure the value of everything in terms of wealth.

         Cephalus: You are right, Socrates.

         Socrates: May I ask another question? What is the greatest benefit you have gained from your wealth?

         Cephalus: It’s a benefit about which I could not easily convince others. Let me tell you, Socrates, that when we begin to think our last hour is near, fears and cares we never had before enter our mind. Tales of a world below and the punishment there for what we have done here once may have been a laughing-matter. Now we are tormented with the thought that those stories may be true. Whether from the weakness of age or because we are now drawing near to that other place and have a clearer view of things, suspicions and alarms crowd in on us, and we begin to reflect and consider any wrongs which we may have done to others. And if we find that we are guilty of many offenses, we begin to wake up at night like children terrified by bad dreams. But to people who have a clear conscience, sweet hope, as Pindar charmingly says, is the kind nurse of age. [331] He puts it this way:

         
            Hope which cherishes the soul of
   

            One who lives in
   

            Justice and holiness
   

            Is the nurse of age and the
   

            Companion of our journey.
   

            Hope is mightiest to sway the restless soul.
            6

         

         How admirable are his words! So, the great blessing of riches—I do not say to everyone, but to a good and upright person—is that we have had no occasion to deceive or to defraud others, even without intention. When we depart to the world below, we do not worry about offerings due to the gods or debts owed to other people. Wealth contributes greatly to such peace of mind. Perhaps it has other advantages; but, all things considered, to a sensible person this is the greatest.

         Socrates: Well said, Cephalus. But what, exactly, is the justice of which Pindar sings? Is it no more than telling the truth and paying your debts? Don’t you think that these actions might sometimes be just and sometimes unjust? Suppose that a friend left some weapons with me while sane, but then went mad and returned to ask for them. Ought I give them back? I don’t think anyone would say that I should return them or that it would be right to do so. Nor would they say that I should always tell the truth to someone in that condition.

         Cephalus: You are quite right.

         Socrates: Then “telling the truth and paying your debts” is not a good definition of justice.

         Polemarchus: It is a good definition, Socrates, if Simonides
         7
       is to be believed.

         Cephalus: I’m afraid that I have to go now, because I have to attend the sacred services. I’ll turn over the argument to the others.

         Socrates: Isn’t Polemarchus your heir?

         Cephalus: That he is, so I leave it to him.

         Socrates: Tell me then, heir of the argument, what do you think Simonides said correctly in speaking about justice?

         Polemarchus: He said that repaying a debt is just, and I think he’s right.

         Socrates: I’m sorry to doubt the word of such a wise and inspired man, but his meaning, though probably clear to you, is not clear to me. [332] Certainly he does not mean, as we were just now saying, that I ought to return weapons to someone who asks for them while insane. Yet what is loaned is considered to be a debt.

         Polemarchus: True.

         Socrates: Then when the person who asks me is insane, I should not pay the debt?

         Polemarchus: That’s true.

         Socrates: When Simonides said that repaying a debt is justice, it seems he did not mean to include that case?

         Polemarchus: Certainly not, because he thinks that a friend should always do good to a friend and never do evil.

         Socrates: Do you mean that if returning a deposit of gold injures a friend, that is not giving the friend what we owe? Is that what you think Simonides would say?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: What about enemies? Should we give them whatever we owe them?

         Polemarchus: By all means! And what an enemy owes to an enemy is evil. That’s what’s proper.

         Socrates: Simonides, then, after the manner of poets, would seem to have spoken obscurely about the nature of justice. He really meant to say that justice is giving to each person what is proper to that person, and this he called a debt.

         Polemarchus: That must have been his meaning.

         Socrates: Tell me this. If we asked him what is properly given by the practice of medicine, and to whom, how do you think he would answer?

         Polemarchus: He would probably say that medicine gives drugs and food and drink to human bodies.

         Socrates: And what is properly given by cooking?

         Polemarchus: Seasoning to food.

         Socrates: And what does justice give, and to whom?

         Polemarchus: Socrates, if we are to be guided by analogy, then justice is the art that gives benefit to friends and injury to enemies.

         Socrates: Then by justice he means doing good to friends and harm to enemies?

         Polemarchus: I think so.

         Socrates: And who is best able to do good to friends and evil to enemies with respect to sickness and health?

         Polemarchus: The physician.

         Socrates: When they are on a voyage, facing the perils of the sea?

         Polemarchus: The pilot.

         Socrates: And in what sort of actions or to what result is the just person most able to do harm to an enemy and confer benefit upon a friend?

         Polemarchus: In going to war against the one and in making alliances with the other.

         Socrates: But when a person is well, my dear Polemarchus, there is no need of a physician?

         Polemarchus: No.

         Socrates: And one who is not on a voyage has no need of a pilot?

         Polemarchus: No.

         Socrates: Then in peacetime justice will be useless? [333]

         Polemarchus: I don’t think that’s quite true.

         Socrates: You think that justice may be of use in peace as well as in war?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: Like agriculture for growing corn?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: Or like shoemaking for obtaining shoes. Is that what you mean?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: So what similar service would you say that justice can provide; how can it help us in peacetime?

         Polemarchus: It serves for making contracts, Socrates.

         Socrates: And by contracts you mean partnerships?

         Polemarchus: Exactly.

         Socrates: But is the just person or a skillful player more useful and a better partner in a game of checkers?

         Polemarchus: A skillful player.

         Socrates: And when laying bricks and stones, is the just person more useful or a better partner than a builder?

         Polemarchus: No. It’s the other way around.

         Socrates: Then in what sort of partnership is the just person a better partner than the builder or the harp-player? In playing the harp, the harpist is certainly a better partner than the just person.

         Polemarchus: In a money partnership, I suppose.

         Socrates: Yes, Polemarchus, but surely not in using money when the partners contemplate the purchase or sale of a horse. Wouldn’t a person who knows about horses be a better adviser?

         Polemarchus: Certainly.

         Socrates: And when you want to buy a ship, wouldn’t a shipbuilder or pilot be better?

         Polemarchus: True.

         Socrates: Then what is that joint use of money in which the just person is to be preferred to other partners?

         Polemarchus: When you want a deposit to be kept safely.

