This recurring Platonic theme—that it is in our own interest to do the right thing
rather than that which is easy or pleasurable—goes for the other virtues as well. To
support this claim, however, we must show that even if there are no apparent bene-
fits to being just (or honorable or pious), indeed even if there are obvious costs at-
tached to doing the right thing, it nevertheless benefits the actor to do so, at least in
the long run. If a case can be made for this view (and Socrates spares no effort to do
s0), many recalcitrant moral problems turn out to be less difficult than first ap-
peared. For instance, the question of whether moral duty should override self-
interest (for example, whether you should give to charity or spend the money on
luxuries for yourself) is neatly solved if the two come to the same thing. Likewise,
the problem often discussed in political and legal philosophy of motivating large
numbers of people to act rightly, whether it involves obeying the law or treating
each other with minimal respect (for example, being committed to following social
or legal rules even absent penalties), no longer seems intractable.

However, this view requires, among other things, that we be able to discern
what the right thing to do actually is, and this determination should be fairly steady
across time, circumstances, and players. It must be possible, in other words, to de-
finitively answer the question, What should I do?

Against the skeptics (doubters) of the day, Socrates and Plato continued to be-
lieve in an absolute ideal that does not depend on the whims and feelings of indi-
viduals or on the conventions and customs of particular cities or societies. The
project that Plato takes on in The Republic is to give this sort of objective account
of the ideal of justice—one which is true no matter what, who, or where. The ideal
defines whole societi¢s as well as individuals, and the vision of The Republic is that
of an ideal society composed of individuals, each of whom knows his proper place.
In a short excerpt from Book IV, Plato (Socrates) provides his own theory of justice,
a twin ideal in which the various parts of the republic and the various parts of the in-
dividual soul each does its own assigned task and works together in harmony for the
good of the whole.

The dialogue begins as Socrates is discussing the virtues and disadvantages of
old age with Cephalus, who is already a very old man. (Socrates is depicted as con-
siderably younger.) Baited into a conversation about justice by Socrates, Cephalus
casually suggests that justice is paying your debts. Socrates quickly shows him that
it would not be just to give arms to a wicked or a crazed man, even if he were so

owed. Cephalus, who is not equal to an intense argument with Socrates, departs po-
litely and leaves the field to younger dialecticians.

Book |

If it is moderate and contented, old age too is but moderately burdensome; if it
is not, then both old age and youth are hard to bear.

[Socrates] I wondered at his saying this and I wanted him to say more, 50 |
urged him on by saying: Cephalus, when you say this, T don’t think most people
would agree with you; they think you endure old age easily not because of your
manner of life but because you are wealthy, for the wealthy, they say, have

many things to encourage them.

. &Emﬁ you say is true, he said. They would not agree. A is s
%Em in what they say, but not as much Wm they think. %&E H:MMMMNMM MMWM H
quite :.mwn when a man from Seriphus was insulting him by saying that his high
reputation was due to his city and not to himself, he replied that, had he coo%
moﬂc:.&? he would not be famous, but neither would the other rma he been mw
Athenian. The same can be applied to those who are not rich and find old age
hard to bear—namely that a good man would not very easily bear old a omE
poverty, nor &\o:_a a bad man, even if wealthy, be at peace with himself. ¢
Did you :59.: most of your wealth, Cephalus, I asked, or did you mon.:ﬁo it?
How much did I acquire, Socrates? As a moneymaker I stand between B.
grandfather and my father. My grandfather and namesake inherited about H:M
same amount of wealth which I possess but multiplied it many times. My fa-
Mﬁm Lysanias, roé.o/\.oh diminished that amount to even less than I rm?o Moé
. W :MMM.H am satisfied to leave to my sons here no less but a little more than
The reason I asked, said I, is that you did not seem to me to be overfond of
money, and this is generally the case with those who have not made it them-
selves. Those who have acquired it by their own efforts are twice as fond of it
as other men. Just as poets love their own poems and fathers love their children
so those who have made their money are attached to it as something the =m<m
Mwan m:oﬂwmo?mm, besides using it as other men do. This makes them @oow com-
ny, for they are unwilling to give thei i
Wit o o o e %o mmmm. their approval to anything but money.
It surely is, said I. Now tell me this m : i
fit VAHE :mz_d received from the enjoyment MM ﬁws%%g Whatls the greatest bene-
would probably not convince many people in saying this i
E: you must realize that when a man mwwmvmoﬂom the Waom ém&m:ﬂﬂmﬂ%%%@%
9@ he becomes fearful and concerned about things which he did not fear before
It is then that the stories we are told about the underworld, which he ridiculed vo..
mo.aol.ﬁmﬁ the man who has sinned here will pay the penalty there—torture his
E:.a lest they be true. Whether because of the weakness of old age, or because
:.o is now closer to what happens there and has a clearer view, the Bm,b himself is
filled with suspicion and fear, and he now takes account m:a, examines whether
he :mm wronged anyone. If he finds many sins in his own life, he awakes from
sleep in terror, as children do, and he lives with the expectation “Om evil. However,
the sz.iro knows he has not sinned has a sweet and good hope as Em oo:mﬁ:m
companion, a nurse to his old age, as Pindar too puts it. The poet has expressed
this charmingly, Socrates, that whoever lives a just and pious life

Sweet is the hope that nurtures his heart,
companion and nurse to his old age,
a hope which governs the rapidly changing thoughts of mortals.

This a.iosaﬂ.?:w well said. It is in this connection that I would say that
wealth has its greatest value, not for everyone but for a good and 80:&&%503
man. 2.9 to have lied to or deceived anyone even unwillingly, not to depart
yonder in fear, owing either sacrifices to a god or money to a Em:.“ to this éow_ﬁ:
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makes a great contribution. It has many other uses, but benefit for benefit 1
would say that its greatest usefulness lies in this for an intelligent man, Socrates.

