What Is Right Conduct?

PLATO

So we went to the home of Polemarchus, and
there we found Lysias and Euthydemus, the broth-
ers of Polemarchus, also Thrasymachus of Chal-
cedon, Charmantides of Paiania, and Cleitophon
the son of Aristonymus. Polemarchus’s father Ceph-
alus was also in the house. I thought he looked
quite old, as I had not seen him for some time.
He was sitting on a seat with a cushion, a wreath
on his head, for he had been offering a sacrifice
in the courtyard. There was a circle of seats
there, and we sat down by him.

As soon as he saw me Cephalus welcomed me
and said: Socrates, you don'’t often come down to
the Piraeus to see us. You should. If it were still
easy for me to walk to the city you would not need
to come here, we would come to you, but now
you should come more often. You should realize
that, to the extent that my physical pleasures get
feebler, my desire for conversation, and the plea-
sure I take in it, increase. So be sure to come
more often and talk to these youngsters, as you
would to good friends and relations.

I replied: Indeed, Cephalus, I do enjoy con-
versing with men of advanced years. As from
those who have travelled along a road which we
too will probably have to follow, we should en-
quire from them what kind of a road it is, whether
rough and difficult or smooth and easy, and I
should gladly learn from you what you think
about this, as you have reached the point in life
which the poets call “the threshold of old age,”!
whether it is a difficult part of life, or how your
experience would describe it to us.

Yes, by Zeus, Socrates, he said, I will tell you
what I think of old age. A number of us who are
more or less the same age often get together in
accordance with the old adage.2 When we meet,
the majority of us bemoan their age: they miss
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the pleasures which were theirs in youth; they
recall the pleasures of sex, drink, and feasts, and
some other things that go with them, and they
are angry as if they were deprived of important
things, as if they then lived the good life and now
were not living at all. Some others deplore the
humiliations which old age suffers in the house-
hold, and becat . of this they repeat again and
again’ that old age is the cause of many evils.
However, Socrates, I do not think that they blame
the real cause. For if old age were the cause, then
I should have suffered in the same way, and so
would all others who have reached my age. As it
is, I have met other old men who do not feel like
that, and indeed I was present at one time when
someone asked the poet Sophocles: “How are
you in regard to sex, Sophocles? Can you still
make love to a woman?” “Hush man, the poet
replied, I am very glad to have escaped from this,
like a slave who has escaped from a mad and
cruel master.” I thought then that he was right,
and I still think so, for a great peace and freedom
from these things come with old age: after the
tension of one’s desires relaxes and ceases, then
Sophocles’ words certainly apply, it is an escape
from many mad masters. As regards both sex and
relations in the household there is one cause,
Socrates, not old age but the manner of one’s life:
if it is moderate and contented, then old age too
is but moderately burdensome; if it is not, then
both old age and youth are hard to bear.

I wondered at his saying this and I wanted him
to say more, so I urged him on by saying: Cepha-
lus, when you say this, I 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.



What Is Right Conduct?

What you say is true, he said. They would not
agree. And there is something in what they say,
but not as much as they think. What Themisto-
cles said is quite right: when a man from Seri-
phus® was insulting him by saying that his high
reputation was due to his city and not to himself,
he replied that, had he been a Seriphian, he
would not be famous, but neither would the other
had he been an Athenian. The same can be ap-
plied to those who are not rich and find old age
hard to bear—namely, that a good man would not
very easily bear old age in poverty, nor would a
bad man, even if wealthy, be at peace with him-
self. . . .

It surely is, said 1. Now tell me this much [,
Cephalus], What is the greatest benefit you have
received from the enjoyment of wealth?

I would probably not convince many people in
saying this, Socrates, he said, but you must realize
that when a man approaches the time when he
thinks he will die, he becomes fearful and con-
cerned about things which he did not fear before.
It is then that the stories we are told about the
underworld, which he ridiculed before—that the
man who has sinned here will pay the penalty
there—torture his mind lest they be true. Whether
because of the weakness of old age, or because he
is now closer to what happens there and has a
clearer view, the man himself is filled with suspi-
cion and fear, and he now takes account and ex-
amines whether he has 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 of evil. However, the man who
knows he has not sinned has a sweet and good
hope as his constant companion, a nurse to his
old age, as Pindar too puts it. The poet has ex-
pressed 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.
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This is wonderfully well said. It is in this con-
nection that I would say that wealth has its great-
est value, not for everyone but for a good and
well-balanced man. Not to have lied to or de-
ceived anyone even unwillingly, not to depart yon-
der in fear, owing either sacrifices to a god or
money to a man: to this wealth makes a great
contribution. It has many other uses, but benefit
for benefit I 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 debis.

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 Polemar-
chus.

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 cor-
rect.