         Socrates: You mean when money is not being used?

         Polemarchus: Precisely.

         Socrates: In other words, justice is useful when money is useless?

         Polemarchus: That seems to follow.

         Socrates: And when you want to keep a pruning-hook safe, then justice is useful; but when you want to use it, then you hire a gardener?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: And when you want to keep a shield or a lyre, and not use them, you would say that justice is useful; but when you want to use them, then you turn to the soldier or the musician?

         Polemarchus: Exactly.

         Socrates: And so it is with all other things: justice is useful when they are useless, and useless when other things are being used?

         Polemarchus: That is the inference.

         Socrates: Then justice is not worth much, if it deals only with useless things. Let’s consider another point. Isn’t the one who can best strike a blow in a boxing match, or in any kind of fighting, best able to ward off a blow?

         Polemarchus: Certainly.

         Socrates: And a person skilled in protecting against disease is best able to spread it without being detected?

         Polemarchus: True. [334]

         Socrates: And a good camp guard is also the one who is able to discover the plans of enemies or deter their attacks?

         Polemarchus: That’s right.

         Socrates: Then a good keeper of anything is also a good thief?

         Polemarchus: I guess that follows.

         Socrates: Then if the just person is good at keeping money, that same person is good at stealing it.

         Polemarchus: That makes sense.

         Socrates: Then after all that the just person turns out to be a kind of thief. And this is a lesson I suspect you learned from Homer when he says of Autolycus (the maternal grandfather of Odysseus, who is a favorite of his) that “He was excellent above all others in theft and perjury.”
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       And so, you and Homer and Simonides all seem to agree that justice is an art of theft, which should be practiced “for the benefit of friends and for the harm of enemies.” That is what you were saying, isn’t it?

         Polemarchus: No, certainly not that. But now I don’t know what I did say. Anyway, I still think that justice is beneficial to friends and harmful to enemies.

         Socrates: Well, here is another question. By friends and enemies do we mean those who are really good and bad, or only seem so?

         Polemarchus: Surely we love those we think good and hate those we think are evil.

         Socrates: Yes, but don’t we often make mistakes about good and evil? Don’t some people who seem good turn out to be evil, and others we think are evil are not?

         Polemarchus: That’s true.

         Socrates: Then to those people the good will be enemies, and the evil will be friends?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: And in that case they will be right in doing good to evil people and harm to good people?

         Polemarchus: Clearly.

         Socrates: But wouldn’t you say that good people are just and would not do an injustice?

         Polemarchus: I would.

         Socrates: But according to your reasoning it is just to harm people who do no wrong.

         Polemarchus: No, Socrates, that can’t be right.

         Socrates: Then I suppose it is just to do good to just people and do harm to unjust people.

         Polemarchus: That sounds better.

         Socrates: Then let’s think this through. People often misjudge others. That means they have friends who are bad, so, according to your definition of justice, they ought to harm them. They may have enemies who are good, so they ought to benefit them. But now we are saying the opposite of what Simonides said.

         Polemarchus: That’s true, so I think that we should correct our mistake when we used the words “friend” and “enemy.”

         Socrates: What mistake, Polemarchus?

         Polemarchus: We assumed that a friend is one who only seems to be good.

         Socrates: And how should we correct that error? [335]

         Polemarchus: We should say that a friend is good. One who only seems to be and is not good, only seems to be and is not a friend. And we should say the same about an enemy.

         Socrates: You would say that good people are friends and bad people are enemies?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: So instead of simply saying, as we did at first, that it is just to do good to our friends and harm to our enemies, we should say: “It is just to do good to our friends when they are good and harm to our enemies when they are evil.”

         Polemarchus: Yes, that change would be correct.

         Socrates: But should just people harm anyone at all?

         Polemarchus: Of course. They ought to harm those who are both evil and enemies.

         Socrates: Polemarchus, when horses are harmed, are they better or worse?

         Polemarchus: Worse.

         Socrates: In other words, they are worse with respect to the unique excellence of horses, not of dogs?

         Polemarchus: Yes, of horses.

         Socrates: And dogs are made worse with respect to the unique excellence of dogs, and not of horses?

         Polemarchus: Of course.

         Socrates: And will not people who are harmed be worse with respect to the unique excellence of humans?

         Polemarchus: Certainly.

         Socrates: But isn’t justice the unique excellence of humans?

         Polemarchus: Yes.

         Socrates: Then, my friend, people who are harmed become less just?

         Polemarchus: That is the result.

         Socrates: Can a musician make people less musical through the art of music?

         Polemarchus: Certainly not.

         Socrates: Or can an equestrian become a bad rider through proper training?

         Polemarchus: No.

         Socrates: Then can just people, through justice, make people unjust? Or, speaking generally, can good people make people bad through human virtue?

         Polemarchus: That’s impossible.

         Socrates: That would be as wrong as to say that heat can produce cold or drought can create moisture. We should say that these are effects of the opposite causes?

         Polemarchus: Exactly.

         Socrates: And to cause harm is not the effect of goodness, but of its opposite?

         Polemarchus: Evidently.

         Socrates: And would you say that the just person is good?

         Polemarchus: Certainly.

         Socrates: So to injure a friend or anyone else is not the act of a just person but of the opposite, one who is unjust?

         Polemarchus: I think that what you say is true, Socrates.

         Socrates: Then it is wrong to say that justice consists of repaying debts and that goodness is the debt a just person owes to friends, whereas evil is the debt owed to enemies. To say this is not wise, because it is not true. We have clearly shown that intentionally harming anyone cannot be just.

         Polemarchus: I agree with you.

         Socrates: Then you and I are prepared to oppose anyone who attributes such a saying to Simonides or Bias or Pittacus,
         9
       or any other wise person? [336]

         Polemarchus: I am quite ready to fight by your side.

         Socrates: Shall I tell you who I think first said that justice is “doing good to your friends and harm to your enemies”?

         Polemarchus: Who was it?

         Socrates: I believe it was a rich and mighty man such as Periander or Perdiccas or Xerxes or Ismenias from Thebes, someone who had a great opinion of his own power.

         Polemarchus: I think you are right.

         Socrates: But if this definition of justice and just action breaks down, what other one can we find?