Beautifully spoken, Cephalus, said I, but are we to say that justice or right is
simply to speak the truth and to pay back any debt one may have contracted? Or
are these same actions sometimes right and sometimes wrong? I mean this sort of
thing, for example: everyone would surely agree that if a friend has deposited
weapons with you when he was sane, and he asks for them when he is out of his
mind, you should not return them. The man who returns them is not doing right,
nor is one who is willing to tell the whole truth to a man in such a state.

What you say is correct, he answered.

This then is not a definition of right or justice, namely to tell the truth and
pay one’s debts.

It certainly is, said Polemarchus interrupting, if we are to put any trust in
Simonides.

And now, said Cephalus, I leave the argument to you, for I must go back
and look after the sacrifice.

Do I then inherit your role? asked Polemarchus.

You certainly do, said Cephalus laughing, and as he said it he went off to
sacrifice.

Then do tell us, Polemarchus, said I, as the heir to the argument, what it is
that Simonides stated about justice which you consider to be correct.

He stated, said he, that it is just to give to each what is owed to him, and I
think he was right to say so.

Well now, I said, it is hard not to believe Simonides, for he is a wise and in-
spired man, but what does he mean? Perhaps you understand him, but I do not.
Clearly he does not mean what we were saying just now, that anything he has
deposited must be returned to a man who is not in his right mind; yet anything
he has deposited is owing to him. Is that not so?—Yes.

But it is not to be returned to him at all if he is out of his mind when he asks
for it?—That’s true.

Certainly Simonides meant something different from this when he says that
to return what is owed is just.

He did indeed mean something different by Zeus, said he. He believes that
one owes it to one’s friends to do good to them, and not harm.

I understand, said I, that one does not give what is owed or due if one gives
back gold to a depositor, when giving back and receiving are harmful, and the
two are friends. Is that not what you say Simonides meant?—Quite.

Well then, should one give what is due to one’s enemies?

By all means, said he, what is in fact due to them, and I believe that is what
is properly due from an enemy to an enemy, namely something harmful.

It seems, I said, that Simonides was suggesting the nature of the just poeti-
cally and in riddles. For he thought this to be just, to give to each man what is
proper to him, and he called this what is due.—Surely. . . . When you say
friends, do you mean those whom a man believes to be helpful to him, or those
who are helpful even if they do not appear to be so, and so with enemies?

Probably, he said, one is fond of those whom one thinks to be good and
helpful to one, and one hates those whom one considers bad and harmful.

. Surely people make mistakes about this, and consider many to be helpful
when they are not, and often make the opposite mistake about enemies?—
They do. .

Then mo.oa men are their enemies, and bad people their friends ?7—Quite so.

And so it is just and right for these mistaken people to benefit the bad and
harm the good?—It seems so.

But the good are just and able to do no wrong 7—True.

But according to your argument it is Just to harm those who do no wrong.

Never, Socrates, he said. It is the argument that is wrong.

It is just to harm the wrongdoers and to benefit the Jjust?

That statement, Socrates, seems much more attractive than the other.

H.,Uw:, .wo_oaﬁoscm, for many who are mistaken in their Judgment it follows
that 1t 1s just to harm their friends, for these are bad, and to benefit their
enemies, who are good, and so we come to a conclusion which is the opposite
of what we said was the meaning of Simonides.

That certainly follows, he said, but let us change our assumption; we have
probably not defined the friend and the enemy correctly.

Where were we mistaken, Polemarchus?

When we said that a friend was one who was thought to be helpful.

How shall we change this now? I asked.

Let us state, he said, that a friend is one who is both thought to be helpful
and also is; one who is thought to be, but is not, helpful is thought to be a friend
but is not. And so also with the enemy.

According to this argument then, the good man will be a friend, and the bad
man an enemy.—Yes.

. You want us to add to what we said before about the just, namely that it is

Just to benefit one’s friend and harm one’s enemy; to this you want us to make
an addition and say that it is just to benefit the friend who is good and to harm

the enemy who is bad?

Quite 5o, he said. This seems to me to be well said.

But, I said, is it the part of the just man to harm anyone at all?

Why certainly, he said, those who are bad and one’s enemies.

Do horses become better or worse when they are harmed?—Worse. . , .

.mw»: Wwe not say so about men too, that when they are harmed they deteriorate
in their human excellence?>—Quite so.
And is not justice a human excellence?—Of course.
. Then men who are harmed, my friend, necessarily become more unjust.—
So it appears. . . .

Well then, can the just, by the practice of Justice, make men unjust? Or, in
a word, can good men, by the practice of their virtue, make men bad?—They
cannot. . . .

. It is not then the function of the just man, Polemarchus, to do harm to a
friend or anyone else, but it is that of his opposite, the unjust man?—I think that
you are entirely right, Socrates.
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If, then, anyone tells us that itis just to give everyone his due, and he means
by this that from the just man harm is due to his enemies and benefit due to his
friends—the man who says that is not wise, for it is not true. We have shown
that it is never just to harm anyone.—T agree. . ..

Thrasymachus, a belligerent young man, interrupts the conversation and imme-
diately begins attacking Socrates. He attacks Socrates’s method (of always “asking
questions™) and his vague answers (justice as “the needful, the advantageous, the
beneficial”). He provides his own analysis of justice, which is in direct opposition
to Socrates’s claim that it can never be just to harm another, and that “the just is
nothing else but the advantage of the stronger.” Socrates asks him what he means by
this, and again we see the master dialectician at work. Thrasymachus continues to
insult Socrates, but Socrates pushes his notion that justice is a virtue and not merely
self-interest (to which Thrasymachus blushingly agrees) and, by the end of the con-
versation, Socrates catches him in a flat-out contradiction. Injustice, he concludes,
is never more advantageous than justice.

