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Socrates: 1 went down to the Piraeus3 yesterday with Glaucon, son of
Ariston,4 to pray to the goddess; and, at the same time, I wanted to ob-
serve how they would put on the festival,5 since they were now hold-
ing it for the first time. Now, in my opinion, the procession of the native
inhabitants was fine; but the one the Thracians conducted was no less
fitting a show. After we had prayed and looked on, we went off toward
town.

Catching sight of us from afar as we were pressing homewards,
Polemarchus, son of Cephalus, ordered his slave boy to run after us and
order us to wait for him. The boy took hold of my cloak from behind
‘and said, “Polemarchus orders you to wait.”

And I turned around and asked him where his master was. “He is
coming up behind,” he said, “just wait.”

“Of course we’ll wait,” said Glaucon.

A moment later Polemarchus came along with Adeimantus, Glau-
con’s brother, Niceratus, son of Nicias, and some others—apparently
from the procession. Polemarchus said, “Socrates, 1 guess you two are
hurrying to get away to town.”

“That’s not a bad guess,” 1 said.

“Well,” he said, “do you see how many of us there are?”

“Of course.”

“Well, then,” he said, “either prove stronger than these men
or stay here.”
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“Isn’t there still one other possibility . . . ,” 1 said, “our per-
suading you that you must let us go?”

“Could you really persuade,” he said, “if we don’t listen?”

“There’s no way,” said Glaucon.

“Well, then, think it over, bearing in mind we won't listen.”

Then Adeimantus said, “Is it possible you don’t know that at sun-
set there will be a torch race on horseback for the goddess?”

“On horseback?” 1 said. “That is novel. Will they hold torches
and pass them to one another while racing the horses, or what do you
mean?”

“That’s it,” said Polemarchus, “and, besides, they’ll put on an all-
night festival that will be worth seeing. We'll get up after dinner and go
to see it; there we'll be together with many of the young men and we'll
talk. So stay and do as I tell you.” '

And Glaucon said, “It seems we must stay.”

“Well, if it is so resolved,”® I said, “that’s how we must act.”

Then we went to Polemarchus’ home; there we found Lysias? and
Euthydemus, Polemarchus’ brothers, and, in addition, Thrasymachus?
the Chalcedonian and Charmantides, the Paeanian,® and Cleito-
phon,t® the son of Aristonymus.

Cephalus,’? Polemarchus’ father, was also at home and he
seemed very old to me, for I had not seen him for some time. He was
seated on a sort of cushioned stool and was crowned with a wreath, for
he had just performed a sacrifice in the courtyard. We sat down beside
him, for some stools were arranged in a circle there. As soon as Ceph-
alus saw me, he greeted me warmly and said:

“Socrates, you don’t come down to us in the Piraeus very often,
yet you ought to. Now if I still had the strength to make the trip to
town easily, there would be no need for you to come here; rather we
would come to you. As it is, however, you must come here more fre-
quently. I want you to know that as the other pleasures, those con-
nected with the body, wither away in me, the desires and pleasures that
have to do with speeches grow the more. Now do as I say: be with these
young men, but come here regularly to us as to friends and your very
own kin.”

“For my part, Cephalus, I am really delighted to discuss with the
very old,” I said. “Since they are like men who have proceeded on a
certain road that perhaps we too will have to take, one ought, in my
opinion, to learn from them what sort of road it is—whether it is rough
and hard or easy and smooth. From you in particular I should like to
learn how it looks to you, for you are now at just the time of life the
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poets call ‘the threshold of old age.”’2 Is it a hard time of life, or what
have you to report of it?” '

“By Zeus, I shall tell you just how it looks to me, Socrates,” he
said. “Some of us who are about the same age often meet together and
keep up the old proverb.1® Now then, when they meet, most of the
members of our group lament, longing for the pleasures of youth and
reminiscing about sex, about drinking bouts and feasts and all that goes
with things of that sort; they take it hard as though they were deprived
of something very important and had then lived well but are now not
even alive. Some also bewail the abuse that old age receives from
relatives, and in this key they sing a refrain about all the evils old age
has caused them. But, Socrates, in my opinion these men do not put
their fingers on the cause. For, if this were the cause, I too would have
suffered these same things insofar as they depend on old age and so

would everyone else who has come to this point in life. But as it is, I-

have encountered others for whom it was not so, especially Sophocles. 1
was once present when the poet was asked by someone, ‘Sophocles,
how are you in sex? Can you still have intercourse with a woman?
‘Silence, man,” he said. ‘Most joyfully did I escape it, as though I had
run away from a sort of frenzied and savage master.” I thought at the
time that he had spoken well and I still do. For, in every way, old age
brings great peace and freedom from such things. When the desires
cease to strain and finally relax, then what Sophocles says comes to pass
in every way; it is possible to be rid of very many mad masters. But of
these things and of those that concern relatives, there is one just
cause: not old age, Socrates, but the character of the human beings.4
If they are orderly and content with themselves,!5 even old age is only
moderately troublesome; if they are not, then both age, Socrates, and
youth alike turn out to be hard for that sort.”

Then 1 was full of wonder at what he said and, wanting him to say
still more, I stirred him up, saying: “Cephalus, when you say these
things, I suppose that the many!® do not accept them from you, but
believe rather that it is not due to character that you bear old age so
easily but due to possessing great substance. They say that for the rich
there are many consolations.”

“What you say is true,” he said. “They do not accept them. And
they do have something there, but not, however, quite as much as they
think; rather, the saying of Themistocles holds good. When a Seriphian
abused him—saying that he was illustrious not thanks to himself but
thanks to the city—he answered that if he himself had been a Seriphian
he would not have made a name, nor would that man have made one
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had he been an Athenian. And the same argument also holds good for
those who are not wealthy and bear old age with difficulty: the decent
man would not bear old age with poverty very easily, nor would the one
who is not a decent sort ever be content with himself even if he were
wealthy.”

“Cephalus,” 1 said, “did you inherit or did you earn most of what
you possess?”

“What do you mean, earned, Socrates!” he said. “As a money-
maker, I was a sort of mean between my grandfather and my father.
For my grandfather, whose namesake I am, inherited pretty nearly as
much substance as I now possess, and he increased it many times over.
Lysanias, my father, used it to a point where it was still less than it is
now. .1 am satisfied if 1 leave not less, but rather a bit more than I
inherited, to my sons here.” -

“The reason I asked, you see,” I said, “is that to me you didn’t
seem overly fond of money. For the most part, those who do not make
money themselves are that way. Those who do make it are twice as at-
tached to it as the others. For just as poets are fond of their poems and
fathers of their children, so money-makers too are serious about
money—as their own product; and they also are serious about it for the
same reason other men are—for its use. They are, therefore, hard even
to be with because they are willing to praise nothing but wealth.”

“What you say is true,” he said.

“Indeed it is,” 1 said. “But tell me something more. What do you
suppose is the greatest good that you have enjoyed from possessing
great wealth?”

“What I say wouldnt persuade many perhaps. For know well,
Socrates,” he said, “that when a man comes near to the realiza-
tion that he will be making an end, fear and care enter him for things to
which he gave no thought before. The tales!? told about what is in
Hades—that the one who has done unjust deeds® here must pay the
penalty there—at which he laughed up to then, now make his soul twist
and turn because he fears they might be true. Whether it is due to the
debility of old age, or whether he discerns something more of the things
in that place because he is already nearer to them, as it were—he is, at
any rate, now full of suspicion and terror; and he reckons up his ac-
counts and considers whether he has done anything unjust to anyone.
Now, the man who finds many unjust deeds in his life often even wakes
from his sleep in a fright as children do, and lives in anticipation of
evil. To the man who is conscious in himself of no unjust deed, sweet
and good hope is ever beside him—a nurse of his old age, as Pindar
puts it. For, you know, Socrates, he put it charmingly when he said that
whoever lives out a just and holy life
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Sweet hopé accompanies,

Fostering his heart, a nurse of his old age,
Hope which most of all pilots

The ever-turning opinion of mortals.