         As we were talking, Thrasymachus tried to interrupt us and take over. He was silenced by the others who wanted to hear the conclusion. But now he came at us like a wild beast seeking to devour us. Polemarchus and I were terrified.

         Thrasymachus: What kind of rubbish have you two been talking? And why this absurd politeness and deference to each other? Socrates, if you really want to know the meaning of justice, don’t simply ask questions and congratulate yourself on being able to refute any answer that anyone gives, simply because you are keen enough to see that it is easier to ask questions than to answer them. You yourself have to answer and define the nature of justice. And don’t tell me that it is duty, or advantage, or profit, or gain, or interest. That sort of nonsense won’t work with me! I demand clarity and accuracy.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, I’ve heard that if you don’t see a wild beast first, you will lose your voice. It’s a good thing I glanced at you a moment ago, or I wouldn’t be able to answer you! Please don’t be so hard on us. Polemarchus and I may have made mistakes in thinking about justice, but our errors were not intentional. If we were searching for gold, we would never yield to each other and lose our chance of finding it. But we are searching for justice, something more precious than gold, so don’t think we are so foolish as to submit to each other and not do our best to discover it. Believe me, my friend, we want to find it, but we are unable. So, you clever people should pity us rather than be angry with us. [337]

         Thrasymachus: I knew it! I want you all to notice this display of Socratic irony. Didn’t I tell you that whenever he was asked a question he would refuse to answer, using irony or any other dodge to avoid a direct reply?

         Socrates: You have an acute mind, Thrasymachus. You know that if you ask someone what numbers make up twelve and prohibit that person from answering two times six, three times four, six times two, or four times three, then no one can answer you when you say: “That sort of nonsense won’t work with me!” Suppose that person were to say: “Thrasymachus, what do you mean? If one of these numbers you forbid were the true answer to the question, should I say some other number that is not the right one? Is that your meaning?” How would you answer, Thrasymachus?

         Thrasymachus: As if the two cases were at all alike!

         Socrates: How do they differ? But even if they are not alike and only appear to be so, should people not say what they think is true, whether you and I forbid them or not?

         Thrasymachus: I assume you are going to give one of the forbidden answers?

         Socrates: I might, if on reflection I approve of one of them.

         Thrasymachus: What if I give you a different answer about justice that’s better than any of those? What kind of punishment would you deserve?

         Socrates: The kind of punishment appropriate for the ignorant: I must learn from the wise. That’s what I deserve.

         Thrasymachus: What? No payment for what you learn? That’s a fine idea!

         Socrates: I will pay when I have the money.

         Glaucon: Socrates, you do have the money. Thrasymachus, don’t worry about getting paid; we will all make a contribution for Socrates.

         Thrasymachus: Of course, and then Socrates will do as he always does—refuse to answer. He will take someone else’s answer and pull it to pieces. [338]

         Socrates: My good friend, how could I answer if I do not pretend to know? How could anyone answer, even with a suggestion, if that person is told by a man of authority not to utter it? The natural thing is that the speaker should be someone like you who professes to know and can tell what he knows. Will you please answer as a favor to me, to enlighten Glaucon and the rest of us?

         Thrasymachus: Behold the wisdom of Socrates! He refuses to be the teacher, he goes about learning from others, and he never even says “thank you.”

         Socrates: It is true that I learn from others, but I emphatically deny that I am ungrateful. Money I have none, and therefore I pay in praise, which is all I have. How ready I am to praise anyone who appears to me to speak well, you will soon find out when you answer; for I expect that you will answer well.

         Thrasymachus: Then listen. I say that justice is nothing else than the interest of the stronger. Now, why don’t you praise me? But of course you won’t.

         Socrates: First I must understand you. Your answer is not yet clear. Justice, you say, is the interest of the stronger. Thrasymachus, what does that mean? Surely you don’t mean that because the wrestler Polydamas is stronger than we are, and finds the eating of beef conducive to his bodily strength, that eating lots of beef is therefore equally good and just for us.

         Thrasymachus: That’s a dirty trick, Socrates; you take my words in the sense that is most damaging to my position.

         Socrates: Then tell us your meaning more clearly.

         Thrasymachus: OK. Have you never heard that forms of government differ? There are tyrannies, there are democracies, and there are aristocracies.

         Socrates: Yes, I have heard that.

         Thrasymachus: And the government is the ruling power in each state?

         Socrates: I’ve heard that too. [339]

         Thrasymachus: And different forms of government make laws in different ways. Some operate democratically; in others the aristocrats rule; and in still others a single tyrant makes the laws. It all depends on their various interests. They all claim that what is advantageous to themselves is justice for the people they rule. Anyone who violates this principle they punish as a lawbreaker, and they brand that person as unjust. That is what I mean, sir, when I say that there exists in all states the same principle of justice, and that is the interest of the established government. In all cases the government has the power, so the only reasonable conclusion is that everywhere there is but one principle of justice: the interest of the stronger.

         Socrates: Now I understand you. Next we must determine whether or not you are right. But let me point out that in defining justice you used the word “interest,” one of the terms you forbid me to use. It is true, however, that in your definition the words “of the stronger” are added.

         Thrasymachus: A small addition.

         Socrates: Whether it is large or small is not yet clear. First we must ask whether what you are saying is true. Let’s agree that justice is interest of some kind, but you add “of the stronger.” I’m not so sure about this addition, so we must continue.

         Thrasymachus: Go ahead.

         Socrates: First tell me whether it is just for subjects to obey their rulers?

         Thrasymachus: Of course.

         Socrates: Are the rulers of the various states you mentioned infallible, or do they sometimes make mistakes?

         Thrasymachus: They sometimes make mistakes.

         Socrates: So when they make laws, sometimes they make the right ones, and sometimes they don’t?

         Thrasymachus: I suppose so.

         Socrates: When they make the right ones, they make them in accord with their interest; when they make mistakes, the laws are contrary to their interest. Is that correct?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: And whatever laws they make must be obeyed by their subjects. Is that what you call justice?

         Thrasymachus: That’s right.

         Socrates: Then justice, according to you, not only serves the interest of the stronger, but even works against that interest?