;‘cﬁio we were speaking Thrasymachus often started to interrupt, but he was re-
strained by those who were sitting by him, for they wanted to hear the argument
to the end. But when we paused after these last words of mine he could no
longer keep quiet. He gathered himself together like a wild beast about to
spring, and he came at us as if to tear us to pieces.

Polemarchus and I were afraid and flustered as he roared into the middle of
our company: What nonsense have you two been talking, Socrates? Why do
you play the fool in thus giving way t0 each other? If you really want to know
what justice is, don’t only ask questions and then score off anyone who an-
swers, and refute him. You know very well that it is much easier to ask ques-
tions than to answer them. Give an answer yourself and tell us what you say
justice is. And don’t tell me that it is the needful, or the advantageous, or the
beneficial, or the gainful, or the useful, but tell me clearly and precisely what
you mean, for I will not accept it if you utter such rubbish.

His words startled me, and glancing at him I was afraid. I think if I had not
looked at him before he looked at me, I should have been speechless. As it was
1 had glanced at him first when our discussion began to exasperate him, so [ was
able to answer him and I said, trembling: do not be hard on us, Thrasymachus,
if we have erred in our investigation, he and I; be sure that we err unwillingly.
You surely do not believe that if we were searching for gold we would be un-
willing to give way to each other and thus destroy our chance of finding it, but
that when searching for justice, a thing more precious than much gold, we
mindlessly give way to one another, and that we are not thoroughly in earnest
about finding it. You must believe that, my friend, for I think we could not do it.
So it is much more seemly that you clever people should pity us than that you

should be angry with us.

.«5.6: he heard that he gave a loud and bitter laugh and said: By Heracles
that is just Socrates’ usual irony. I knew this, and I warned these men here co..
.moHo that you would not be willing to answer any questions but would pretend
ignorance, and that you would do anything rather than give an answer, if any-
one questioned you. . . . Listen then, said he. I say that the just is nothing else
than the advantage of the stronger. Well, why don’t you praise me? But you will
not warnt to.

I must first understand your meaning, said I, for I do not know it yet. You
say that the advantage of the stronger is just. What do you mean, Thrasy-
machus? Surely you do not mean such a thing as this: Poulydamas, the pan-
omma.mﬁ athlete, is stronger than we are; it is to his advantage to eat beef to build
up his physical strength. Do you mean that this food is also advantageous and
just for us who are weaker than he is?

You disgust me, Socrates, he said. Your trick is always to take up the argu-
ment at the point where you can damage it most.

Not at all, my dear sir, I said, but tell us more clearly what you mean.

Do you not know, he said, that some cities are ruled by a despot, others by
the people, and others again by the aristocracy ?—Of course.

And this element has the power and rules in every city?—Certainly.

Yes, and each government makes laws to its own advantage: democracy
makes democratic laws, a despotism makes despotic laws, and so with the oth-
oaq.mna when they have made these laws they declare this to be just for their
subjects, that is, their own advantage, and they punish him who transgresses the
laws as lawless and unjust. This then, my good man, is what I say justice is, the
same in all cities, the advantage of the established government, and correct rea-
soning will conclude that the just is the same everywhere, the advantage of
the stronger.

Now I see what you mean, I said. Whether it is true or not I will try to find
out. But you too, Thrasymachus, have given as an answer that the just is the ad-
vantageous whereas you forbade that answer to me. True, you have added the
words “of the stronger.”

wo‘%m@mu he said, you consider that an insignificant addition!

.HH is not clear yet whether or not it is significant. Obviously, we must in-
vestigate whether what you say is true. I agree that the just is some kind of ad-
vantage, but you add that it is the advantage of the stronger. I do not know. We
must look into this.—Go on looking, he said.

- We will do so, said 1. Tell me, do you also say that obedience to the rulers
is just?—I do.

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
and make others incorrectly ?—I think so.

“Correctly” means that they make laws to their own advantage, and “incor-
rectly” not to their own advantage. Or how would you put it?—As you do.

And whatever laws they make must be obeyed by their subjects, and this is
just?—Of course.




Then, according to your argument, it is just to do not only s&& is to the ad-
vantage of the stronger, but also the opposite, what is not to their advantage.

What is that you are saying? he asked.

The same as you, I think, but let us examine it more fully. Emsw we not
agreed that, in giving orders to their subjects, the rulers are sometimes in error
as to what is best for themselves, yet it is just for their subjects to do whatever
their rulers order. Is that much agreed?—I think so. .

Think then also, said I, that you have agreed that it is just to do s&.& is to
the disadvantage of the rulers and the stronger whenever H.:ov\ unintentionally
give orders which are bad for themselves, and you say it is _c.mﬁ for the others to
obey their given orders. Does it not of :ooomm:v\. follow, my wise Thrasymachus,
that it is just to do the opposite of what you said? The weaker are then ordered
to do what is to the disadvantage of the stronger. .

Yes by Zeus, Socrates, said Polemarchus, that 5.@58 clear.

Yes, if you bear witness for him, interrupted Cleitophon. .

What need of a witness? said Polemarchus. Thrasymachus himself agrees
that the rulers sometimes give orders that are bad for themselves, and that it 18

just to obey them. o
Thrasymachus maintained that it is just to obey the orders of the rulers,

Polemarchus. .

He also said that the just was the advantage of the stronger, Cleitophon.
Having established those two points he went on to agree that ﬁ.:o stronger some-
times ordered the weaker, their subjects, to do what was disadvantageous to
themselves. From these agreed premises it follows that what is of advantage to
the stronger is no more just than what is not. .