How very wonderfully well he says that. For this I count the possession
of money most wroth-while, not for any man, but for the decent and or-
derly one. The possession of money contributes a great deal to not
cheating or lying to any man against one’s will, and, moreover, to
not departing for that other place frightened because one owes some
sacrifices to a god or money to a human being. It also has many other
uses. But, still, one thing reckoned against another, I wouldn’t count
this as the least thing, Socrates, for which wealth is very useful to an in-
telligent man.”

“What you say is very fine!® indeed, Cephalus,” I said. “But as
to this very thing, justice, shall we so simply assert that it is the truth
and giving back what a man has taken from another, or is to do these
very things sometimes just and sometimes unjust? Take this case as an
example of what I mean: everyone would surely say that if a man takes
weapons from a friend when the latter is of sound mind, and the friend
demands them back when he is mad, one shouldn’t give back such
things, and the man who gave them back would not be just, and
moreover, one should not be willing to tell someone in this state the
whole truth.”

“What you say is right,” he said.

“Then this isn’t the definition of justice, speakmg the truth and
g1v1ng back what one takes.”

“It most certainly is, Socrates,” interrupted Polemarchus, “at least
if Simonides should be believed at all.”

“Well, then,” said Cephalus, “I hand down the argument to you,
for it’s already time for me to look after the sacrifices.” _

“Am I not the heir of what belongs to you?” said Polemarchus.20

“Certainly,” he said and laughed. And with that he went away to
the sacrifices.2!

“Tell me, you, the heir of the argument,” I said, “what was it Si-
monides said about justice that you assert he said correctly?”

“That it is just to give to each what is owed,” he said. “In saying
this he said a fine thing, at least in my opinion.”

“Well, it certainly isnt easy to disbelieve a Simonides,” I said.
“He is a wise and divine man. However, you, Polemarchus, perhaps
know what on earth he means, but I don’t understand. For plainly he
doesn’t mean what we were just saying—giving back to any man what-
soever something he has deposited when, of unsound mind, he demands
it. And yet, what he deposited is surely owed to him, isn't it?”

[ 7]
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“Yes.”

“But, when of unsound mind he demands it, it should under no
condition be given back to him?”

“True,” he said.

“Then Simonides, it seems, means something different from this
sort of thing when he says that it is just to give back what is owed.”

“Of course it’s different, by Zeus,” he said. “For he supposes that
friends owe it to friends to do some good and nothing bad.”

“I understand,” I said. “A man does not give what is owed in giv-
ing back gold to someone who has deposited it, when the giving and the
taking turn out to be bad, assuming the taker and the giver are
friends. Isn’t this what you assert Simonides means?”

“Most certainly.”

“Now, what about this? Must we give back to enemies whatever is
owed to them?”

“That’s exactly it,” he said, “just what's owed to them. And I
suppose that an enemy owes his enemy the very thing which is also-
fitting: some harm.”

“Then,” I said, “it seems that Simonides made a riddle, after the
fashion of poets, when he said what the just is. For it looks as if he
thought that it is just to give to everyone what is fitting, and to this he
gave the name ‘what is owed.””

“What else do you think?” he said.

“In the name of Zeus,” 1 said, “if someone were to ask him,
‘Simonides, the art?2? called medicine gives what that is owed and
fitting to which things?” what do you suppose he would answer us?”

“It’s plain,” he said, “drugs, foods and drinks to bodies.”

“The art called cooking gives what that is owed and fitting to
which things?”

“Seasonings to meats.”

“All right. Now then, the art that gives what to which things
would be called justice?”

“If the answer has to be consistent with what preceded, Socrates,”
he said, “the one that gives benefits and harms to friends and enemies.”

“Does he mean that justice is doing good to friends and harm
to enemies?”

“In my opinion.”

“With respect to disease and health, who is most able to do good
to sick friends and bad to enemies?”

“A doctor.”

[ 8]
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“And with respect to the danger of the sea, who has this power
over those who are sailing?”

“A pilot.”

“And what about the just man, in what action and with respect to
what work is he most able to help friends and harm enemies?”

“In my opinion it is in making war and being an ally in battle.”

“All right. However, to men who are not sick, my friend Polemar-
chus, a doctor is useless.”

“True.”

“And to men who are not sailing, a pilot.”

“Yes.” |

“Then to men who are not at war, is the just man useless?”

“Hardly so, in my opinion.”

“Then is justice also useful in peacetime?”

“It is useful.”

“And so is farming, isn’t it?”

“Yes.”

“For the acquisition of the fruits of the earth?”

“Yes.”

“And, further, is shoemaking also useful?”

“Yes.” L

“You would say, I suppose, for the acquisition of shoes?”

“Certainly.”

“What about justice then? For the use or acquisition of what
would you say it is useful in peacetime?”

“Contracts, Socrates.”

“Do you mean by contracts, partnerships,23 or something else?”

“Partnerships, of course.”

“Then is the just man a good and useful partner in setting down
draughts, or is it the skilled player of draughts?”24

“The skilled player of draughts.”

“In setting down bricks and stones, is the just man a more useful
and better partner than the housebuilder?”

“Not at all.”

“But in what partnership then is the just man a better partner than
the harp player, just as the harp player is better than the just man when
one has to do with notes?”

“In money matters, in my opinion.”

“Except perhaps in using money, Polemarchus, when a horse
must be bought or sold with money in partnership; then, I suppose, the
expert on horses is a better partner. Isn’t that so?”

332 e
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“And, further, when it’s a ship, the shipbuilder or pilot is better?”

“It seems so.”

“Then, when gold or silver must be used in partnership, in what
case is the just man more useful than the others?”

“When they must be deposited and kept safe, Socrates.”

“Do you mean when there is no need to use them, and they are
left lying?”

“Certainly.”

d “Is it when money is useless that justice is useful for it?”

“I'm afraid so.”

“And when a pruning hook must be guarded, justice is useful both
in partnership and in private; but when it must be used, vine-cul-
ture.”

“It looks like it.”

“Will you also assert that when a shield and a lyre must be
guarded and not used, justice is useful; but when they must be used, the
soldier’s art and the musician’s art are useful?”

“Necessarily.”

“And with respect to everything else as well, is justice useless in
the use of each and useful in its uselessness?”

“I'm afraid so.”

e “Then justice, my friend, wouldn’t be anything very serious, if it
is useful for useless things. Let’s look at it this way. Isn’t the man who
is cleverest at landing a blow in boxing, or any other kind of fight, also
the one cleverest at guarding against it?”

“Certainly.”

“And whoever is clever at guarding against disease is also
cleverest at getting away with producing it?”

“In my opinion, at any rate.”

“And, of course, a good guardian of an army is the very same man

334 a who can also steal the enemy’s plans and his other dispositions?”

“Certainly.”

“So of whatever a man is a clever guardian, he is also a clever
thief?”

“It seems so.”

“So that if a man is clever at guarding money, he is also clever at
stealing it?”