         Thrasymachus: What’s that you’re saying?

         Socrates: I believe I’m only repeating what you are saying. But let’s think it through. Have we not agreed that the rulers, in commanding some actions, may be mistaken about their own interest? And have we not also agreed that it is just for the subjects to do whatever their rulers command? Haven’t we agreed to that?

         Thrasymachus: I think so.

         Socrates: Then think also that you have agreed it is just to do what is contrary to the interest of the government—what you call the stronger—when the governors unintentionally command things that harm themselves. I’m assuming with you that it is just for subjects to obey all commands. In that case, wise Thrasymachus, is there any escape from the conclusion that the weaker are commanded to do, not what is for the interest of the stronger, but the opposite—what harms them? [340]

         Polemarchus: Nothing could be clearer, Socrates.

         Cleitophon: Yes, Polemarchus, if you are allowed to be his witness.

         Polemarchus: Cleitophon, we don’t need witnesses, because Thrasymachus himself acknowledges that rulers may sometimes command what is harmful to themselves and that for subjects to obey them is just.

         Cleitophon: Yes, Polemarchus, Thrasymachus did say that it is just for subjects to do what is commanded by their rulers.

         Polemarchus: And he also claimed that justice is the interest of the stronger. While admitting both of these propositions, he said that the stronger—the rulers—may command the weaker—the subjects—to do what is contrary to the interest of the rulers. Therefore, Cleitophon, it follows that justice is both for and against the interest of the stronger.

         Cleitophon: But by “the interest of the stronger” Thrasymachus means what the stronger think is in their interest. That’s what the weaker has to do. And that’s what he means by justice.

         Polemarchus: Those were not his words.

         Socrates: Never mind; if Thrasymachus now says that’s what he means, let’s understand him that way. Tell me, Thrasymachus, did you mean to define justice as that which the stronger think is in their interest, whether it really is or not?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly not. Do you suppose that I call someone who makes a mistake “the stronger” at the time the mistake is made?

         Socrates: Yes, I got that impression when you admitted that the ruler is not infallible but might be sometimes mistaken.

         Thrasymachus: Socrates, that’s because you are only interested in refuting my position. For example, did you get the impression that someone who is mistaken about sick people is a physician when that person makes the mistake? Is a person who makes an error in arithmetic a mathematician because of the mistake? It’s true we say that a physician or mathematician or grammarian has made a mistake, but that’s only a way of speaking. The fact is that none of these people ever makes a mistake insofar as they are what their title implies. You are a lover of precision, Socrates. Well, it is not precise to say that artisans make mistakes to the extent that they are artisans. None of them makes a mistake unless their skill fails them, and then they cease to be skilled artisans. This is a general rule: No artisan or sage or ruler makes a mistake at the time they are what their title implies. According to the ordinary way of speaking I was using, we say that a doctor or ruler makes errors. [341] But to be perfectly precise, we should say that rulers, insofar as they are rulers, do not make mistakes, so they only command what is in their own interest. The subjects are required to execute those commands. Therefore, as I said at first and now repeat, justice is action in the interest of the stronger.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, do I really appear only to be interested in refuting you?

         Thrasymachus: No question about it.

         Socrates: And do you believe that I ask these questions only to undermine your position?

         Thrasymachus: No, I don’t believe it, I know it. But you won’t take me by surprise, and you will never win by sheer force of argument.

         Socrates: I wouldn’t dream of trying. But to avoid any misunderstanding between us in the future, tell me in what sense you speak of a ruler or of the stronger. Are you using the term “ruler” in the popular or in the strict sense of the term?

         Thrasymachus: In the strictest possible sense. Now go ahead: cheat and try to twist my argument all you can. I ask for no mercy from you. But you never will succeed; never.

         Socrates: And do you imagine that I am so foolish as to try and cheat Thrasymachus? I might as well try to shave a lion.

         Thrasymachus: You tried a minute ago, and you failed.

         Socrates: Enough of these pleasantries. Now tell me: Is the physician, taken in the strict sense of the term, a healer of the sick or a maker of money? Remember, I am now speaking of the true physician.

         Thrasymachus: A healer of the sick.

         Socrates: And is the captain of a ship—that is, the true captain—a leader of sailors or only a sailor?

         Thrasymachus: A leader of sailors.

         Socrates: The fact that the captain sails in the ship is not relevant to this point; the title we give the captain indicates the captain’s skill and authority over the sailors.

         Thrasymachus: OK.

         Socrates: Now, does each person engaged in a craft have an interest?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly.

         Socrates: And the craft serves that interest; that is its origin and purpose.

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: And shouldn’t we say that the craft has no interest? Its only purpose is to perfect itself.

         Thrasymachus: What do you mean? [342]

         Socrates: I’ll illustrate my meaning by the example of the body. If you were to ask me whether the body is self-sufficient or needs assistance, I would say that it needs assistance. That’s why the science of medicine was invented. The body is fragile and often cannot survive by itself. Medicine has been developed in order to provide things that help the body thrive. Would I not be right if I gave this answer?

         Thrasymachus: Quite right.

         Socrates: But is the practice of medicine defective or deficient in the same way that the eye may be unable to see or the ear unable to hear? Does medicine require some other art or science to provide for the body? In other words, does the science of medicine itself have a fault or defect so that it requires a supplementary art or science to provide for its interests, and that supplementary art or science another and another without end? Or is each of them able to look after itself? Could we say that the only benefit an art or science needs to consider is that of its subject? It seems that the art or science is pure and faultless as long as it is true to itself. Consider these words in your precise sense, and tell me whether I am right.

         Thrasymachus: Yes, you are right.

         Socrates: Then medicine does not consider the interest of medicine, but the interest of the body?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Nor does the craft of horse training consider the interests of the craft of horse training. Rather, it looks after the interests of the horse. Nor do any of the other arts or crafts care for themselves, for they have no needs. They only care for the subject of their art?

         Thrasymachus: So it seems.

         Socrates: So, Thrasymachus, can we say that the arts are superior to their subject-matter?

         Thrasymachus: Well, in a sense you could say that, but I’m not entirely happy with that formulation.

         Socrates: Then no science or art considers or serves the interest of the superior but only the interest of whoever it serves—the weaker?