But, Cleitophon replied, he said that the ma<mE,mmo of the stronger is what
the stronger believes to be of advantage to him. This the weaker must do, and

that is what he defined the just to be.

When we reached this point in our argument and it was o_omﬁﬁo all that the
definition of justice had turned into its opposite, Thrasymachus, instead of an-
swering, said: Tell me, Socrates, do you have a nanny? .

What’s this? said I. Had you not better answer than ask such questions?

Because, he said, she is letting you go around with a snotty nose and does
not wipe it when she needs to, if she leaves you without any knowledge of
sheep or shepherds.

What is the particular point of that remark? I asked. .

You think, he said, that shepherds and cowherds seek the good of their mdoo.w
or cattle, whereas their sole purpose in fattening them and looking after S.oB is
their own good and that of their master. Moreover, you believe Em.ﬁ rulers in the
cities, true rulers that is, have a different attitude towards their subjects than one
has towards sheep, and that they.think of anything else, night and .amv\., than their
own advantage. You are so far from understanding the nature o.m Justice and the
just, of injustice and the unjust, that you do not realize that the just is R.mzv\ an-
other’s good, the advantage of the stronger and the ruler, but @ S.m inferior who
obeys it is a personal injury. Injustice on the other hand exercises its power over

those who are truly naive and just, and those over whom it rules do what is of
advantage to the other, the stronger, and, by obeying him, they make him happy,
but themselves not in the least.

You must look at it in this way, my naive Socrates: the just is everywhere at
a disadvantage compared with the unjust. First, in their contracts with one an-
other; wherever two such men are associated you will never find, when the
partnership ends, the just man to have more than the unjust, but less. Then, in
their relation to the city: when taxes are to be paid, from the same income the
just man pays more, the other less; but, when benefits are to be received, the one
gets nothing while the other profits much; whenever each of them holds a pub-
lic office, the just man, even if he is not penalized in other ways, finds that his
private affairs deteriorate through neglect while he gets nothing from the public
purse because he is just; moreover, he is disliked by his household and his ac-
quaintances whenever he refuses them an unjust favour. The opposite is true of
the unjust man in every respect. I repeat what I said before: the man of great
power gets the better deal. Consider him if you want to decide how much more
it benefits him privately to be unjust rather than just. You will see this most eas-
ily if you turn your thoughts to the most complete form of injustice which
brings the greatest happiness to the wrongdoer, while it makes those whom
he wronged, and who are not willing to do wrong, most wretched. This most
complete form is despotism; it does not appropriate other people’s property lit-
tle by little, whether secretly or by force, whether public or private, whether sa-
cred objects or temple property, but appropriates it all at once.

When a wrongdoer is discovered in petty cases, he is punished and faces
great opprobrium, for the petpetrators of these petty crimes are called temple
robbers, kidnappers, housebreakers, robbers, and thieves, but when a man, be-
sides appropriating the possessions of the citizens, manages to enslave the own-
ers as well, then, instead of those ugly names he is called happy and blessed, not
‘'only by his fellow citizens but by all others who learn that he has run through
the whole gamut of injustice. Those who give injustice a bad name do so be-
cause they are afraid, not of practising but of suffering injustice.

And so, Socrates, injustice, if it is on a large enough scale, is a stronger,
freer, and more powerful thing than justice and, as I said from the first, the just
is what is advantageous to the stronger, while the unjust is to one’s own advan-
tage and benefit.

Having said this and poured this mass of close-packed words into our ears
as a bathman might a flood of water, Thrasymachus intended to leave, but those
present did not let him, and made him stay for 4 discussion of his views. I too
begged him to stay and I said: My dear Thrasymachus, after throwing such a
speech at us, you want to leave before adequately instructing us or finding out
whether you are right or not? Or do you think it a small thing to decide on a
whole way of living, which, if each of us adopted it, would make him live the
most profitable life?

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, he said, and I have told you why.
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Well then, what about this: you call one of the two a virtue and the other a
vice?—Of course.

That is, you call justice a virtue, and injustice a vice? .

Is that likely, my good man, said he, since I say that injustice is profitable,
and justice is not?

What then?—The opposite. .

Do you call being just a vice?—No, but certainly high-minded foolishness.

And you call being unjust low-minded?—No, I call it good judgment.

You consider the unjust then, Thrasymachus, to be good and knowledgeable?

Yes, he said, those who are able to carry injustice through to the end, who
can bring cities and communities of men under their power. wg.rmwm.%o: think
I mean purse-snatchers? Not that those actions too are not profitable, if they are
not found out, but they are not worth mentioning in comparison with what I am
talking about.

I am not unaware of what you mean, I said, but this point astonishes me: do
you include injustice under virtue and wisdom, and justice among their oppo-
sites?—I certainly do.

That makes it harder, my friend, and it is not easy now to know what to say.
If you had declared that injustice was more profitable, but agreed that it was a
vice or shameful as some others do, we could have discussed it along the lines
of general opinion. Now, obviously, you will say that it is fine E.a strong, and
apply to it all the attributes which we used to apply to justice, since you .:m<.m
been so bold as to include it under virtue and wisdom.—Your guess, he said, is
quite right. o

We must not, however, shrink from pursuing our argument and looking into
this, so long as I am sure that you mean what you say. For I do not think you are
Jjoking now, Thrasymachus, but are saying what you believe to be true.

What difference, said he, does it make to you whether I believe it or not? Is
it not my argument you are refuting? .

No difference, said I, but try to answer this further question: do you think
that the just man wants to get the better of the just?

Never, said he, for he would not then be well mannered and simple, as he
is now.

Does he want to overreach'a just action?

Not a just action either, he said.

Would he want to get the better of an unjust man, and would he deem that
just or not?

He would want to, he said, and he would deem it right, but he would not be

able to.
That was not my question, said I, but whether the just man wants and

deems it right to outdo not a just man, but an unjust one?—That is so. .