“So the argument?s indicates at least,” he said.

“The just man, then, as it seems, has come to light as a kind of
robber, and I'm afraid you learned this from Homer. For he admires

b Autolycus, Odysseus’ grandfather?® on his mother’s side, and says he

[ 10 ]
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surpassed all men ‘in stealing and in swearing oaths.” Justice, then,
seems, according to you and Homer and Simonides, to be a certain art
of stealing, for the benefit, to be sure, of friends and the harm of ene-
mies. Isn’t that what you meant?”

“No, by Zeus,” he said. “But I no longer know what I did mean.
However, it is still my opinion that justice is helping friends and harming

enemies.”
' “Do you mean by friends those who seem to be good to an in-
dividual, or those who are, even if they don’t seem to be, and similarly
with enemies?”

“It’s likely,” he said, “that the men one believes to be good, one
loves, while those he considers bad one hates.”

“But don’t human beings make mistakes about this, so that many
seem to them to be good although they are not, and vice versa?”

“They do make mistakes.”

“So for them the good are enemies and the bad are friends?”

“Certainly.”

“But nevertheless it’s still just for them to help the bad and harm
the good?”

“It looks like it.”

“Yet the good are just and such as not to do injustice?”

“True.”

“Then, according to your argument, it’s just to treat badly men who
have done nothing unjust?”

“Not at all, Socrates,” he said. “For the argument seems to be
bad.”

“Then, after all,” 1 said, “it’s just to harm the unjust and help the
just?”

“This looks finer than what we just said.”

“Then for many, Polemarchus—all human beings who make
mistakes—it will turn out to be just to harm friends, for their friends
are bad; and just to help enemies, for they are good. So we shall say the
very opposite of what we asserted Simonides means.”

“It does really turn out that way,” he said. “But let’s change what
we set down at the beginning. For I'm afraid we didn’t set down the
definition of friend and enemy correctly.”

“How did we do it, Polemarchus?”

“We set down that the man who seems good is a friend.”

“Now,” I said, “how shall we change it?”

“The man who seems to be, and is, good, is a friend,” he said,
“while the man who seems good and is not, seems to be but is not a
friend. And we’ll take the same position about the enemy.”

[ 11 ]
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“Then the good man, as it seems, will by this argument be a
friend, and the good-for-nothing man an enemy?”

“Yes.”

“You order us to add something to what we said at first about the
just. Then we said that it is just to do good to the friend and bad to
the enemy, while now we are to say in addition that it is just to do good
to the friend, if he is good, and harm to the enemy, if he is bad.”

“Most certainly,” he said. “Said in that way it would be fine in my
opinion.”

“Is it, then,” I said, “the part of a just man to harm any human

- being whatsoever?”

“Certainly,” he said, “bad men and enemies ought to be harmed.”
“Do horses that have been harmed become better or worse?”
“Worse.”

“With respect to the virtue?? of dogs or to that of horses?”

“With respect to that of horses.”

“And when dogs are harmed, do they become worse with respect
to the virtue of dogs and not to that of horses?”

“Necessarily.”

“Should we not assert the same of human beings, my comrade—
that when they are harmed, they become worse with respect to human
virtue?”

“Most certainly.”

“But isn’t justice human virtue?”

“That’s also necessary.”

“Then, my friend, human beings who have been harmed
necessarily become more unjust.”

“It seems so.”

“Well, are musicians able to make men unmusical by music?”

“Impossible.”

“Are men skilled in horsemanship able to make men incompetent
riders by horsemanship?”

“That can’t be.”

“But are just men able to make others unjust by justice, of all
things? Or, in sum, are good men able to make other men bad by vir-
tue?”

“Impossible.”

“For I suppose that cooling is not the work of heat, but of its op-
posite.”

“Yes.” _

“Nor wetting the work of dryness but of its opposite.”

“Certainly.”

[ 12 ]
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“Nor is harming, in fact, the work of the good but of its opposite.”

“It looks like it.”

“And it’s the just man who is good?”

“Certainly.”

“Then it is not the work of the just man to harm either a friend or
anyone else, Polemarchus, but of his opposite, the unjust man.”

“In my opinion, Socrates,” he said, “what you say is entirely
true.”

“Then if someone. asserts that it’s just to give what is owed to each
man—and he understands by this that harm is owed to enemies by the
just man and help to friends—the man who said it was not wise. For he
wasn't telling the truth. For it has become apparent to us that it is never
just to harm anyone.”

“I agree,” he said.

“We shall do battle then as partners, you and 1,” 1 said, “if
someone asserts that Simonides, or Bias, or Pittacus2® or any other
wise and blessed man said it.”

“I, for one,” he said, “am ready to be your partner in the battle.”

“Do you know,” 1 said, “to whom, in my opinion, that saying
belongs which asserts that it is just to help friends and harm ene-
mies?”

“To whom?” he said.

“I suppose it belongs to Periander, or Perdiccas, or Xerxes, or
Ismenias the Theban,2® or some other rich man who has a high
opinion of what he can do.”

“What you say is very true,” he said.

“All right,” 1 said, “since it has become apparent that neither
justice nor the just is this, what else would one say they are?”

Now Thrasymachus had many times started out to take over the
argument in the midst of our discussion, but he had been restrained by
the men sitting near him, who wanted to hear the argument out. But
when we paused and 1 said this, he could no longer keep quiet;
hunched up like a wild beast, he flung himself at us as if to tear us
to pieces. Then both Polemarchus and I got all in a flutter from fright.
And he shouted out into our midst and said, “What is this nonsense
that has possessed you for so long, Socrates? And why do you act like
fools making way for one another? If you truly want to know what
the just is, don’t only ask and gratify your love of honor by refuting
whatever someone answers—you know that it is easier to ask than to
answer—but answer yourself and say what you assert the just to be.
And see to it you don’t tell me that it is the needful, or the helpful,
or the profitable, or the gainful, or the advantageous; but tell me

[ 13]
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clearly and precisely what you mean, for I-won’t accept it if you say
such inanities.”

1 was astounded when I heard him, and, looking at him, I was
frightened. I think that if I had not seen him before he saw me, I would
have been speechless.3® As it was, just when he began to be ex-
asperated by the argument, I had looked at him first, so that I was able
to answer him; and with just a trace of a tremor, I said: “Thrasyma-
chus, don’t be hard on us. If we are making any mistake in the con-
sideration of the arguments, Polemarchus and I, know well that we're
making an unwilling mistake. If we were searching for gold we would
never willingly make way for one another in the search and ruin our
chances of finding it; so don’t suppose that when we are seeking for
justice, a thing more precious than a great deal of gold, we would ever

‘foolishly give in to one another and not be as serious as we can be

about bringing it to light. Don’t you suppose that, my friend! Rather, as
I suppose, we are not competent. So it’s surely far more fitting for us to
be pitied by you clever men than to be treated harshly.”

He listened, burst out laughing very scornfully, and said,
“Heracles! Here is that habitual irony of Socrates. I knew it, and I pre-
dicted to these fellows that you wouldnt be willing to answer, that
you would be ironic and do anything rather than answer if someone
asked you something.”

“That’s because you are wise, Thrasymachus,” I said. “Hence you
knew quite well that if you asked someone how much twelve is and in
asking told him beforehand, ‘See to it you don’t tell me, you human
being, that it is two times six, or three times four, or six times two, or
four times three; I won’t accept such nonsense from you—it was plain
to you, I suppose, that no one would answer a man who asks in this
way. And if he asked, “Thrasymachus, what do you mean? Shall I
answer none of those you mentioned before? Even if it happens to be
one of these, shall I say something other than the truth, you surprising
man? Or. what do you mean”—what would you say to him in re-
sponse?”