         Thrasymachus: I would not put it exactly that way, but go on.

         Socrates: Then a physician, when prescribing medicine, considers only the good of the patient. To use a metaphor, we could say that the true physician is also a ruler with the human body as a subject. Didn’t we already agree that the physician, in the precise sense of the term, is not a moneymaker?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, we agreed on that.

         Socrates: And the captain, in the strict sense of the term, is not simply a sailor but is a ruler of sailors?

         Thrasymachus: We agreed about that as well.

         Socrates: So, the captain will provide and prescribe for the interest of the sailors and not for the interest of the captain?

         Thrasymachus: Well, I suppose you could put it that way. [343]

         Socrates: Then, Thrasymachus, there is no ruler, to the extent that person is a ruler, who merely considers or seeks personal interest. On the contrary, rulers attend to the welfare of the citizens. Everything the ruler says and does, as a ruler, is concerned with what is suitable or advantageous to the citizens. Isn’t that right?

         When we reached this point in the discussion, it was clear to everyone that the definition of justice had been completely reversed. Instead of replying to me, Thrasymachus attacked.

         Thrasymachus: Tell me, Socrates, do you have a nurse?

         Socrates: Why do you ask such a question?

         Thrasymachus: Because your nurse lets you snivel and never wipes your nose. You haven’t even been taught how to distinguish the shepherd from the sheep.

         Socrates: What makes you say that?

         Thrasymachus: Because you think that a shepherd fattens and tends sheep for the good of the animal rather than for the benefit of the shepherd or the owner. You don’t realize that the people who rule over states, if they are true rulers, think of their subjects as sheep to be fleeced, contemplating their own interest day and night. You are so far off in your ideas about justice and injustice, you don’t even know that justice really serves the interest of the ruler, the one who is stronger, at the expense of the weaker. Justice is for those who are simpleminded. The unjust, by exercising their power, dominate the just. Those who are ruled serve the interest and happiness of those who rule rather than their own.

         The just always lose to the unjust. Consider the world of business. In private contracts, whenever the unjust form a partnership with the just they come out on top. When the partnership is dissolved, the just person never walks away with more than the unjust. Or take their dealings with the state. When there is an income tax, the just will pay more and the unjust less on the same amount of income. When it’s time to get paid, the one gains nothing and the other gains a lot. Or, see what happens when they hold office. The just person neglects private affairs, and, being just, gets nothing out of public service. Just people wind up being hated by friends and acquaintances, because they refuse to bend or break the law to serve themselves.

         But all this is reversed in the case of the unjust person. I’m talking about someone who makes it big. That’s where the unjust person’s advantage is most obvious. [344] The truth of what I’m saying is clear when we consider the highest form of injustice in which criminals are the happiest, while those who suffer injustice or refuse to do injustice are the most miserable. Tyrants take away other people’s property by fraud and force, not retail but wholesale. They make no distinction between sacred and secular or private and public. Any one of their crimes taken singly would be punished. They would suffer the greatest disgrace and would be called robbers, kidnappers, burglars, swindlers, and thieves. But when they not only take people’s money but also capture them and turn them into slaves, instead of being called dishonorable names, they are considered to be happy and fortunate, not only by citizens but also by all who hear of their achievements. People condemn injustice because they fear that they may be its victims, not because they shrink from committing it. I tell you, Socrates, injustice—when practiced on a large enough scale—has more strength, freedom, and mastery than justice. As I said from the beginning, justice is the interest of the stronger, while injustice is our own profit and interest.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, you have deluged our ears with your words like a bath attendant who pours water on our heads!

         But don’t go away. We all insist that you remain and defend your position. These provocative pronouncements need to be examined. Are you going to run away before we can decide whether they are true or not? Do you consider our search for the good life so insignificant? Won’t you help us determine how to conduct our lives for our greatest advantage?

         Thrasymachus: Do you think that I consider this issue to be unimportant?

         Socrates: Either that, or you don’t care about us, Thrasymachus. It doesn’t seem to matter whether we live better or worse from not knowing what you say you know. Dear friend, don’t keep your knowledge to yourself. We are a large group, and any benefit you give us will be amply rewarded. [345] But I have to tell you that I, for one, am not convinced. I do not believe that injustice is a greater advantage than justice, even if it is uncontrolled and given free reign. Granting that there may be an unjust person who is able to commit injustice by fraud or force, this does not convince me that injustice is superior. Perhaps other people share my view, but we may be wrong. If so, you should convince us that we are mistaken when we prefer justice to injustice.

         Thrasymachus: How can I convince you, if you are not already convinced by what I have just said? What more can I do? Shall I put the proof straight into your mind?

         Socrates: No, certainly I don’t want that! I’m only asking you to be consistent. Or, if you change, do it openly; don’t try to deceive us. Let me remind you, Thrasymachus, that you began by defining the true physician in an exact sense, but you did not use the same precision in talking about the shepherd. You think that the shepherd tends the sheep, not as a shepherd who seeks their benefit, but as a banqueter seeking the pleasures of the table. You also considered the shepherd to be a merchant who only thinks about the market price. But surely the work of the shepherd seeks what is best for the sheep. What’s best is achieved whenever the shepherd’s work is properly performed. And that’s what I said earlier about the ruler. Both in public and in private, the ruler should consider the good of the citizens. But you seem to think that rulers—true rulers—enjoy being in charge.

         Thrasymachus: I don’t just think so; I know it!

         Socrates: Then why don’t rulers volunteer to serve without pay? Isn’t it because they assume that their rule is advantageous to the people they govern, rather than to themselves? [346] Let me ask you a question: Don’t the arts differ because each has a separate power or function? My dear friend, please say what you really think, so we can make a little progress.

         Thrasymachus: Yes, that’s the difference.

         Socrates: And doesn’t each art give us a particular good rather than a general one? For example, medicine gives us health; navigation provides safety at sea; and so on.

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: And the art of earning has the special function of providing money. Would you call medicine and navigation the same art? To speak precisely, as you earlier prescribed, you wouldn’t equate them—not even if the captain’s health improves on a sea voyage?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly not.