What about the unjust man? Would he deem it right to outdo the just man
and the just action? o

Of course he does, he said, since he deems it right to get the better of

everybody.

So the unjust man will get the better of another unjust man or an :E.:,m.ﬁ ac-
tion and he will strive to get all he can from everyone?—That is so.

Let us put it this way, I said. The just man does not try to get the better of
one like him but of one unlike him, whereas the unjust man overreaches the like
and the unlike?—Very well put.

The unjust man, I said, is knowledgeable and good, and the just man is nei-
ther?—That is well said too.

It follows, I said, that the unjust man is like the knowledgeable and the
good, while the just man is unlike them?

Of course that will be so, he said, being such a man he will be like such
men, while the other is not like them.

Good. Each of them has the qualities of those he is like?—Why not?

Very well, Thrasymachus. Now you speak of one man as musical, of an-
other as unmusical?—I do indeed.

Which is knowledgeable and which is not?

Of course the musical man is knowledgeable, the unmusical is not. . . .

Do you think, my dear sir, that any musician when tuning his lyre, desires,
in the tightening and relaxing of the strings, to do better than another musician
or deems it right to get the better of him?—I don’t think so.

But he wants to do better than the non-musician?—Necessarily. . . .

In matters involving any kind of knowledge, or ignorance, do you think that
any expert would wish to achieve more than any other expert would do or say,
rather than, in respect to the same action, achieve the same as anyone like him-
self?—Well perhaps, it must be as you say.

What about the non-expert? Does he not want to outdo the expert and the
non-expert equally?—Perhaps.

The man with knowledge is wise?—I agree.

And the wise is good?—I agree.

Now Thrasymachus, I said, we found that the unjust man tries to get the
better of both those like and those unlike him. Did you not say so?—I did.

Yes, and the just man will not get the better of his like, but of one unlike
him?—Yes.

The just man then, I said, resembles the wise and good, while the unjust re-
sembles the bad and ignorant?—1It may be so.

Further, we agreed that each will be such as the man he resembles?—We
did so agree.

So we find that the just man has turned out to be good and wise, and the un-
just man ignorant and bad.

Thrasymachus agreed to all this, not easily as I am telling it, but reluctantly
and after being pushed. It was summer and he was perspiring profusely. And
then I saw something I had never seen before: Thrasymachus blushing. After we
had agreed that justice was virtue and wisdom, and injustice vice and ignorance,
I'said: Very well, let us consider this as established, . . . Come now, consider this
point next: There is a function of the soul which you could not fulfill by means
of any other thing, as for example: to take care of things, to rule, to deliberate,
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d other things of the kind; could we entrust these things to any other agent
an the soul and say that they belong to it?—To no other.
What of living? Is that not a function of the soul?—It most certainly is.
So there is also an excellence of the soul?—We say so.
And, Thrasymachus, will the soul ever fulfill its function well if it is de-
rived of its own particular excellence, or is this impossible?—Impossible.
It is therefore inevitable that the bad soul rules and looks after things badly
ind that the good soul does all these things well.—Inevitable.
Now we have agreed that justice is excellence of the soul, and that injustice
is vice of the soul?—We have so agreed. g
The just soul and the just man, then, will live well, and the unjust man will
live badly.—So it seems, according to your argument.
Surely the one who lives well is blessed and happy, and the one who does
not is the opposite.—Of course.
So the just man is happy, and the unjust one is wretched.—So be it.
It profits no one to be wretched, but to be happy.—Of course.
And so, my good Thrasymachus, injustice is never more profitable than

justice.

Book 11

Plato’s brother, Glaucon, picks up the argument where Thrasymachus abandoned it,
and the conversation begins to take a truly reflective, philosophical turn. Glaucon
plays devil’s advocate and argues, against Socrates, that it is not necessarily in one’s
own best interests to be just. If people could be unjust and get away with it, he
suggests, then injustice would indeed be to their advantage. As a protracted illustra-
tion of this thesis, he introduces the myth of the “Ring of Gyges,” which makes the
wearer invisible and thus would allow a person to commit all sorts of crimes with-

out getting caught.

I, before finding the answer to our first enquiry into the nature of justice, let that
go and turned to investigate whether it was vice and ignorance or wisdom and
virtue. Another argument came up after, that injustice was more profitable than
justice, and I could not refrain from following this up and abandoning the pre-
vious one so that the result of our discussion for me is that I know nothing; for,
when I do not know what justice is, I shall hardly know whether it is a kind of
virtue or not, or whether the just man is unhappy or happy.

When I had said this I thought I had done with the discussion, but evidently
this was only a prelude. Glaucon on this occasion too showed that boldness
which is characteristic of him, and refused to accept Thrasymachus’ abandon-
ing the argument. He said: Do you, Socrates, want to appear to have persuaded
us, or do you want truly to convince us that it is better in every way to be just

I would certainly wish to convince you truly, I said, if I could.

They say that to do wrong is naturally good, to be wronged is bad, but the
suffering of injury so far exceeds in badness the good of inflicting it that when
men have done wrong to each other and suffered it, and have had a taste of both,
those who are unable to avoid the latter and practice the former decide that it is
profitable to come to an agreement with each other neither to inflict injury nor
to suffer it. As a result they begin to make laws and covenants, and the law’s
command they call lawful and just. This, they say, is the origin and essence of
justice; it stands between the best and the worst, the best being to do wrong
without paying the penalty and the worst to be wronged without the power of
revenge. The just then is a mean between two extremes; it is welcomed and
honoured because of men'’s lack of the power to do wrong. The man who has
that power, the real man, would not make a compact with anyone not to inflict
injury or suffer it. For him that would be madness. This then, Socrates, is, ac-
cording to their argument, the nature and origin of justice.