“Very well,” he said, “as if this case were similar to the other.”

“Nothing prevents it from being,” I said. “And even granting that
it’s not similar, but looks like it is to the man who is asked, do you
think he’ll any the less answer what appears to him, whether we forbid
him to or not?”

“Well, is that what you are going to do?” he said. “Are you going
to give as an answer one of those I forbid?”

“I shouldn’t be surprised,” I said, “if that were my opinion upon
consideration.”

[ 14 ]
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“What if I could show you another answer about justice besides
all these and better than they are?” he said. “What punishment do you
think you would deserve to suffer?”

“What else than the one it is fitting for a man who does not know
to suffer?” I said. “And surely it is fitting for him to learn from the man
who knows. So this is what I think I deserve to suffer.”

“That’s because you are an agreeable chap!” he said. “But in ad-
dition to learning, pay a fine in money too.”

“When 1 get some,” I said.

“He has some,” said Glaucon. “Now, for money’s sake, speak,
Thrasymachus. We shall all contribute for Socrates.”3!

“I certainly believe it,” he said, “so that Socrates can get away
with his usual trick; he’ll not answer himself, and when someone else
has answered he gets hold of the argument and refutes it.”

“You best of men,” I said, “how could ‘a man answer who, in the
first place, does not know and does not profess to know; and who, in
the second place, even if he does have some supposition about these

things, is forbidden to say what he believes by no ordinary man? It’s :

more fitting for you to speak; for you are the one who says he knows
and can tell. Now do as I say; gratify me by answering and don’t be-
grudge your teaching to Glaucon here and the others.”

After T said this, Glaucon and the others begged him to do as I
said. And Thrasymachus evidently desired to speak so that he could
win a good reputation, since he believed he had a very fine answer. But
he kept up the pretense of wanting to prevail on me to do the answer-
ing. Finally, however, he conceded and then said:

“Here is the wisdom of Socrates; unwilling himself to teach, he
goes around learning from others, and does not even give thanks to
them.”

“When you say I learn from others,” I said, “you speak the truth,
~ Thrasymachus; but when you say I do not make full payment in thanks,
you lie. For I pay as much as I can. I am only able to praise. 1 have no
money. How eagerly I do so when I think someone speaks well, you
will well know as soon as you have answered; for I suppose you will
speak well.”

“Now listen,” he said. “I say that the just is nothing other than the
advantage of the stronger.32 Well, why don’t you praise me? But you
won’t be willing.”

“First I must learn what you mean,” I said. “For, as it is, I don’t
yet understand. You say the just is the advantage of the stronger. What
ever do you mean by that, Thrasymachus? You surely don’t assert such
a thing as this: if Polydamas, the parcratiast,3 is stronger than we are
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and beef is  advantageous for his body, then this food is also ad-
vantageous and just for us who are weaker than he is.” -

“You are disgusting, Socrates,” he said. “You take hold of the
argument in the way you can work it the most harm.” .

“Not at all, best of men,” I said. “Just tell me more clearly what
you mean.”

“Don’t you know,” he said, “that some cities are ruled tyrannical-
ly, some democratically, and some aristocratically?”

“Of course.”

“In each city, isn’t the ruling group master?”

“Certainly.”

“And each ruling group sets down laws for its own advantage; a
democracy sets down democratic laws; a tyranny, tyrannic laws; and
the others do the same. And they declare that what they have set
down—their own advantage—is just for the ruled, and the man who
departs from it they punish as a breaker of the law and a doer of unjust
deeds. This, best of men, is what I mean: in every city the same thing
is just, the advantage of the established ruling body. It surely is master;
so the man who reasons rightly concludes that everywhere justice is
the same thing, the advantage of the stronger.”

“Now,” I said, “I understand what you mean. Whether it is true
or not, I'll try to find out. Now, you too answer that the just is the ad-
vantageous, Thrasymachus—although you forbade me to give that
answer. Of course, for the stronger is added on to it.”

“A small addition, perhaps,” he said.

“It isn’t plain yet whether it’s a big one. But it is plain that we
must consider whether what you say is true. That must be considered,
because, while I too agree that the just is something of advantage, you
add to it and assert that it's the advantage of the stronger, and I don’t
know whether it’s so.”

“Go ahead and consider,” he said.

“That’s what I'm going to do,” I said. “Now, tell me: don’t you
say though that it’s also just to obey the rulers?”

“I do.”

“Are the rulers in their several cities infallible, or are they such as
to make mistakes too?”

“By all means,” he said, “they certainly are such as to make
mistakes too.”

“When they put their hands to setting down laws, do they set some
down correctly and some incorrectly?”

“I suppose so.”
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-+ “Is that law correct which sets down what is advantageous for
themselves, and that one incorrect which sets down what is disad-
vantageous?—Or how do you mean it?”

“As you say.”

“But whatever the rulers set down must be done by those who are
.ruled, and this is the just?”

“Of course.”

“Then, according to your argument, it’s just to do not only what is
advantageous for the stronger but also the opposite, what is disad-
vantageous.”

“What do you mean?” he said.

“What you mean, it seems to me. Let’s consider it better. Wasn't

it agreed that the rulers, when they command the ruled to do some-

thing, sometimes completely mistake what is best for themselves,
while it is just for the ruled to do whatever the rulers command?
Weren't these things agreed upon?”

“I suppose so,” he said.

“Well, then,” I said, “also suppose that you're agreed that it is just
to do what is disadvantageous for those who are the rulers and the
stronger, when the rulers unwillingly command what is bad for them-
selves, and you assert it is just to do what they have commanded. In
this case, most wise Thrasymachus, doesn’t it necessarily follow that it
is just for the others to do the opposite of what you say? For the weaker
are commanded to do what is doubtless disadvantageous for the
stronger.”

“Yes, by Zeus, Socrates,” said Polemarchus, “most clearly.”

“If it’s you who are to witness for him, Polemarchus,” said Cleito-
phon interrupting. '

“What need is there of a witness?” he said. “Thrasymachus him-
self agrees that the rulers sometimes command what is bad for them-
selves and that it is just for the others to do these things.”

“That’s because Thrasymachus set down that to do what the rulers
bid is just, Polemarchus.”

“And because, Cleitophon, he also set down that the advantage of
the stronger is just. Once he had set both of these principles down, he
further agreed that sometimes the stronger order those who are weaker
and are ruled to do what is to the disadvantage of the stronger. On the
basis of these agreements, the advantage of the stronger would be no
more just than the disadvantage.”

“But,” said Cleitophon, “he said that the advantage of the
stronger is what the stronger believes to be his advantage. This is what
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~you meant by the ruler and stronger the man who is such only in com-
mon parlance or the man who is such in precise speech, whose ad-
vantage you said a moment ago it will be just for the weaker to serve
- because he is stronger?”

“The one who is the ruler in the most precise sense,” he said. “Do
harm to that and play the sycophant, if you can—I ask for no
favors—but you won’t be able to.”

“Do you suppose me to be so mad,” I said, “as to try to shave a
lion and play the sycophant with Thrasymachus?”

“At least you tr1ed just now,” he said, “although you were a
nonentlty at that too.”

“Enough of this,” I said. “Now tell me, is the doctor in the precise
sense, of whom you recently spoke, a money-maker or one who cares
for the sick? Speak about the man who is really a doctor.”