         Socrates: Would you say that the art of earning is the same as the art of medicine, because a person is in good health on payday?

         Thrasymachus: Of course not.

         Socrates: Nor would you say that medicine is the ability to make money, because someone engaged in healing charges a fee.

         Thrasymachus: No.

         Socrates: Have we agreed that the good of each art is specially connected to it?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Then, if there is some good that all practitioners share, we should attribute it to something they all have in common.

         Thrasymachus: True.

         Socrates: Then should we say that if a practitioner benefits by receiving pay, it comes from the ability to make money, not from the unique practice in which that person is skilled?

         Thrasymachus: Well, I suppose you could say that.

         Socrates: Then various practitioners do not make money from the uniqueness of their practices. The truth is that the physician nurtures health and the architect designs a house, but they do have an ability in common—making money. The various professions perform their tasks to benefit their clients, but would they profit from their work unless they were paid?

         Thrasymachus: I suppose not.

         Socrates: Then practitioners provide no benefit when working for free?

         Thrasymachus: Of course there is a benefit.

         Socrates: Then, Thrasymachus, we must conclude that neither arts nor governments provide for their selfish interests. As I said a while ago, they rule and provide for the interests of their clients and for the citizens at large, for the good of the weaker and not the interest of the stronger. That’s the reason, Thrasymachus, why, as I was just saying, good people are unwilling to govern. No one likes to take on other people’s problems without remuneration. [347] A true professional, in giving orders to others, works not for self-interest but always for the benefit of others. So, in order that rulers may be willing to rule, they must be paid in one of three kinds of payment—money, honors, or a penalty for refusing to govern.

         Glaucon: Excuse me, Socrates. I don’t understand what you mean. Money and honors are familiar incentives, but how can a penalty be a kind of payment?

         Socrates: Glaucon, I’m surprised you don’t understand the only kind of payment that can induce the best people to rule. Surely you know that ambition and greed are disgraceful to good people.

         Glaucon: Of course.

         Socrates: That’s why they will not consent to rule for the sake of money or honors. Good people do not wish to solicit payment for governing and become mercenaries, nor secretly help themselves to public funds and become thieves. They are not ambitious, so they don’t care for honors. Only necessity will convince them; they must be induced to serve in order to avoid punishment. I suppose this is why seeking public office, instead of waiting to be compelled, is considered to be disgraceful. The person who refuses to rule runs the risk of being ruled by someone else who is less capable. What could be worse than that? Good people take office, not because they crave it, but because they can’t avoid it. They are not lured to rule by the idea of personal benefit or enjoyment; they are impelled by necessity because they are unable to entrust the task of ruling to someone who is better, or even as good as they are. If a city were composed entirely of good people, then avoiding office would be as prevalent as seeking office is at present. In that case, we would have convincing proof that by nature a true ruler seeks not selfish interest, but the interest of all citizens. When people understand this, they choose to receive benefits rather than go to the trouble of conferring benefits on others.

         So, I’m a long way from agreeing with Thrasymachus that justice is the interest of the stronger. But we can pursue this question on some future occasion. Thrasymachus also says that the life of unjust people is superior to that of just people. This new statement is much more urgent and a far more serious matter. Which of us is right, Glaucon? Which kind of life do you think is superior?

         Glaucon: I think the life of the just is superior. [348]

         Socrates: Did you hear all the advantages of the unjust life presented by Thrasymachus?

         Glaucon: Yes, I heard him, but I’m not convinced.

         Socrates: Then shall we try to convince him that what he is saying is not true?

         Glaucon: Yes, I would like to do that.

         Socrates: If we make a speech in opposition to his speech by recounting all the advantages of being just, and he answers and we rejoin, then we will be reduced to numbering and measuring the goods claimed for each side. In the end, we will have to call on a judge to decide the matter. But if instead we continue to follow our method of mutual agreement, we can both judge and advocate in our own person.

         Glaucon: That’s right.

         Socrates: Which method do you prefer?

         Glaucon: I prefer the method of mutual agreement.

         Socrates: Well, then, Thrasymachus, suppose we begin at the beginning and you answer me. You say that perfect injustice is more profitable than perfect justice?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, that is what I say, and I have already given you my reasons.

         Socrates: And would you call one of them virtue and the other vice?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly.

         Socrates: I assume that you would call justice virtue and injustice vice.

         Thrasymachus: What a charming notion! Is it likely I would say that, given that I say injustice is profitable and justice is not?

         Socrates: Then what would you say?

         Thrasymachus: The opposite!

         Socrates: You would call justice vice?

         Thrasymachus: No, I would rather call it sublime simplicity.

         Socrates: Then would you call injustice malice?

         Thrasymachus: No; I would rather call it practical intelligence.

         Socrates: So, according to you, unjust people are intelligent and good?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, at least it’s true of those who can be perfectly unjust, and who have the power of subduing states and nations; but I suppose you think I’m talking about pickpockets. Even that occupation, if undetected, has advantages, though they should not be compared with the ones I have in mind.

         Socrates: I understand what you are saying, Thrasymachus, but I still have a hard time believing that you class injustice with wisdom and virtue, and justice with the opposite.

         Thrasymachus: Well, I do class them that way.

         Socrates: That’s a tough position to refute, Thrasymachus. If you said, as many do, that injustice is profitable but morally wrong, then I might have been able to answer you on the basis of commonly accepted principles. But now I see that you have not hesitated to rank injustice as wisdom and virtue, so I suspect that you will call injustice strong and honorable, and you will ascribe to the unjust all the qualities we previously attributed to the just. [349]

         Thrasymachus: You speak like a true prophet.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, now that you are saying what you really believe and not amusing yourself at our expense, I won’t hesitate to follow the logic of our discussion.

         Thrasymachus: What difference does it make whether I believe it or not? Your job is to refute my argument.

         Socrates: That’s right. But will you please try to answer one more question? Would a just person try to take advantage of or outdo another just person?

         Thrasymachus: Of course not. If just people did that, they could no longer be the amusing fools they are.

         Socrates: In any action, would a just person try to get more than a fair share?

         Thrasymachus: No.

         Socrates: How would a just person regard the attempt to outdo an unjust person? Would that be considered just or unjust?