Even those who practise justice do so against their will because they lack
the power to do wrong. This we could realize very clearly if we imagined our-
selves granting to both the just and the unjust the freedom to do whatever they
liked. We could then follow both of them and observe where their desires led
them, and we would catch the just man redhanded travelling the same road as
the unjust. The reason is the desire for undue gain which every organism by na-
ture pursues as a good, but the law forcibly sidetracks him to honour equality.
The freedom I just mentioned would most easily occur if these men had the
power which they say the ancestor of the Lydian Gyges possessed. The story is
that he was a shepherd in the service of the ruler of Lydia. There was a violent
rainstorm and an earthquake which broke open the ground and created a chasm
at the place where he was tending sheep. Seeing this and marvelling, he went
down into it. He saw, besides many other wonders of which we are told, a
hollow bronze horse. There were window-like openings in it; he climbed
through them and caught sight of a corpse which seemed of more than human
stature, wearing nothing but a ring of gold on its finger. This ring the shepherd
put on and came out. He arrived at the usual monthly meeting which reported to
the king on the state of the flocks, wearing the ring. As he was sitting among the
others he happened to twist the hoop of the ring towards himself, to the inside
of his hand, and as he did this he became invisible to those sitting near him and
they went on talking as if he had gone. He marvelled at this and, fingering the
ring, he turned the hoop outward again and became visible. Perceiving this he
tested whether the ring had this power and so it happened: if he turned the hoop
inwards he became invisible, but was visible when he turned it outwards. When
he realized this, he at once arranged to become one of the messengers to the
king. He went, committed adultery with the king’s wife, attacked the king with
her help, killed him, and took over the kingdom.

Now if there were two such rings, one worn by the just man, the other by
the unjust, no one, as these people think, would be so incorruptible that he
would stay on the path of justice or bring himself to keep away from other peo-
ple’s property and not touch it, when he could with impunity take whatever he
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wanted from the market, go into houses and have sexual relations with anyone
he wanted, kill anyone, free all those he wished from prison, and do the other
things which would make him like a god among men. His actions would be in
no way different from those of the other and they would both follow the same
path. This, some would say, is a great proof that no one is just willingly but un-
der compulsion, so that justice is not one’s private good, since wherever either
thought he could do wrong with impunity he would do so. Every man believes
that injustice is much more profitable to himself than justice, and any exponent
of this argument will say that he is right. The man who did not wish to do wrong
with that opportunity, and did not touch other people’s property, would be
thought by those who knew it to be very foolish and miserable. They would
praise him in public, thus deceiving one another, for fear of being wronged. So
much for my second topic.

As for the choice between the lives we are discussing, we shall be able to
make a correct judgment about it only if we put the most just man and the most
unjust man face to face; otherwise we cannot do so. By face to face I mean this:
let us grant to the unjust the fullest degree of injustice and to the just the fullest
justice, each being perfect in his own pursuit. First, the unjust man will act as
clever craftsmen do—a top navigator, for example, or physician distinguishes
what his craft can do and what it cannot; the former he will undertake, the latter
he will pass by, and when he slips he can put things right. So the unjust man’s
correct attempts at wrongdoing must remain secret; the one who is caught must
be considered a poor performer, for the extreme of injustice is to have a reputa-
tion for justice, and our perfectly unjust man must be granted perfection in in-
justice. We must not take this from him, but we must allow that, while
committing the greatest crimes, he has provided himself with the greatest repu-
tation for justice; if he makes a slip he must be able to put it right; he must be a
sufficiently persuasive speaker if some wrongdoing of his is made public; he
must be able to use force, where force is needed, with the help of his courage,
his strength, and the friends and wealth with which he has provided himself.

Having described such a man, let us now in our argument put beside him
the just man, simple as he is and noble, who, as Aeschylus put it, does not wish
to appear just but to be so. We must take away his reputation, for a reputation
for justice would bring him honour and rewards, and it would then not be clear
whether he is what he is for justice’s sake or for the sake of rewards and honour.
We must strip him of everything except justice and make him the complete op-
posite of the other. Though hé does no wrong, he must have the greatest reputa-
tion for wrongdoing so that he may be tested for justice by not weakening under
ill repute and its consequences. Let him go his incorruptible way until death
with a reputation for injusticé throughout his life, just though he is, so that our
two men may reach the extremes, one of justice, the other of injustice, and let
them be judged as to which of the two is the happier.

Whew! My dear Glaucon, I said, what a mighty scouring you have given
those two characters, as if they were statues in a competition.

Besides this, Socrates, look at another kind of argument which is spoken in
private, and also by the poets, concerning justice and injustice. All go on

repeating with one voice that justice and moderation are beautiful, but certainly
difficult and burdensome, while incontinence and injustice are sweet and easy,
and shameful only by repute and by law. They add that unjust deeds are for the
most part more profitable than just ones. They freely declare, both in private
and in public, that the wicked who have wealth and other forms of power are
happy. They honour them but pay neither honour nor attention to the weak and
the poor, though they agree that these are better men than the others. What men
say about the gods and virtue is the most amazing of all, namely that the gods
too inflict misfortunes and a miserable life upon many good men, and the op-
posite fate upon their opposites.