“One who cares for the sick,” he said.

“And what about the pilot? Is the man who is a pllot in the cor-
rect sense a ruler of sailors or a sailor?”

“A ruler of sailors.”

“I suppose it needn’t be taken into account that he sails in the
ship, and he shouldn’t be called a sailor for that. For it isn’t because of
sailing that he is called a pilot but because of his art and his rule over
sailors.”

“True,” he said.

“Is there something advantageous for each of them?”

“Certainly.”

“And isn’t the art,” 1 said, “naturally directed toward seeking and
providing for the advantage of each?”

“Yes, that is what it is directed toward.”

“And is there then any advantage for each of the arts other than to
be as perfect as possible?”

“How do you mean this question?”

“Just as,” 1 said, “if you should ask me whether it’s enough for a
body to be a body or whether it needs something else, 1 would say: ‘By
all means, it needs something else. And the art of medicine has now
been discovered because a body is defective,36 and it won’t do for it to
be like that. The art was devised for the purpose of providing what is
advantageous for a body.” Would 1 seem to you to speak correctly in
saying that or not?”

“You would,” he said.

“And what about medicine itself, is it or any other art defective,
and does it need some supplementary virtue? Just as eyes need sight
and ears hearing and for this reason an art is needed that will consider
and provide what is advantageous for them, is it also the case that there
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is some defect in the art itself and does each art have need of another
art that considers its advantage, and does the art that considers it need
in its turn another of the same kind, and so on endlessly? Or does each
consider its own advantage by itself ? Or does it need neither itself nor
another to consider what is advantageous for its defect? Is it that there
is no defect or error present in any art, and that it isn’t fitting for an art
to seek the advantage of anything else than that of which it is the art,
and that it is itself without blemish or taint because it is correct so long
as it is precisely and wholly what it is? And consider this in that precise
sense. Is it so or otherwise?”

“That’s the way it looks,” he said.

“Then,” 1 said, “medicine doesn’t consider the advantage of
medicine, but of the body.”

“Yes,” he said.

“Nor does horsemanship consider the advantage of horsemanship,
but of horses. Nor does any other art consider its own advantage—for
it doesn’t have any further need to—but the advantage of that of which
it is the art.”

“It looks that way,” he said.

“But, Thrasymachus, the arts rule and -are masters of that of
which they are arts.”

He conceded this too, but with a great deal of resistance.

_ “Then, there is no kind of knowledge that considers or commands
the advantage of the stronger, but rather of what is weaker and ruled by
it.”

He finally agreed to this, too, although he tried to put up a fight
about it. When he had agreed, 1 said:

““Then, isn’t it the case that the doctor, insofar as he is a doctor,
considers or commands not the doctor’s advantage, but that of the sick
man? For the doctor in the precise sense was agreed to be a ruler of
bodies and not a money-maker. Wasn't it so agreed?”

He assented.

“And was the pilot in the precise sense agreed to be a ruler of
sailors and not a sailor?”

“It was agreed.”

“Then such a pilot and ruler will consider or command the benefit
not of the pilot, but of the man who is a sailor and is ruled.”

He assented with resistance.

“Therefore, Thrasymachus,” 1 said, “there isn’t ever anyone who
holds any position of rule, insofar as he is ruler, who considers or
commands his own advantage rather than that of what is ruled and of
which he himself is the craftsman; and it is looking to this and what is
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advantageous and fitting for it that he says everything he says and does 342

everything he does.”
When we came to this point in the argument and it was evident to 343

everyone that the argnment about the just had turned around in the op-
posite direction, Thrasymachus, instead of answering, said, “Tell me,
Socrates, do you have a wet nurse?”

“Why this?” 1 said. “Shouldn’t you answer instead of asking such
things?”

“Because,” he said, “you know she neglects your sniveling nose
and doesn’t give it the wiping you need, since it’s her fault you do not
even recognize sheep or shepherd.”

“Because of what, in particular?” 1 said.

“Because you suppose shepherds or cowherds consider the good
of the sheep or the cows and fatten them and take care of them looking
to something other than their masters’ good and their own; and so you
also believe that the rulers in the cities, those who truly rule, think
about the ruled differently from the way a man would regard sheep,
and that night and day they consider anything else than how they will
benefit themselves. And you are so far off about the just and justice,
and the unjust and injustice, that you are unaware that justice and the
just are really someone else’s good, the advantage of the man who is
stronger and rules, and a personal harm to the man who obeys and
serves. Injustice is the opposite, and it rules the truly simple and just;
and those who are ruled do what is advantageous for him who is
stronger, and they make him whom they serve happy but themselves
not at all. And this must be considered, most simple Socrates: the just
man everywhere has less than the unjust man. First, in contracts, when
the just man is a partner of the unjust man, you will always find that
at the dissolution of the partnership the just man does not have more
than the unjust man, but less. Second, in matters pertaining to the city,
when there are taxes, the just man pays more on the basis of equal proper-
ty, the unjust man less; and when there are distributions, the one makes
no profit, the other much. And, further, when each holds some ruling
office, even if the just man suffers no other penalty, it is his lot to see
his domestic affairs deteriorate from neglect, while he gets no ad-
vantage from the public store, thanks to his being just; in addition to
this, he incurs the ill will of his relatives and his acquaintances when he
is unwilling to serve them against what is just. The unjust man’s sit-
uation is the opposite in all of these respects. I am speaking of the man
I just now spoke of, the one who is able to get the better’? in a big 34«
way. Consider him, if you want to judge how much more to his private
advantage the unjust is than the just. You will learn most easily of all if
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you turn to the most perfect injustice, which makes the one who does
injustice most happy, and those who suffer it and who would not be
willing to do injustice, most wretched. And that is tyranny, which by
stealth and force takes away what belongs to others, both what is sacred
and profane, private and public, not bit by bit, but all at once. When
someone does some part of this injustice and doesn’t get away with it,
he is punished and endures the greatest reproaches—temple robbers,
kidnappers, housebreakers,38 defrauders, and thieves are what they
call those partially unjust men who do such evil deeds. But when some-
one, in addition to the money of the citizens, kidnaps and enslaves
them too, instead of these shameful names, he gets called happy and
blessed, not only by the citizens but also by whomever else hears that
he has done injustice entire. For it is not because they fear doing unjust
deeds, but because they fear suffering them, that those who blame in-
justice do so. So, Socrates, injustice, when it comes into being on a
sufficient scale, is mightier, freer, and more masterful than justice; and,
as 1 have said from the beginning, the just is the advantage of the
stronger, and the unjust is what is profitable and advantageous for
oneself.” .

When Thrasymachus had said this; he had it in mind to go away,
just like a bathman,?® after having poured a great shower of speech
into our ears all at once. But those present didn’t let him and forced
him to stay put and present an argument for what had been said.
And I, too, on my own begged him and said:

“Thrasymachus, you demonic man, do you toss in such an ar-
gument, and have it in mind to go away before teaching us adequately
or finding out whether it is so or not? Or do you suppose you are
trying to determine a small matter and not a course of life on
the basis of which each of us would have the most profitable ex-
istence?”

“What? Do I suppose it is dtherwise?” said Thrasymachus.