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 Si-
monides, for he is a wise and inspired man, but
what does he mean? Perhaps you understand him,
but I do not. Clearly he does not mean what we
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were saying just now, that anything he has depos-
ited 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 itt—That’s
true.

Certainly Simonides meant something differ-
ent 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 poetically 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. ‘

Then by Zeus, I said, if someone asked him:
“Simonides, what does the craft5 which we call
medicine give that is due, and to whom?” What
do you think his answer would be?

Clearly, it is the craft which prescribes medi-
cines and food and drink for our bodies.

And what does the craft which we call cooking
give that is due and fitting, and to whom’—It
adds flavor to food.

Very well. What, and to whom, does that craft
give which we would call justice?

It must follow from what was said before, Soc-
rates, that it is that which benefits one’s friends
and harms one’s enemies.

He means then that to benefit one’s friends
and harm one’s enemies is justice>—I think so.
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And who is most capable of benefiting his
friends and harming his enemies in matters of
health and disease>—A physician.

And who can do so best when they are sailing
and heading into a storm?—A pilot.

What about the just man? In what activity and
what task is he most able to benefit his friends
and harm his enemies’—In waging war and in
alliances, I think.

Very well. Now when people are not ill, my
dear Polemarchus, the physician is no use to them?
—True.

Nor is the pilot when they are not sailing?
—That is so.

So to people who are not fighting a war the just
man is useless>—I do not think so at all.

Justice then is useful also in peace time?—It is.

And so is farming, is it not?—Yes.

For the producing of a harvest'—Yes.

And the cobbler’s craft too?—Yes.

I think you would say for getting shoes?—Cer-
tainly.

Well then, what is it which justice helps one to
use or acquire in peace time>—Contracts, Soc-
rates.

By contracts you mean dealings between peo-
ple, or something else>—That is what I mean.

Is the just man a good and useful associate in a
game of checkers, or is the checkers player?
—The checkers player.

And for putting together bricks and stones, is
the just man a better and more useful associate
than the builder>—Not at all.

In what kind of dealings then is the just man a
better associate than the builder or the musician,
as the musician is better than the just man in
matters of music>—In money matters, I think.

Except perhaps, Polemarchus, when money is
to be used, for whenever one needs to buy or sell a
horse together, I think the horse breeder is a more
useful associate. Is that not so>—Apparently.

And when one needs to buy a boat, the ship-
builder or the captain of a ship?—So it seems.

In what joint use of silver and gold is the just
man a more useful associate than the others?
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—Whenever one needs to deposit it and keep it
safe.

You mean whenever there is no need to use it,
but to keep it’—Quite so.

So it is whenever money is not being used that
justice is useful>—I’m afraid so.

And whenever one needs to keep a pruning
knife safe, but not to use it, justice is useful both
in associations and in private. When you need to
use it, however, it is the craft of vine dressing that
is useful.—So it seems.

You will agree then that when one needs to
keep a shield or a lyre safe and not use them,
justice is a useful thing, but when you need to use
them, it is the hoplite’s or the musician’s craft
which is useful.—That necessarily follows.

So with all other things, justice is useless in
their use, but useful when they are not in use.—I
fear so.

In that case, my friend, justice is not a very
important thing if it is only useful for things not
in use. Let us, however, investigate the following
point: is not the man most capable of landing a
blow in a fight, be it boxing or any other kind,
also the most capable of guarding against blows?—
Certainly. “

And the man most able to guard against dis-
ease is also the man most able to inflict it unno-
ticed>—So it seems.

Further, the same man is a good guardian of a
camp who is also able to steal the plans of the
enemy and be aware of their actions>—Quite so.

Whenever a man is a good guardian of any-
thing, he is also a good thief of it—Apparently.

If then the just man is good at guarding money,
he is also good at stealing it—So our argument
shows.

The just man then has turned out to be a kind
of thief. You may well have learned this from Ho-
mer, for he likes Odysseus’s maternal grandfather
Autolycus, and at the same time he says that he
excelled all men in thieving and perjury. It follows
that justice, according to you and Homer and
Simonides, appears to be a craft of thieving, of
course to the advantage of one’s friends and to
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the harm of one’s enemies. Is this not what you
meant?

No, by Zeus, he said, I don’t any longer know
what I meant, but this I still believe to be true,
that justice is to benefit one’s friends and harm
one’s enemies.

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 ene-
mies’—They do.

Then good men are their enemies, and bad
people their friends>—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?—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 just?

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

Then, Polemarchus, for many who are mis-
taken in their judgment it follows that it is just to
harm their friends, for these are bad, and to ben-
efit 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 de-
fined 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 so, 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.

Do they deteriorate in their excellence as dogs
or as horses?—As horses.

And when dogs are harmed, they deteriorate in
their excellence as dogs, not in that of horses?
—Necessarily.

Shall we 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, neces-
sarily become more unjust.—So it appears.