Book IV

Thus far, the conversation has presented us only with problems—what it means to
be good or just and whether it is or is not in one’s interest to be good or just.
Socrates has insisted that justice (goodness) is desirable for its own sake but he has
not yet either defined “justice” nor shown how it would not be against one’s own in-
terests (at least sometimes) to be good or just. In Book IV of The Republic Socrates
begins to unfold his own vision and definition of justice. He does so by proposing
that those in search of the essence of justice or goodness in the individual might
profit by looking at a larger model first, that of the just society. After a long discus-
sion of the ideal city and its parts, Socrates defines justice in terms of a persuasive
metaphor, that of “harmony.” The just city, then, is one in which each person per-
forms that function for which he or she is best suited, creating a harmonious whole.
Injustice is, in turn, defined as “meddling and exchange between the . . . established
orders.” The soul is likewise composed of parts that, in the good and happy person,
are all in harmony, which means that reason dominates (but does not suppress) the
appetites and the emotions (what Socrates calls the “spirited part”). Thus, the good
and happy society or city is one whose parts are in harmony, and the good and
happy person is one who fulfills his role in the good and happy society. Such is the
idealism of The Republic, which has alternatively inspired and horrified readers for
almost 2,500 years.

... everyone must pursue one occupation of those in the city, that for which his
nature best fitted him.—Yes, we kept saying that.

Further, we have heard many people say, and have often said ourselves, that
justice is to perform one’s own task and not to meddle with that of others.—We
have said that.

This then, my friend, I said, when it happens, is in some way justice, to do
one’s own job. And do you know what I take to be a proof of this?—No, tell me.

" Took at it this way and see whether you agree: you will order your rulers to
act as judges in the courts of the city?—Surely.
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And will their exclusive aim in delivering judgment not be that no citizen
should have what belongs to another or be deprived of what is his own?—That
would be their aim.

That being just?—Yes.

In some way then possession of one’s own and the performance of one’s
own task could be agreed to be justice.—That is so.

Consider then whether you agree with me in this: if a carpenter attempts to
do the work of a cobbler, or a cobbler that of a carpenter, and they exchange
their tools and the esteem that goes with the job, or the same man tries to do
both, and all the other exchanges are made, do you think that this does any great
harm to the city?—No.

But I think that when one who is by nature a worker or some other kind of
moneymaker is puffed up by wealth, or by the mob, or by his own strength, or
some other such thing, and attempts to enter the warrior class, or one of the sol-
diers tries to enter the group of counsellors and guardians, though he is unwor-
thy of it, and these exchange their tools and the public esteem, or when the same
man tries to perform all these jobs together, then I think you will agree that
these exchanges and this meddling bring the city to ruin.—They certainly do.

The meddling and exchange between the three established orders does very
great harm to the city and would most correctly be called wickedness.—Very
definitely. ,

And you would call the greatest wickedness worked against one’s own city
injustice?—Of course.

That then is injustice. And let us repeat that the doing of one’s own job by
the moneymaking, auxiliary, and guardian groups, when each group is per-
forming its own task in the city, is the opposite, it is justice and makes the city
just.—I agree with you that this is so.

Do not let us, I said, take this as quite final yet. If we find that this quality,
when existing in each individual man, is agreed there too to be justice, then we
can assent to this—for what can we say ?—but if not, we must look for some-
thing else. For the present, let us complete that examination which we thought
we should make, that if we tried to observe justice in something larger which
contains it, this would make it easier to observe it in the individual. We thought
that this larger thing was a city, and so we established the best city we could,
knowing well that justice would be present in the good city. It has now appeared
to us there, so let us now transfer it to the individual and, if it corresponds, all
will be well. But if it is seen to be something different in the individual, then we
must go back to the city and examine this new notion of justice. By thus com-
paring and testing the two, we might make justice light up like fire from the rub-
bing of firesticks, and when it has become clear, we shall fix it firmly in our
own minds.— You are following the path we set, and we must do so.

Well now, when you apply the same name to a thing whether it is big or
small, are these two instances of it like or unlike with regard to that to which the
same name applies?—They are alike in that, he said.

So the just man and the just city will be no different but alike as regards the
very form of justice—Yes, they will be.

Now the city was thought to be just when the three kinds of men within it
each performed their own task, and it was moderate and brave and wise because
of some other qualities and attitudes of the same groups.—True.

And we shall therefore deem it right, my friend, that the individual have the
same parts in his own soul, and through the same qualities in those parts will
correctly be given the’same names.—That must be so.

Well, then, I said, 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 has not
come to be in the city from individuals who are held to possess it, like the in-
habitants of Thrace and Scythia and others who live to the north of us, or that
the same is not true of the love of learning which one would attribute most to
our part of the world, or the love of money which one might say is conspicu-
ously displayed by the Phoenicians and the Egyptians.—Certainly, he said.

This then, is the case, I said, and it is not hard to understand.—No indeed.

But this is: whether we do everything with the same part of our soul, or one
thing with one of the three parts, and another with another. Do we learn with
one part of ourselves, get angry with another, and with some third part desire
the pleasures of food and procreation and other things closely akin to them, or,
when we set out after something, do we act with the whole of our soul in each
case? This will be hard to determine satisfactorily.—I think so too.

Socrates proceeds to give a detailed argument for the conclusion that our soul
has different “parts” or functions by showing that we sometimes find ourselves in
the equivalent of an internal civil war. For instance, we often find ourselves tempted
by desires we know we ought not to act upon. One part of us (our appetites) says
“go,” while the other (our reason) says “stop.” But, Socrates asserts, one and the
same thing cannot move in two directions at once; therefore, there must be at least
two distinct parts or voices within us. There is also a third voice, neither appetitive
nor reasonable, our “spirited part.” This is the part of our soul with which we feel
anger, courage, disgust, and other similar states, which, while emotions, are not the
same as our basic appetites. Our spirited part lies somewhere between the appetites
and reason, and in the just person comes to the aid of reason in ruling the appetites.

The position of the spirited part seems the opposite of what we thought a short
time ago. Then we thought of it as something appetitive, but now we say it is far
from being that; in the civil war of the soul it aligns itself far more with the rea-
sonable part.—Very much so.