“You seemed to,” 1 said, “or else you have no care for us and
aren’t a bit concerned whether we shall live worse or better as a result
of our ignorance of what you say you know. But, my good man, make
an effort to show it to us—it wouldn’t be a bad investment for you to
do a good deed for so many as we are. I must tell you that for my part 1
am not persuaded; nor do I think injustice is more profitable than
justice, not even if one gives it free rein and doesn’t hinder it from
doing what it wants. But, my good man, let there be an unjust man, and
let him be able to do injustice, either by stealth or by fighting out in the
open; nevertheless, he does not persuade me that this is more profitable
than justice. And perhaps, someone else among us—and not only
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I—also has this sentiment. So persuade us adequately, you blessed 345 b
man, that we don’t deliberate correctly in having a higher regard for
justice than injustice.”
“And how,” he said, “shall 1 persuade you? If youre not per-
suaded by what I've just now said, what more shall I do for you? Shall I
take the argument and give your soul a forced feeding?P”+0
“By Zeus, don’t you do it,” I said. “But, first, stick to what you
said, or if you change what you set down, make it clear that youre
doing so, and dont deceive us. As it is, Thrasymachus, you see
that—still considering what went before—after you had first defined c
the true doctor, you later thought it no longer necessary to keep a pre-
cise guard over the true shepherd. Rather you think that he, insofar as
he is a shepherd, fattens the sheep, not looking to what is best for the
sheep, but, like a guest who is going to be feasted, to good cheer, or in d
turn, to the sale, like a money-maker and not a shepherd. The
shepherd’s art surely cares for nothing but providing the best for what
it has been set over. For that the art’s own affairs be in the best possible
way is surely adequately provided for so long as it lacks nothing of
being the shepherd’s art. And, similarly, I for my part thought just now
that it is necessary for us to agree that every kind of rule, insofar as it is
rule, considers what is best for nothing other than for what is ruled
and cared for, both in political and private rule. Do you think that e
the rulers in the cities, those who truly rule, rule willingly?”
“By Zeus, I don’t think it,” he said. “I know it well.”
“But, Thrasymachus,” I said, “what about the other kinds of rule?
Don’t you notice that no one wishes to rule voluntarily, but they de-
mand wages as though the benefit from ruling were not for them but for
those who are ruled? Now tell me this much: don’t we, at all events, al- 346 a
ways say that each of the arts is different on the basis of having a dif-
ferent capacity? And don’t answer contrary to your opinion, you
blessed man, so that we can reach a conclusion.”
“Yes,” he said, “this is the way they differ.”
“And does each of them provide us with some peculiar4! benefit
and not a common one, as the medical art furnishes us with health, the
pilot’s art with safety in sailing, and so forth with the others?”
“Certainly.”
“And does the wage-earner’s art furnish wages? For this is its b
power. Or do you call the medical art the same as the pilot’s art? Or, if
you wish to make precise distinctions according to the principle you set
down, even if a man who is a pilot becomes healthy because sailing on
the sea is advantageous to him, nonetheless you don’t for that reason
call what he does the medical art?”
“Surely not,” he said.
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“Nor do you, I suppose, call the wage-earner’s art the medical art,
even if a man who is earning wages should be healthy?”

“Surely not,” he said.

“And, what about this? Do you call the medical art the wage-
earner’s art, even if a man practicing medicine should earn wages?”

He said that he did not.

“And we did agree that the benefit of each art is peculiar?”

“Let it be,” he said.

“Then whatever benefit all the craftsmen derive in common is
plainly derived from their additional use of some one common thing
that is the same for all.”

“It seems so,” he said.

“And we say that the benefit the craftsmen derive from receiving
wages comes to them from their use of the wage-earner’s art in addi-
tion.”

He assented with resistance.

“Then this benefit, getting wages, is for each not a result of his
own art; but, if it must be considered precisely, the medical art pro-
duces health, and the wage-earner’s art wages; the housebuilder’s art
produces a house and the wage-earner’s art, following upon it,
wages; and so it is with all the others: each accomplishes its own
work and benefits that which it has been set over. And if pay were
not attached to it, would the craftsman derive benefit from the art?”

“It doesn’t look like it,” he said.

“Does he then produce no benefit when he works for nothing?”

“I suppose he does.”

“Therefore, Thrasymachus, it is plain by now that no art or kind
of rule provides for its own benefit, but, as we have been saying all
along, it provides for and commands the one who is ruled, considering
his advantage—that of the weaker—and not that of the stronger. It is
for just this reason, my dear Thrasymachus, that I said a moment ago
that no one willingly chooses to rule and get mixed up in straightening
out other people’s troubles; but he asks for wages, because the man
who is to do anything fine by art never does what is best for himself nor
does he command it, insofar as he is commanding by art, but rather
what is best for the man who is ruled. It is for just this reason, as it
seems, that there must be wages for those who are going to be willing to
rule—either money, or honor, or a penalty if he should not rule.”

“What do you mean by that, Socrates?” said Glaucon. “The first
two kinds of wages I know, but I don’t understand what penalty you
mean and how you can say it is a kind of wage.”
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“Then you don’t understand the wages of the best men,” 1 said, 347
“on account of which the most decent men rule, when they are willing
to rule. Or don’t you know that love of honor and love of money are
said to be, and are, reproaches?”

“I do indeed,” he said.

“For this reason, therefore,” 1 said, “the good arent willing to
rule for the sake of money or honor. For they don’t wish openly to ex-
act wages for ruling and get called hirelings, nor on their own secretly
to take a profit from their ruling and get called thieves. Nor, again, will
they rule for the sake of honor. For they are not lovers of honor.
Hence, necessity and a penalty must be there in addition for them, if
they are going to be willing to rule—it is likely that this is the source of
its being held to be shameful to seek to rule and not to await
necessity—and the greatest of penalties is being ruled by a worse man
if one is not willing to rule oneself. It is because they fear this, in my
view, that decent men rule, when they do rule; and at that time they
proceed to enter on rule, not as though they were going to something
good, or as though they were going to be well off in it; but they enter on
it as a necessity and because they have no one better than or like them-
selves to whom to turn it over. For it is likely that if a city of good men
came to be, there would be a fight over not ruling, just as there is now
over ruling; and there it would become manifest that a true ruler really
does not naturally consider his own advantage but rather that of the one
who is ruled. Thus everyone who knows would choose to be benefited
by another rather than to take the trouble of benefiting another. So 1
can in no way agree with Thrasymachus that the just is the advantage
of the stronger. But this we shall consider again at another time. What
Thrasymachus now says is in my own opinion a far bigger thing—he
asserts that the life of the unjust man is stronger4? than that of the just
man. Which do you choose, Glaucon,” 1 said, “and which speech is
truer in your opinion?”

“I for my part choose the life of the just man as more profitable.”

“Did you hear,” 1 said, “how many good things Thrasymachus
listed a moment ago as belonging to the life of the unjust man?” 348

“I heard,” he said, “but I'm not persuaded.”

“Then do you want us to persuade him, if were able to find a way,
that what he says isn’t true?”

“How could I not want it?” he said.

“Now,” T said, “if we should speak at length against him, setting
speech against speech, telling how many good things belong to being
just, and then he should speak in return, and we again, there’ll be need
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of counting the good things and measuring how many each of us has in
each speech, and then we'll be in need of some sort of judges?3 who
will decide. But if we consider just as we did a moment ago, coming to
agreement with one another, we'll ourselves be both judges and
pleaders at once.”

“Most certainly,” he said.

“Which way do you like?” I said.

“The latter,” he said.

“Come now, Thrasymachus,” I said, “answer us from the begin-
ning. Do you assert that perfect injustice is more profitable than justice
when it is perfect?”

“I most certainly do assert it,” he said, “and I've said why.”