Can musicians, by practising music, make men
unmusical?—Not possibly.

Or can teachers of horsemanship, by the prac-
tice of their craft, make them into non-
horsemen’—Impossible.

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

It is not the function of heat to cool things, but
the opposite?—Yes. '
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Nor of dryness to make things wet but the
opposite?—Quite so.

And it is not the function of the good to harm
people, but the opposite?—It seems so.

And the just man is good?—Certainly.

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.

If, then, anyone tells us that it is 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.—I agree.

You and I, I said, will therefore together fight
anyone who tells us that Simonides said this, or
Bias or Pittacus or any other of our wise and
blessed men.—Yes, and I am quite willing to join
that fight. . . .

While we were speaking Thrasymachus often
started to interrupt, but he was restrained 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 to
each other? If you really want to know what jus-
tice is, don’t only ask questions and then score off
anyone who answers, and refute him. You know
very well that it is much easier to ask questions
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 speech-
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less. As it was I had glanced at him first when our
discussion began to exasperate him, so I 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 sore that we err
unwillingly. You surely do not believe that if we
were searching for gold we would be unwilling 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.

When 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 before that you would not be willing to an-
swer any questions but would pretend ignorance,
and that you would do anything rather than give
an answer, if anyone questioned you.

You are clever, Thrasymachus, I said, for you
knew very well that if you asked anyone how
much is twelve, and as you asked him you warned
him: “Do not, my man, say that twelve is twice
six, or three times four, or six times two, or four
times three, for I will not accept such nonsense,”
it would be quite clear to you that no one can
answer a question asked in those terms. And if
he said to you: “What do you mean, Thrasy-
machus? Am I not to give any of the answers you
mention, not even, you strange man, if it happens
to be one of those things, but am I to say some-
thing which is not the truth, or what do you
mean?” What answer would you give him?

Well, he said, do you maintain that the two
cases are alike?

They may well be, said 1. Even if they are not,
but the person you ask thinks they are, do you
think him less likely to answer what he believes to
be true, whether we forbid him or not?

And you will surely do the same, he said. Will
you give one of the forbidden answers?
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I shouldn’t wonder, said I, if after investigation
that was my opinion.

What, he said, if I show you a different answer
about justice from all these and a better one?
What penalty do you think you should pay then?

What else, said I, but what is proper for an
ignorant man to pay? It is fitting for him to learn
from one who knows. And that is what I believe I
would deserve. ‘

You amuse me, he said. You must not only
learn but pay the fee.

Yes, when I have the money, I said.

We have the money, said Glaucon. If it is a
matter of money, speak, Thrasymachus, for we
shall all contribute for Socrates. ‘

Quite so, said he, so that Socrates can carry on
as usual: he gives no answer himself, and then,
when someone else does give one, he takes up the
argument and refutes it.

My dear man, I said, how could one answer,
when in the first place he does not know and
does not profess to know, and then, if he has an
opinion, an eminent man forbids him to say what
he believes? It is much more seemly for you to
answer, since you say you know and have some-
thing to say. Please do so. Do me that favor, and
do not begrudge your teaching to Glaucon and .
the others.

While I was saying this, Glaucon and the oth-
ers begged him to speak. It was obvious that
Thrasymachus was eager to do so and earn their
admiration, and that he thought he had a beauti-
ful answer, but he pretended that he wanted to
win his point that I should be the one to answer.
However, he agreed in the end, and then said:
“There you have Socrates’ wisdom; he himself is
not willing to teach, but he goes around learning
from others, and then he is not even grateful”

When you say that I learn from others you are
right, Thrasymachus, said I, but when you say
that I am not grateful, that is not true. I show
what gratitude I can, but I can only give praise.
have no money, but how enthusiastically I praise
when someone seems to me to speak well is
something you will realize quite soon after you
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have given your answer, for I think you will speak
well.

Listen then, said he. I say that the just is noth-
ing else than the advantage of the stronger. Well,
why don’t you praise me? But you will not want to.

I must first understand your meaning, said I,
for I do not know it yet. You say that the advan-
tage of the stronger is just. What do you mean,
Thrasymachus? Surely you do not mean such a
thing as this: Poulydamas, the pancratist 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 argument 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 oth-
ers again by the artistocracy?—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
others, and 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 reasoning will conclude
that the just is the same everywhere, the advan-
tage 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 advantageous whereas you forbade that
answer to me. True, you have added the words
“of the stronger.”

Perhaps, he said, you consider that an insignifi-
cant addition!

It is not clear yet whether or not it is signifi-
cant. Obviously, we must investigate whether what
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you say is true. I agree that the just is some kind
of advantage, 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 I. 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
errot.

When they undertake to make laws, therefore,
they make some correctly and make others incor-
rectly?—I think so.