         Thrasymachus: The just person would think it just and would try to gain the advantage, but would be unable to do so.

         Socrates: I’m not asking about ability. My question is only whether the just person, while refusing to have more than another just person, would wish and claim to have more than the unjust?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, that’s right.

         Socrates: And what of the unjust—does such a person claim more than the just person and do more than the just action?

         Thrasymachus: Of course; the unjust person wants to outdo everybody.

         Socrates: Then the unjust person will also strive and struggle to obtain more than every other unjust person and exceed in unjust actions in order to have more than everyone else?

         Thrasymachus: Precisely.

         Socrates: Let’s put it this way: A just man does not desire more than his like but more than his unlike, whereas the unjust desires more than both his like and his unlike?

         Thrasymachus: I couldn’t have said it better myself.

         Socrates: And the unjust is good and wise, and the just is neither?

         Thrasymachus: Good again.

         Socrates: And isn’t the unjust like the wise and good and the just unlike them?

         Thrasymachus: Of course; they will be like them because they have those qualities, and the others won’t be like them.

         Socrates: So we can compare both to what they are like?

         Thrasymachus: How could it be otherwise?

         Socrates: Very good, Thrasymachus. Let’s test these statements by analogy with the arts and crafts. Would you say that one person is a musician and another not a musician?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, Socrates, I would say that.

         Socrates: Which is wise and which is not wise about music?

         Thrasymachus: Clearly the musician is wise, and the one who is not a musician is unwise.

         Socrates: And a good musician is one who knows, whereas a bad musician is one who does not know.

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Would you say the same thing of the physician?

         Thrasymachus: I suppose.

         Socrates: Now, my friend, would you say that a musician who tunes a lyre would want to go beyond another musician in tightening and loosening the strings?

         Thrasymachus: I don’t think so.

         Socrates: But the musician would want to go beyond the non-musician?

         Thrasymachus: Of course. [350]

         Socrates: Now what would you say about a physician? In prescribing food and drink, would a physician wish to go beyond another physician or surpass the art of medicine?

         Thrasymachus: No.

         Socrates: But the physician would like to surpass the non-physician?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: What should we think about knowledge and ignorance in general? Do you think that a person who has knowledge would choose to say or do more than another person who has knowledge? Wouldn’t the person who knows say or do the same as another person who knows in the same case?

         Thrasymachus: I can’t deny that, not in such cases.

         Socrates: And what about ignorant people? Wouldn’t they desire to have more than both the knowing and the ignorant?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, I suppose.

         Socrates: And the possessor of knowledge is wise?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: And the wise is good?

         Thrasymachus: True.

         Socrates: Then the wise and good will not desire to gain more than their like, but more than their unlike and opposite?

         Thrasymachus: Evidently.

         Socrates: Whereas the bad and ignorant will desire to gain more than both?

         Thrasymachus: I guess so.

         Socrates: But, Thrasymachus, didn’t you say that the unjust exceeds both like and unlike? Were not these your words?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, I did say that.

         Socrates: And you also said that the just person will not exceed the like but only the unlike person?

         Thrasymachus: I also said that.

         Socrates: Then the just person is like the wise and good, and the unjust person is like the evil and ignorant?

         Thrasymachus: That does seem to follow.

         Socrates: Didn’t we previously establish that we can liken both to what they are like?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, that was established.

         Socrates: So it turns out that the just is wise and good and the unjust evil and ignorant.

         Thrasymachus: That’s your position, not mine.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, I understand your reluctance in arriving at agreement, but I don’t understand whether it is the hot weather that makes you perspire so much or the heat of the argument. Perhaps it is the latter, because I now see something I have never seen before: Thrasymachus blushing. Anyway, we have now agreed that justice is virtue and wisdom, and injustice is vice and ignorance. So, let’s consider another point. Do you remember saying that injustice has strength?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, I remember, but don’t think that I approve of what you say or that I have no answer. The reason I don’t answer is that I know you would accuse me of making a diatribe. Therefore either permit me to have my say, or, if you would rather ask questions, go ahead and I will answer “Very good” and will nod or shake my head, as if I were listening to an old woman telling stories.

         Socrates: Don’t do that, Thrasymachus, not if it is contrary to your real opinion.

         Thrasymachus: Yes, I will, to please you, since you won’t let me speak freely. What else would you have me do?

         Socrates: Nothing in the world. If that’s the way you want it, I will ask questions, and you answer.

         Thrasymachus: Proceed. [351]

         Socrates: Then I will repeat the question I asked before. What is the nature of injustice when compared with justice? Thrasymachus, you said earlier that injustice is stronger and more powerful than justice. But now that we have identified justice with wisdom and virtue, it is easy to show that justice is stronger than injustice, because injustice is ignorance. Anyone can see that. But now I want to view the matter in a new way. Will you agree that a state may be unjust and may unjustly attempt to take over other states, or may have already overpowered them, and may be holding them in subjection?

         Thrasymachus: Not only will I agree, but I will add that the best and most perfectly unjust state will be most likely to do so.

         Socrates: I know that was your position; but what I want to consider is whether this power must be exercised with justice, or without justice.

         Thrasymachus: If you are right in claiming that justice is wisdom, then power can be exercised only with justice; but if I am right, then power can exist without justice.

         Socrates: I am delighted, Thrasymachus, to see that you are not only nodding and shaking your head, but also giving excellent answers.

         Thrasymachus: That is out of courtesy to you.

         Socrates: And very good of you, too. Would you also be so good as to inform me whether you think that an army, or even a band of robbers and thieves, or any other group with a common purpose, could act at all if they mistreated one another?

         Thrasymachus: No, they could not.

         Socrates: But if they abstained from injuring one another, then they might act better?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Isn’t this because injustice creates divisions and hatred and fighting, whereas justice imparts harmony and friendship?

         Thrasymachus: I agree, because I don’t want to quarrel with you.

         Socrates: Thank you. I have another question. Since injustice has this tendency to arouse hatred, wherever it is found—whether among slaves or free people—will it not make them hate one another and set them at odds and render them incapable of common action?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly.

         Socrates: And even if injustice is found in only two people, won’t they quarrel and fight and become enemies not only to one another but to all just people as well?