Is it different from that also, or is it some part of reason, so that there are
two parts of the soul instead of three, the reasonable and the appetitive? Or, as
we had three separate parts holding our city together, the money-making, the
auxiliary and the deliberative, so in the soul the spirited is a third part, by nature
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APTER ONE

the helper of reason, if it has not been corrupted by a bad upbringing?—It must

be a third part.
Yes, [ said, if it now appears to be different from the reasonable part, as ear-

lier from the appetitive part.

It is not difficult, he said, to show that it is different. One can see this in
children; they are full of spirit from birth, whereas a few of them seem to me
never to acquire a share of reason, while the majority do not do so until late.

By Zeus, 1 said, that is very well put. One can see this also in animals. Be-
sides, our earlier quotation from Homer bears witness to it, where he says:

Striking his chest, he addressed his heart,

for clearly Homer represents the part which reasons about the better and the
worse course, and which strikes his chest, as different from that which is angry
without reasoning.—You are definitely right.

We have now made our difficult way through a sea of argument to reach
this point, and we have fairly agreed that the same kinds of parts, and the same
number of parts, exist in the soul of each individual as in our city.—That is so.

It necessarily follows that the individual is wise in the same way, and in the
same part of himself, as the city.—Quite so.

And the part which makes the individual brave is the same as that which
makes the city brave, and in the same manner, and everything which makes for
virtue is the same in both?—That necessarily follows.

Moreover, Glaucon, I think we shall say that a man is just in the same way
as the city is just—That too is inevitable.

We have surely not forgotten that the city was just because each of the three
classes in it was fulfilling its own task.—I do not think, he said, that we have
forgotten that.

We must remember then that each one of us within whom each part is ful-
filling its own task will himself be just and do his own work.—We must cer-
tainly remember this.

Therefore it is fitting that the reasonable part should rule, it being wise and
exercising foresight on behalf of the whole soul, and for the spirited part to obey

it and be its ally.—Quite so.

Plato’s analogy between the soul and the state is probably the most controversial as-
pect of The Republic, not so much because it has been disputed whether the soul can
in fact be said to have three parts but rather because the “one man, one task” defini-
tion of justice flies in the face of everything we have come to believe about the suc-
cess both of individuals and of their states. It is not at all clear (and there is much
evidence the other way) that people are more productive and happy when their jobs
and their roles in society are defined as so limited (even if the tasks Plato enumer-
ates—for example, craftsman, farmer, soldier—are much broader and more varied
than the specialized industrial jobs today). As a political entity, a state that is so
fixed and “closed” is the very anathema of our ideal of a democracy where people
are free to speak out and even to leave. (Plato, of course, thought very little of
democracy, and listed it as one of the worst forms of government, second only to

Qﬂmuv\.v ,E:mm. Sir Karl Popper bitterly complained about Plato’s political theory—

Mwﬁ H_mﬁ mmzx titled book, The Open Society and Its Enemies—as being a recipe for

Qom MmmmMMMMM. But W_EMcmr éw may well reject the hierarchical ordering of Plato’s

» most of us will probably find something’ ve ive i

metaphor of “harmony” that links the two nalogy. Hamony of

of 1on) ‘ parts of the analogy. Harmony of the

MMWHIOH cﬁmaﬁ.:d. —is a :omEQ. 1deal that we understand quite well, msav\: does

M@oE to c.o limited to any particular political or social system. The idea that the

Hmdocﬂ rm%&%s is .ﬁﬂo ﬂong person is an idea that we find very appealing, and it has
0 do with the contemporary quest for “integrity” i , i

0 do wi n grity” or (in more colloquial

and% m.mﬂ.czm it w: Gmoth So, too, notice that Plato (Socrates) has finally %mﬁ

:M ade ::ao:. of justice Amooﬁms.mmmv that does succeed in integrating what was right

a ocﬁm the ow&wmﬁ ﬁ.o._ooﬁoa a.@bs_no:m of Cephalus and his son: the idea that justice

(goodness) is “giving what is due.” But whereas Cephalus intended by this only the

MMMMHMMM of amcaamsa wmoHoBmSHEm restricted it to personal relations Plato has in

proper “due” of the soul itself, which is to be an acti icir
tributor to the communit ing i i ;¢ EBQ@&.: Sood o
nutor ity by developing itself and its talents. Goodness is good for

THE MYTH OF THE CAVE: FROM BOOK Vi
-

ME, .mo_moaosm from The Republic conclude with the famous allegory in Book VII
e “Myth of the Cave,” which dramatically introduces the theory of the monzm.,

Form of the Oooa. An idea, for Plato, was not an idea in our minds but rather an j
dependent existence in its own real world (“the world of being”), a world @<ocm“ e
real than our own. Our everyday world (“the world of coooEE,m:v is unstable oHM
always changing. People grow old and die. Great cities become corrupted m:am:
destroyed. People’s oEsEsm seem to change with the times and with Wmm. But HM

man, mo.onm.aEm_% would seek out the Form of the Good (by way of finding its
rect definition) whatever the state of society around him. (Socrates and Em:.o %oﬁﬂ
had reason to be pessimistic about finding or establishing this idea in actual moaM
w\ﬂrocm: both of E@B tried to do so: Socrates in Athens, Plato in Syracuse ) HUM
Ev\.ﬁw of Eo. Cave is a ,aBano image of the existence of the Form of the Qmoa in
e .Emo:_m_zo.éozaw ’ standing apart from the mere shadows of our everyday lif;
and it is an ominous warning for the philosopher who would seek to anw\m : S@
good and make it clear to an unenlightened society. e

Next, I mma.. compare the o.m@oﬁ of education and the lack of it upon our human
WMEB to a situation ES. this: imagine men to be living in an underground cave-
ike dwelling place, which has a Way up to the light along its whole width, but