“Correctly” means that they make laws to their
own advantage, and “incorrectly” 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 what is to the advantage 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 Have 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 what is to the disadvantage of
the rulers and the stronger whenever they unin-
tentionally give orders which are bad for them-
selves, and you say it is just for the others to obey
their given orders. Does it not of necessity 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
is quite 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 them-
selves, and that it is just to obey them.
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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 the stronger
sometimes 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 advan-
tage 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.

That is not how he stated it, said Polemarchus.

It makes no difference, Polemarchus, I said. If
Thrasymachus now wants to put it that way, let us
accept it. Tell me, Thrasymachus, was this what
you intended to say justice is, namely, that which
appears to the stronger to be to his advantage,
whether it is so or not? Shall we say that this is
what you mean?

Not in the least, said he. Do you think that I
would call stronger a man who is in error at the
time he errs?

I did think you meant that, said I, when you
said that the rulers were not infallible but were
liable to error.

You are being captious, Socrates, he said. Do
you call a man a physician when he is in error in
the treatment of patients, at the moment of, and
in regard to this very error? Or would you call a
man an accountant when he makes a miscalcula-
tion at the moment of, and with regard to this
miscalculation? I think that we express ourselves
in words which, taken literally, do say that the
physician is in error, or the accountant, or the
grammarian. But each of these, insofar as he is
what we call him, never errs, so that, if you use
language with precision—and you want to be pre-
cise—no practitioner of a craft ever errs. It is
when the knowledge of his craft leaves him that
he errs, and at that time he is not a practitioner of
it. No craftsman, wise man, or ruler is in error at
the time that he is a ruler in the precise sense.
However, everyone will say that the physician or
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the ruler is in error. Take it then that this is now
my answer to you. To speak with precision, the
ruler, insofar as he is a ruler, unerringly decrees
what is best for himself, and this the subject must
do. The just then is, as I said from the first, to do
what is advantageous to the stronger.

Very well, Thrasymachus, said I. You think I
am captious?

You certainly are, he said.

And you think that it was deliberate trickery on
my part to ask you the questions I did ask?

I know it very well, he said, but it will not do
you any good, for I would be well aware of your
trickery; nor would you have the ability to force
my agreement in open debate.

I would not even try, my good sir, I said, but in
order to avoid a repetition of this, do define
clearly whether it is the ruler in the ordinary or
the precise sense whose advantage is to be pur-
sued as that of the stronger.

I mean, he said, the ruler in the most exact
sense. Now practice your trickery and your cap-
tiousness on this if you can, for I will not let any
statement of yours pass, and you certainly won't
be able to.

Do you think, I said, that I am crazy enough to
try to shave a lion or trick Thrasymachus?

You certainly tried just now, he said, though
you are no good at it.

Enough of this sort of thing, I said. But tell
me: is the physician in the strict sense, whom you
mentioned just now, a moneymaker or one who
treats the sick? Tell me about the real physi-
cian.—He is one who treats the sick, said he.

What about the ship’s captain? Is he, to speak
correctly, a ruler of sailors or a sailor>—A ruler
of sailors.

We should not, I think, take into account the
fact that he sails in a ship, and we should not call
him a sailor, for it is not on account of his sailing
that he is called a ship’s captain, but because of
his craft and his authority over sailors.—True.

And there is something which is advantageous
to each of these, that is: patients and sailorsP—
Certainly.

And is not the purpose of a craft’s existence to
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seek and secure the advantageous in each case?
—That’s right.

Now is there any other advantage to each craft,
except that it be as perfect as possible>—What is
the meaning of that question?

It is this, said L If you asked me whether our
body is sufficient unto itself, or has a further
need I should answer: “It certainly has needs,
and for this purpose the craft of medicine exists
and has now been discovered, because the body is
defective, not self-sufficient. So to provide it with
things advantageous to it the craft of medicine

has been developed.” Do you think I am correct
in saying this or not’—Correct.

Well then, is the craft of medicine itself defec-
tive, or is there any other craft which needs some
further excellence—as the eyes are in need of
sight, the ears of hearing, and, because of this
need, they require some other craft to investigate
and provide for this>—is there in the craft itself
some defect, so that each craft requires another
craft which will investigate what is beneficial to it,

and then the investigating craft needs another

No science of any kind seeks or orders its own
advantage, but that of the weaker which is subject
to it and governed by it.

He tried to fight this conclusion, but he agreed
to this too in the end. And after he had, I said:
Surely no physician either, insofar as he is a phy-
sician, seeks or orders what is advantageous to
himself, but to his patient? For we agreed that the
physician in the strict sense of the word is a ruler

over bodies and not a moneymaker. Was this not
agreed?

He said yes.

So the ship’s captain in the strict sense is a
ruler over sailors, and not a sailor>—That has
been agreed.

Does it not follow that the ship’s captain and
ruler will not seek and order what is advantageous
to himself, but to the sailor, his subject.