“Well, then, how do you speak about them in this respect? Surely
you call one of them virtue and the other vice?”

“Of course.” '

“Then do you call justice virtue and injustice vice?”

“That’s likely, you agreeable man,” he said, “when I also say that
injustice is profitable and justice isn’t.”

“What then?”

“The opposite,” he said.

“Is justice then vice?”

“No, but very high-minded innocence.”

“Do you call injustice corruption?”#4

“No, rather good counsel.”

“Are the unjust in your opinion good as well as prudent, Thra-
symachus?”

“Yes, those who can do injustice perfectly,” he said, “and are able
to subjugate cities and tribes of men to themselves. You, perhaps, sup-
pose I am speaking of cutpurses. Now, such things, too, are profitable,”
he said, “when one gets away with them; but they aren’t worth men-
tioning compared to those I was just talking about.”

“As to that,” I said, “I'm not unaware of what you want to say.
But I wondered about what went before, that you put injustice in the
camp of virtue and wisdom, and justice among their opposites?”

“But I do indeed set them down as such.”

“That’s already something more solid, my comrade,” I said, “and
it’s no longer easy to know what one should say. For if you had set in-
justice ~down as profitable but had nevertheless agreed that it is
viciousness or shameful, as do some others, we would have something
to say, speaking according to customary usage. But as it is, plainly
you'll say that injustice is fair and mighty, and, since you also dared to
set it down in the camp of virtue and wisdom, you’ll set down to its ac-
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count all the other things which we used to set down as belonging to the
just.”

“Your divination is very true,” he said. :

“But nonetheless,” 1 said, “one oughtn’t to hesitate to pursue the
consideration of the argument as long as I understand you to say what
you think. For, Thrasymachus, you seem really not to be joking now,
but to be speaking the truth as it seems to you.” -

“And what difference does it make to you,” he said, “whether it
seems so to me or not, and why don’t you refute the argument?”

“No difference,” I said. “But try to answer this in addition to the
other things: in your opinion would the just man be willing to get the better
of the just man in anything?”

“Not at all,” he said. “Otherwise he wouldn’t be the urbane inno-
cent he actually is.”

“And what about this: would he be willing to get the better of the just
action?”

“Not even of the just action,” he said.

“And does he claim he deserves to get the better of the unjust
man, and believe it to be just, or would he not believe it to be so?”

“He’d believe it to be just,” he said, “and he’d claim he deserves
to get the better, but he wouldn’t be able to.”

“That,” 1 said, “is not what I am asking, but whether the just man
wants, and claims he deserves, to get the better of the unjust and not of
the just man?”

“He does,” he said.

~ “And what about the unjust man? Does he claim he deserves to
get the better of the just man and the just action?”

“How could it be otherwise,” he said, “since he claims he
deserves to get the better of everyone?” :

“Then will the unjust man also get the better of the unjust hu-
man being and action, and will he struggle to take most of all for
himself?”

“That’s it.”

“Let us say it, then, as follows,” I said, “the just man does not get
the better of what is like but of what is unlike, while the unjust man
gets the better of like and unlike?”

“What you said is very good,” he said.

“And,” I said, “is the unjust man both prudent and good, while
the just man is neither?”

“That’s good too,” he said.

“Then,” 1 said, “is the unjust man also like the prudent and the
good, while the just man is not like them?”
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“How,” he said, “could he not be like such men, since he is such
as they, while the other is not like them.”

“Fine. Then is each of them such as those to whom he is like?”

“What else could they be?” he said.

“All right, Thrasymachus. Do you say that one man is musical
and that another is unmusical?”

“I do.”

“Which is prudent and which thoughtless?”

“Surely the musical man is prudent and the unmusical man
thoughtless.”

“Then, in the things in which he is prudent, is he also good, and in
those in which he is thoughtless, bad?”

“Yes.” :

“And what about a medical man? Is it not the same with him?”

“It is the same.”

“Then, you best of men, is any musical man who is tuning a lyre
in your opinion willing to get the better of another musical man in
tightening and relaxing the strings, or does he claim he deserves
more?”

“Not in my opinion.”

“But the better of the unmusical man?”

“Necessarily,” he said.

“And what about a medical man? On questions of food and drink,
would he want to get the better of a medical man or a medical ac-
tion?”

“Surely not.”

“But the better of what is not medical?”

“Yes.” _ ‘

“Now, for every kind of knowledge and lack of knowledge, see if
in your opinion any man at all who knows chooses voluntarily to say or
do more than another man who knows, and not the same as the man
who is like himself in the same action.”

“Perhaps,” he said, “it is necessarily so.”

“And what about the ignorant man? Would he not get the better
of both the man who knows and the man who does not?”

“Perhaps.”

“The man who knows is wise?”

“I say so.”

“And the wise man is good?”

“I say so.”

“Then the man who is both good and wise will not want to get the
better of the like, but of the unlike and opposite?”
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“It seems so,” he said. 350 b

“But the bad and unlearned will want to get the better of both the
like and the oppositer”

“It looks like it.”

“Then, Thrasymachus,” I said, “does our unjust man get the bet-
ter of both like and unlike? Weren't you saying that?”

“I was,” he said.

“And the just man will not get the better of like but of unlike?” c

“Yes.”

“Then,” 1 said, “the just man is like the wise and good, but the
unjust man like the bad and unlearned.”

“I'm afraid so.”

“But we were also agreed that each is such as the one he is
like.”

“We were.”

“Then the just man has revealed himself to us as good and wise,
and the unjust man unlearned and bad.”

Now, Thrasymachus did not agree to all of this so easily as I tell it .
now, but he dragged his feet and resisted, and he produced a wonderful ¢
quantity of sweat, for it was summer. And then I saw what I had not
yet seen before—Thrasymachus blushing. At all events, when we had
come to complete agreement about justice being virtue and wisdom,
and injustice both vice and lack of learning, I said, “All right, let that
be settled for us; but we did say that injustice is mighty as well. Or
don’t you remember, Thrasymachus?”

“I remember,” he said. “But even what you're saying now doesn’t
satisfy me, and I have something to say about it. But if I should speak,

I know well that you would say that I am making a public harangue. So €
then, either let me say as much as I want; or, if you want to keep on
questioning, go ahead and question, and, just as with old wives who tell

tales, 1 shall say to you, ‘All right, and I shall nod and shake my

head.”

“Not, in any case, contrary to your own opinion,” I said.

“To satisfy you,” he said, “since you wont let me speak. What
else do you want?”

“Nothing, by Zeus,” I said, “but if that’s what you are going to
do, go ahead and do it. And I'll ask questions.”

“Then ask.”

“I ask what I asked a moment ago so that we can in an orderly
fashion make a thorough consideration of the argument about the 351 .
character of justice as compared to injustice. Surely it was said that in-
justice is more powerful and mightier than justice. But now,” 1 said,
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“if justice is indeed both wisdom and virtue, I believe it will easily
come to light that it is also mightier than injustice, since injustice is
lack of learning—no one could still be ignorant of that. But, Thrasy-
machus, 1 do not desire it to be so simply considered, but in this
way: would you say that a city is unjust that tries to enslave other
cities unjustly, and has reduced them to slavery, and keeps many
enslaved to itself?” :

“Of course,” he said. “And it’s this the best city will most do, the
one that is most perfectly unjust.”

“I understand,” I said, “that this argument was yours, but I am
considering this aspect of it: will the city that becomes stronger than
another have this power without justice, or is it necessary for it to have
this power with justice?”