         Thrasymachus: They will.

         Socrates: Now let’s suppose injustice exists only in a single person. Would you say that the injustice loses or retains its natural power?

         Thrasymachus: Let’s say it retains its power.

         Socrates: But think again about the power of injustice. Its nature is such that wherever it takes up its abode, whether in a city, an army, a family, or in any other body, that body is first rendered incapable of united action by reason of sedition and distraction, and then becomes its own enemy as well as the enemy of the just and of everything else that opposes it? Is this not so, Thrasymachus? [352]

         Thrasymachus: Yes, certainly.

         Socrates: And isn’t injustice equally suicidal when it exists in an individual? In the first place it makes that person incapable of action, lacking internal unity. In the second place such an individual becomes its own enemy and an enemy of the just. Is not that true, Thrasymachus?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: My friend, surely the gods are just.

         Thrasymachus: Whatever you say.

         Socrates: But if that’s true, the unjust will be the enemy of the gods, and the just will be their friend?

         Thrasymachus: Take your fill of the argument, and have a good time. I won’t oppose you; otherwise I might displease your friends here.

         Socrates: Well then, proceed with your answers, and let me have the rest of my feast. We have shown that the just are clearly wiser and better and more able than the unjust, and that the unjust are incapable of common action. We have shown even more. When we speak of unjust people acting together at any time, that is not strictly true. If they had been entirely unjust, they would have turned against each other. It is clear that there must have been some remnant of justice in them, or they would have attacked each other as well as their victims; and they would have been unable to act together. If they had been entirely evil, they would have been entirely incapable of action. That, as I understand, is the truth of the matter, and not what you said at first. But whether the just have a better and happier life than the unjust is a further question we also promised to consider. I think that they have, and for the reasons I have given. But I think this needs further examination. It is not a light matter; it concerns nothing less than the true rule of human life.

         Thrasymachus: Go ahead.

         Socrates: I will begin with a question: Would you say that a horse has a natural function?

         Thrasymachus: I suppose.

         Socrates: And would you also say that the natural function of a horse, or of anything else, could not be done, or not done as well, by any other thing?

         Thrasymachus: I don’t understand what you’re talking about.

         Socrates: Then I’ll explain. Can you see with anything other than your eyes?

         Thrasymachus: Certainly not.

         Socrates: Or hear with anything but your ears?

         Thrasymachus: No.

         Socrates: Then we can say that these are the natural functions of these organs?

         Thrasymachus: That’s right. [353]

         Socrates: Isn’t it possible to cut off a vine-branch either with a carving knife or with a chisel or with many other tools?

         Thrasymachus: Of course.

         Socrates: But they can’t do the job as well as a pruning hook made for that purpose.

         Thrasymachus: That’s true, but what’s your point?

         Socrates: Can we say that this is the natural function of a pruning hook?

         Thrasymachus: Of course.

         Socrates: Then, can you understand my asking whether the natural function of anything is something that could not be done, or not done as well, by any other thing?

         Thrasymachus: Now I understand what you mean, and I agree.

         Socrates: So things not only have a natural function, but they perform that function with excellence? Let’s go back to the same examples. We said that eyes have a natural function.

         Thrasymachus: We did.

         Socrates: And they also have an excellence, a virtue that only they possess?

         Thrasymachus: I agree.

         Socrates: Also, ears have a natural function and, therefore, a unique virtue.

         Thrasymachus: True.

         Socrates: Can we say the same for all other things; each one has a natural function and a special excellence?

         Thrasymachus: Yes, we can say that.

         Socrates: Now, can the eyes fulfill their natural function if they lack their own proper excellence, if they are defective?

         Thrasymachus: How could they perform their natural function if they were blind and could not see?

         Socrates: You mean to say, if they have lost their proper excellence, which is sight; but I have not yet arrived at that point. Right now I am only asking whether the things which fulfill their natural function do so by their own excellence, and fail to do so by their own defect.

         Thrasymachus: That makes sense.

         Socrates: And we can say the same of the ears; when deprived of their unique excellence, they cannot fulfill their natural function.

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: And the same may be said of all other things?

         Thrasymachus: I agree.

         Socrates: That means the soul also has a natural function, which nothing else can perform. For example, it rules, reasons, and manages. These functions are peculiar to the soul, and they can’t be assigned to anything else.

         Thrasymachus: That’s right. They could not be done by anything else.

         Socrates: What about living—isn’t that a function of the soul?

         Thrasymachus: It is.

         Socrates: Does the soul have its proper excellence, a virtue it alone possesses?

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Thrasymachus, if the soul is deprived of its proper excellence, can it perform its natural function?

         Thrasymachus: It cannot.

         Socrates: Then a bad soul would be a bad ruler, and a good soul would be a good ruler.

         Thrasymachus: Yes, that’s right.

         Socrates: Didn’t we agree that justice is the excellence of the soul, and injustice the defect of the soul?

         Thrasymachus: We agreed about that.

         Socrates: Then the just soul and the just person will live well, and the unjust person will live badly?

         Thrasymachus: That’s what your argument proves.

         Socrates: And the person who lives well is happy, and the one who lives badly is not? [354]

         Thrasymachus: Yes.

         Socrates: Then the just person is happy, and the unjust person is miserable?

         Thrasymachus: So it seems.

         Socrates: But happiness—not misery—is more profitable.

         Thrasymachus: Of course.

         Socrates: Then, Thrasymachus, injustice can never be more profitable than justice.

         Thrasymachus: Socrates, let this be your entertainment on the feast day of Bendis.

         Socrates: For this I am indebted to you, Thrasymachus, now that you have grown gentle and stopped being angry with me. And if I have not been well entertained, it was my fault, not yours. I’m like a glutton who snatches a taste of every dish brought to the table, without allowing enough time to enjoy the previous one. Before we even discovered the nature of justice, I left that question and started asking whether justice is virtue and wisdom, or evil and folly. Then, I couldn’t help being diverted by the question about the comparative advantages of justice and injustice. The result is that I learned nothing. I still don’t know what justice truly is, and therefore I don’t really know whether it is or is not a virtue, nor whether the just person is happy.
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