He agreed, but barely.

So then, Thrasymachus, I said, no other ruler
in any kind of government, insofar as he is g
ruler, seeks what is to his own advantage or or-

ders it, but that which is to the advantage of his
such still, and so ad infinitum? O does a craft  subject who is the concern of his craft; it is this

investigate what is beneficial to it, or does it need  he keeps in view; all his words and actions are
neither itself nor any other to investigate what is  directed to this end. d
required because of imperfections? There is in
fact no defect or error of any kind in any craft,
nor is it proper to any craft to seek what is to the
advantage of anything but the object of its con-
cern; it is itself pure and without fault, being
itself correct, as long as it is wholly itself in the
precise sense. Consider this with that preciseness
of language which you mentioned. Is it so or
otherwise’—1It appears to be so,
" The craft of medicine, I said, does not seek its
own advantage but that of the body—Yes. of sheep or shepherds.
Nor does horse breeding seek its own advan- What is the particular point of that remark? |
tage but that of horses. Nor does any other craft asked.
seek its own advantage—it has no further need— You think, he said, that shepherds and cow-
but that of its object.—That seems to be the case.  herds seek the good of their sheep or cattle,
And surely, Thrasymachus, the crafts govern  whereas their sole purpose in fattening them and
and have power over their object. looking after them is their own good and that of
He agreed, but with great reluctance at this  their master. Moreover, you believe that rulers in

oint. the cities, true rulers that is, have a different

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

What’s this? said 1. 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
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attitude towards their subjects than one has to-
wards sheep, and that they think of anything else,
night and day, than their own advantage. You are
so far from understanding the nature of justice
and the just, of injustice and the unjust, that you
do not realize that the just is really another’s
good, the advantage of the stronger and the ruler,
but for the 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 advan-
tage 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 Socra-
tes: the just is everywhere at a disadvantage com-
pared with the unjust. First, in their contracts
with one another: wherever two such men are
associated you will never find, when the part-
nership 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; when-
ever each of them holds a public 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 acquaintances whenever
he refuses them an unjust favor. 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 de-
cide how much more it benefits him privately to
be unjust rather than just. You will see this most
easily if you turn your thoughts to the most com-
plete 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
ﬁ' otism; it does not appropriate other people’s
propefty little by little, whether secretly or by

Ce, whether public or private, whether sacred
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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 perpetrators of these petty crimes are
called temple robbers, kidnappers, housebreak-
ers, robbers, and thieves, but when a man, be-
sides appropriating the possessions of the citi-
zens, manages to enslave the owners 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 because they are
afraid, not of practicing but of suffering injustice.

And so, Socrates, injustice, if it is on a large
enough scale, is a stronger, freer, and more pow-
erful 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 a 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?

Do I think differently? said Thrasymachus.

You seem to, said I, or else you care nothing for
us nor worry whether we’ll live better or worse, in
ignorance of what you say you know. Do, my good
sir, show some keenness to teach us. It will not be
without value to you to be the benefactor of so
many of us. For my own part, [ tell you that I do
not believe that injustice is more profitable than
justice, not even if one gives it full scope and
does not put obstacles in its way. No, my friend.
Let us assume the existence of an unjust man
with every opportunity to do wrong, either be-
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cause his misdeeds remain secret or because he
has the power to battle things through; neverthe-
less, he does not persuade me that injustice is
more profitable than justice. Perhaps some other
of us feels the same, and not only I. Come now,
my good sir, really persuade us that we are wrong
to esteem justice more highly than injustice in
planning our life.

And how, said he, shall I persuade you, if you
are not convinced by what I said just now? What
more can I do? Am I to take my argument and
pour it into your mind?

Zeus forbid! Don't you do that, but first stick to
what you have said and, if you change your posi-
tion, do so openly and do not deceive us. You see
now, Thrasymachus—let us examine again what
went before—that, while you first defined the
true physician, you did not think it necessary later
to observe the precise definition of the true shep-
herd, but you think that he fattens sheep, in so
far as he is a shepherd, not with what is best for
the sheep in mind, but like a guest about to be
entertained at a feast, with a banquet in view, or
again a sale, like a moneymaker, not a shepherd.
The shepherd’s craft is concerned only to provide
what is best for the object of its care; as for the
craft itself, it is sufficiently provided with all it
needs to be at its best, as long as it does not fall
short of being the craft of the shepherd. That is
why I thought it necessary for us to agree just now
that every kind of rule, as far as it truly rules,
does not seek what is best for anything else than
the subject of its rule and care, and this is true
both of public and private kinds of rule. Do you
think that those who rule over cities, the true
rulers, rule willingly>—I don't think it, by Zeus, I
know it, he said.