“If” he said, “it's as you said a moment ago, that justice is
wisdom—with justice. But if it’s as I said—with injustice.”

“I am full of wonder, Thrasymachus,” 1 said, “because you not
only nod and shake your head, but also give very fine answers.”

“It’s because 1 am gratifying you,” he said. '

“It’s good of you to do so. But gratify me this much more and tell
me: do you believe that either a city, or an army, or pirates, or robbers,
or any other tribe which has some common unjust enterprise would be
able to accomplish anything, if its members acted unjustly to one
another?”

“Surely not,” he said.

“And what if they didn’t act unjustly? Wouldn’t they be more able
to accomplish something?” '

“Certainly,” he said.

“For surely, Thrasymachus, it’s injustice that produces factions,
hatreds, and quarrels among themselves, and justice that produces
unanimity and friendship. Isn’t it so?”

“Let it be so, so as not to differ with you.”

“And it’s good of you to do so, you best of men. Now tell me this:
if it’s the work of injustice, wherever it is, to implant hatred, then,
when injustice comes into being, both among free men and slaves, will
it not also cause them to hate one another and to form factions, and to
be unable to accomplish anything in common with one another?”

“Certainly.”

“And what about when injustice comes into being between two?
Will they not differ and hate and be enemies to each other and to just
men?”

“They will,” he said.

“And if, then, injustice should come into being within one man,
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you surprising fellow, will it lose its power or will it remain undimin-
ished?”

“Let it remain undiminished,” he said.

“Then does it come to light as possessing a power such that,
wherever it comes into being, be it in a city, a clan, an army, or
whatever else, it first of all makes that thing unable to accomplish any-
thing together with itself due to faction and difference, and then it 352a
makes that thing an enemy both to itself and to everything opposite and
to the just? Isn't it so?”

“Certainly.”

“And then when it is in one man, I suppose it will do the same
thing which it naturally accomplishes. First it will make him unable to
act, because he is at faction and is not of one mind with himself, and,
second, an enemy both to himself and to just men, won't it?”

‘(Yes.”
“And the gods, too, my friend, are just?”
“Let it be,” he said. b

“Then the unjust man will also be an enemy to the gods, Thra-
symachus, and the just man a friend.”

“Feast yourself boldly on the argument,” he said, “for I won’t op-
pose you, so as not to irritate these men here.” )

“Come, then,” I said, “fill out the rest of the banquet for me by
answering just as you have been doing. I understand that the just come
to light as wiser and better and more able to accomplish something,
while the unjust can’t accomplish anything with one another—for we
don’t speak the complete truth about those men who we say vigorously c
accomplished some common object with one another although they
were unjust; they could never have restrained themselves with one
another if they were completely unjust, but it is plain that there was a
certain justice in them which caused them at least not to do injustice to
one another at the same time that they, were seeking to do it to others;
and as a result of this they accomplished what they accomplished, and
they pursued unjust deeds when they were only half bad from injustice,
since the wholly bad and perfectly unjust are also perfectly unable to
accomplish anything—I say that I understand that these things are so d
and not as you set them down at first. But whether the just also live bet-
ter than the unjust and are happier, which is what we afterwards pro-
posed for consideration, must be considered. And now, in my opinion,
they do also look as though they are, on the basis of what we have said.
Nevertheless, this must still be considered better: for the argument is
not about just any question, but about the way one should live.”

“Well, go ahead and consider,” he said.
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I shall,” I said. “Tell me, in your opinion is there some work that
belongs to a horse?”

“Yes.”

“Would you take the work of a horse or of anything else what-
soever to be that which one can do only with it, or best with it?”

“I don’t understand,” he said.

“Look at it this way: is there anything with which you could see
other than eyes?”

“Surely not.”

“And what about this? Could you hear with anything other than
ears?”

“By no means.” _

“Then wouldn’t we justly assert that this is the work of each?”

“Certainly.”

“And what about this: you could cut a slip from a vine with a dag-
ger or a leather-cutter or many other things?”

“Of course.”

“But I suppose you could not do as fine a job with anything other
than a pruning knife made for this purpose.”

“True.”

“Then shall we take this to be its work?”

“We shall indeed.”

“Now I suppose you can understand better what I was asking a
moment ago when I wanted to know whether the work of each thing is
what it alone can do, or can do more finely than other things.”

“Yes, I do understand,” he said, “and this is, in my opinion, the
work of each thing.”

“All right,” T said, “does there seem to you also to be a virtue for
each thing to which some work is assigned? Let’s return again to the
same examples. We say that eyes have some work?”

“They do.”

“Is there then a virtue of eyes, too?”

“A virtue, too.”

“And what about ears? Wasn't it agreed that they have some
work?”

“Yes.”

“And do they have a virtue, too?”

“Yes, they do.”

“And what about all. other things? Aren’t they the same?”

“They are.”

“Stop for a moment. Could eyes ever do a fine job of their work if
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they did not have their proper virtue but, instead of the virtue, 353 ¢
vice?”
“How could they?” he said. “For you probably mean blindness
instead of sight.”
 “Whatever their virtue may be,” I said. “For I'm not yet asking
that, but whether their work, the things to be done by them, will be
done well with their proper virtue, and badly with vice.”
“What you say is true,” he said.
“Will ears, too, do their work badly when deprived of their vir-
tue?”
“Certainly.” d
“Then, shall we include everything else in the same argument?”
“In my opinion, at least.”
“Come, let’s consider this now: is there some work of a soul that
you couldn’t ever accomplish with any other thing that is? For exam-
ple, managing, ruling, and deliberating, and all such things—could we
justly attribute them to anything other than a soul and assert that they
are peculiar to it?”
“To nothing else.”
“And, further, what about hvmg? Shall we not say that it is s the
work of a soul?”
“Most of all,” he said.
“Then, do we say that there is also some virtue of a soul?”
“We do.”
“Then, Thrasymachus, will a soul ever accomphsh its work well if e
deprived of its virtue, or is that impossible?”
“Impossible.”
“Then a bad soul necessarily rules and manages badly while a
good one does all these things well.”
“Necessarily.”

_ “Didn’t we agree that justice is virtue of soul, and injustice,
vice?”

“We did so agree.”

“Then the just soul and the just man will have a good life, and the
unjust man a bad one.”

“It looks like it,” he said, “according to your argument.”

“And the man who lives well is blessed and happy, and the man 354 a
who does not is the opposite.”

“Of course.”

“Then the just man is happy and the unjust man wretched.”

“Let it be so,” he said.
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354 a “But it is not profitable to be wretched; rather it is profitable to be
happy.” '
“Of course.”
“Then, my blessed Thrasymachus, injustice is never more
profitable than justice.”
“Let that,” he said, “be the fill of your banquet at the festival of
Bendis,*® Socrates.”
“I owe it to you, Thrasymachus,” 1 said, “since you have grown
gentle and have left off being hard on me. However, I have not had a
b fine banquet, but it’s my own fault, not yours. For in my opinion, I am
just like the gluttons who grab at whatever is set before them to get a
taste of it, before they have in proper measure enjoyed what went
before. Before finding out what we were considering at first—what the
just is—I let go of that and pursued the consideration of whether it is
vice and lack of learning, or wisdom and virtue. And later, when in its
turn an argument that injustice is more profitable than justice fell in my
way, I could not restrain myself from leaving the other one and going
after this one, so that now as a result of the discussion I know nothing.
c So long as I do not know what the just is, I shall hardly know whether it
is a virtue or not and whether the one who has it is unhappy or

happy.”
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