Well, but Thrasymachus, said I, do you not
realize that in other kinds of rule no one is will-
ing to rule, but they ask for pay, thinking that
their rule will benefit not themselves but their
subjects. Tell me, does not every craft differ from
every other in that it has a different function?
Please do not give an answer contrary to what you
believe, so that we can come to some conclusion.

Yes, that is what makes it different, he said.

Plato

And each craft benefits us in its own particular
way, different from the others. For example,
medicine gives us health, navigation safety while
sailing, and so with the others.—Quite so.

And the craft of earning pay gives us wages, for
that is its function. Or would you call medicine
the same craft as navigation? Or, if you wish to
define with precision as you proposed, if the
ship’s captain becomes healthy because sailing
benefits his health, would you for that reason call
his craft medicine?—Not at all, he said.

Nor would you call wage-earning medicine if
someone is healthy while earning wages?—Cer-
tainly not.

Nor would you call medicine wage-earning if
someone earns pay while healing?—No.

So we agree that each craft brings its own
benefit’—Be it so.

Whatever benefit all craftsmen receive in com-
mon must then result clearly from some craft
which they pursue in common, and so are bene-
fited by it—1It seems so.

We say then that if the practitioners of these
crafts are benefited by earning a wage, this re-
sults from their practicing the wage-earning craft.

He reluctantly agreed.

So this benefit to each, the receiving pay, does
not result from the practice of their own craft,
but if we are to examine this precisely, medicine
provides health while the craft of earning pro-
vides pay; house building provides a house, and
the craft of earning which accompanies it pro-
vides a wage, and so with the other crafts; each
fulfills its own function and benefits that with
which it is concerned. If pay is not added, is there
any benefit which the practitioner gets from his
craftt—Apparently not.

Does he even provide a benefit when he works
for nothing?—Yes, I think he does.

Is this not clear now, Thrasymachus, that no
craft or rule provides its own advantage, but, as
we have been saying for some time, it procures
and orders what is of advantage to its subject; it
aims at his advantage, that of the weaker, not of
the stronger. That is why, my dear Thrasymachus,
I said just now that no one willingly wants to rule,
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to handle and straighten out the affairs of others.
They ask for pay because the man who intends to
practice his craft well never does what is best for
himself, nor, when he gives such orders, does he
give them in accordance with his craft, but he
pursues the advantage of his subject. For that

reason, then, it seems one must provide remuner--

ation if they are to be willing to rule, whether
money or honor, or a penalty if he does not
rule.

What do you mean, Socrates? said Glaucon. I
understand the two kinds of remuneration, but I
do not understand what kind of penalty you
mean, which you mention under the heading of
remuneration.

Then you do not understand the remuneration
of the best men, I said, which makes them willing
to rule. Do you not know that the love of honor
and money are made a reproach, and rightly so?
—1I know that.

Therefore good men will not be willing to rule
for the sake of either money or honor. They do
not want to be called hirelings if they openly re-
ceive payment for ruling, nor, if they provide
themselves with it secretly, to be called thieves.
Nor will they do it for honor’s sake, for they have
no love for it. So, if they are to be willing to rule,
some compulsion or punishment must be brought
to bear on them. That is perhaps why to seek
office willingly, before one must, is thought
shameful. Now the greatest punishment is to be
ruled by a worse man than oneself if one is not
willing to rule. I think it is the fear of this which
makes men of good character rule whenever they
do. They approach office not as something good
or something to be enjoyed, but as something
necessary because they cannot entrust it to men
better than, or even equal to, themselves. In a city
of good men, if there were such, they would
probably vie with each other in order not to rule,
not, as now, in order to be rulers. There it would
be quite clear that the nature of the true ruler is
not to seek his own advantage but that of his
subjects, and everyone, knowing this, would pre-
fer to receive benefits rather than take the trouble
to benefit others. In this matter I do not at all
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agree with Thrasymachus that the just is the ad-
vantage of the stronger, but we will look into this
matter another time. What seems to me of
greater importance is what Thrasymachus is say-
ing now, namely, that the life of the unjust man is
to be preferred to that of the just. Which will you
choose, Glaucon, and which of our views do you
consider the more truly spoken?

I certainly think that the life of the just is more
profitable.

You have heard, said I, all the blessings of the
unjust life which Thrasymachus enumerated just
now?

I heard, said he, but I am not convinced.

Do you want us to persuade him, if we could
find the means to do so, that what he says is not
true?

Of course I want it, he said.

If we were to oppose him, I said, with a parallel
set speech on the blessings of the just life, then
another speech from him in turn, then another
from us, we should have to count and measure
the blessings mentioned on each side, and we
should need some judges to decide the case. If,
on the other hand, we investigate the question, as
we were doing, by seeking agreement with each -
other, then we can ourselves be both the judges
and the advocates.—Quite so.

Which method do you prefer? 1 asked.—The
second.

Come then, Thrasymachus, I said, answer us
from the beginning. You say that complete in-
justice is more profitable than complete justice?

I certainly do say that, he said, and I have told
you why.

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 cer-
tainly high-minded foolishness.

And you call being unjust low-minded?—No, 1
call it good judgment.
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You consider the unjust then, Thrasymachus,
to be good and knowledgeable?

Yes, he said, those who are able to carry in-
justice through to the end, who can bring cities
and communities of men under their power. Per-
haps you 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 opposites’—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
and strong, and apply to it all the attributes which
we used to apply to justice, since you have been so
bold as to include it under virtue and wisdom.
—Your guess, he said, is quite right.

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 joking 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.

Plato

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

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 an-
other unjust man or an unjust action and he will
strive to get all he can from everyone?—That
is so0.

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 neither’—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 another as unmusical’—I
do indeed.

Which is knowledgeable and which is not?

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

What he has knowledge of he is good at,” and
he who has no knowledge is bad?—Yes.

Is not the same true of the physician>—The
same.

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 an-
other musician or deems it right to get the better
of him?—I don't think so.

But he wants to do better than a nonmusi-
cian?—Necessarily.

What of a physician? When prescribing food or
drink, does he want to do better than another
medical man or action’—Certainly not.

But better than the nonmedical?—Yes.

In matters involving any kind of knowledge or
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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 nonexpert? Does he not want
to outdo the expert and the nonexpert equally?
—Perhaps.

The man with knowledge is wise?—I agree.

And the wise is good?—I agree.

So the good and wise does not wish to get the
better of one like himself, but of the unlike and
opposite?—Apparently.

But the bad and ignorant would want to get the
better of his like and his opposite’—So it ap-
pears.

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 resembles the bad and
ignorant?—It 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 unjust man ignorant
and bad.

Thrasymachus agreed to all this, not easily as |
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, but we also
said that injustice was powerful, or don’t you re-
member, Thrasymachus?

I remember, he said, but then I am not satis-
fied with what you are now saying. I could make a
speech about it, but if I should speak I know that
you would say I am delivering a public oration. So
either allow me to speak or, if you want to ask
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questions, ask them, and I will say “very well,”
and nod yes and no, as one does to old wives’
tales.

Don’t ever do that, I said, against your own
opinion.

Just to please you, he said, since you won't let
me speak. What else do you want?

Nothing at all, said L. If you will do this, do it. I
will ask my questions.—Ask them then.

[ am asking what I asked before, so that we may
proceed with our argument about the relation of
justice and injustice in an orderly way. It was said
that injustice is more powerful and stronger than
justice. But now, I said, since justice is wisdom
and virtue, it will easily be shown to be also
stronger than injustice which is ignorance; no-
body could still not know that. However, I do not
want to state this thus simply, Thrasymachus, but
to look into it in some such way as this: would you
say that it is unjust for a city to undertake to
enslave other cities unjustly and hold them in
subjection, having enslaved many cities to its
power?

Of course, he said, this is what the best city
will do, the most completely unjust.

I understand that this was your argument, I
said, but let me examine this point: will the city
which has become stronger than another achieve
this power without justice, or must it do so with
the help of justice?

If what you said just now stands—that justice is
wisdom—with the help of justice, but if things
are as I stated them, with injustice.

I'am delighted, Thrasymachus, that you do not
merely nod yes or no, but that you answer in a
very fine manner.

I am doing it to please you, he said.

You are doing well. Now please me also by
answering this question: do you think that a city,
an army, a band of robbers or thieves, or any
other body of men which engages unjustly upon a
common course, could achieve anything if they
wrong one another?—No indeed.

What if they do not wrong one another? Would
they not achieve more?—Certainly.
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Yes, for injustice, Thrasymachus, causes fac-
tions and hatreds and fights with one another,
while justice brings a sense of common purpose
and friendship. Is that not so?—Be it so, to agree
with you.
~ You are doing well my good friend. Tell me
this: if it is the result of injustice to bring hatred
wherever it occurs, then its presence, whether
among free men or slaves, will make them hate
each other and quarrel, and be unable to achieve
any common purpose?—Quite so.

What if it occurs between two men? Will they
not be at odds, hate each other, and be hostile to
each other as well as to the justt—They will be.

Does injustice, my good sir, lose this capacity
for dissension when it occurs within one individ-
ual, or will it preserve it intact?

Let it be preserved intact, he said.

It seems to follow that injustice, wherever it
occurs, be it in a city, a family, an army, or any-
thing else results in making it incapable of achiev-
ing anything as a unit because of the dissensions
and differences it creates, and, further, it makes
that unit hostile to itself, to its every enemy, and
to the just. Is that not so?—Quite.

Even in one individual it has the same effect,
which follows from its nature. First, it makes that
individual incapable of achievement because he is
at odds with himself and not of one mind. It
makes him his own enemy, as well as the enemy
of the just, does it not?—It does.

The gods too, my friend, are just—Be it so.

So the unjust man is also an enemy of the
gods, while the just man is their friend.

Bravely enjoy your feast of words, he said. I will
not oppose you, to avoid unpopularity in this
company.

Come then, said I, complete the feast for me
by answering as you are now doing. The just are
shown to be wiser and more able in action, while
the unjust are not even able to act together, for
surely, when we speak of a powerful achievement
by unjust men acting in common, we are al-

together far from the truth. They could not have
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kept their hands off each other if they had been
completely bad, but clearly they had some justice
which forbade them to wrong each other and
their enemies at the same time. It was this which
enabled them to do what they did. They started
on their unjust course being half evil with in-
justice, for those who are completely evil and
completely unjust are also completely incapable of
achievement. I can see that this is so, and not as
you at first assumed.

We must now examine whether the just also
live a better life than the unjust and are happier, a
point which we deferred for later investigation. |
think it is clear even now that they are, yet we
must look into this further, for the argument
concerns no casual topic, but one’s whole manner
of living.—Look into it, then.

[ am looking, said I. Do you think there is such
a thing as the function of a horse?—I do.

And would you define the function of a horse,
or of anything else, as to do that which can be
done only, or be done best, by means of it?

I do not understand your question, he said.

Put it like this: is it possible to see by any other
means than the eyes>—Certainly not.

Further, could you hear by any other means
than the ears’—Not possibly.

Then we are right to say that these are the
functions of eyes and ears?—Quite so.

Further, would you use a dagger or a carving
knife to trim the branches of a vine, or many
other instruments?—Of course.

But you would not do it as well with any other
instrument as with a pruning knife which was
made for the purpose>—That is true.

Then shall we put it that this is the function of
a pruning knife>—We shall.

Now I think you will understand my recent
question better, when I inquired whether the
function of each thing is to do that which it alone
can perform, or perform better than anything
else could.—I understand, he said, and I think
that is the function of each.

Very well, said 1. Does each thing to which a
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particular task is assigned also have its excel-
lence? Let us go over the same ground again. We
say that the eyes have a particular task?>—Yes.

They also have their own excellence>—They
have.

The ears, too, have a function?—VYes.

So they have their excellence?—That too.

Is that not the case with all other things?—TIt is.

Moreover, could the eyes perform their func-
tion well if they did not possess their own excel-
lence or virtue, but their own vice instead?

How could they? he said. You mean blindness
instead of sight?

Whatever their virtue is, for I am not now ask-
ing that, but whether any agent performs its
function well by means of its own excellence or
virtue, or badly through its own badness or vice.
—What you say is true.

So the ears, too, deprived of their own virtue,
would perform their function badly—Quite so.

And we could say the same about all other
things?—I think so.

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, and other
things of the kind; could we entrust these things
to any other agent than 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 deprived of its own par-
ticular excellence, or is this impossible’—Impos-
sible.

It is therefore inevitable that the bad soul rules
and looks after things badly and 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 soul>—We
have so agreed. .

The just soul and the just man, then, will live
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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 oppo-
site.—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.

Let that be your banquet of words, he said, at
the feast of Bendis, Socrates.

Given by you, Thrasymachus, I said, after you
became gentle and ceased to be angry with me.
Yet I have not had a good banquet, but that was
my fault, not yours. I seem to have behaved as
gluttons do, snatching at every dish that passes
them and tasting it before they have reasonably
enjoyed the one before. So 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 in-
justice was more profitable than justice, and I
could not refrain from following this up and
abandoning the previous 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.

Notes

1. The phrase occurs several times in Homer (e.g.,
lliad 22, 60). It refers to old age as the threshold on

leaving life.

2. The old saying that like consorts with like.

3. Seriphus was a small island of little importance.
4. It should be kept in mind throughout the Republic
that the Greek word dikaios and the noun dikaiosyne
are often used, as here, in a much wider sense than our
word “just” and “justice” by which we must usually
translate them. They then mean “right” or “right-
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eous,” i.e., good conduct in relation to others, and the
opposite, adikia, then has the general sense of wrong-
doing.

5. By techné, here translated “craft,” Socrates refers to
any art or craft which requires special knowledge. The
word “art” has been avoided in the translation because
it implies for us other factors than knowledge, and it is
knowledge alone which Socrates has in mind. He then
proceeds to equate “justice” with such a techné, as im-
plying the knowledge of how to behave, on the well-
known Socratic belief that virtue is knowledge.

6. pleon echein or pleonexia, literally “to have more,”
comes to mean “to outdo, to overreach, to do better
than”” Now there is one right note to strike in music
and the musician has the necessary knowledge to do so.
He will want to do this, but he will not want to do

Plato

better than another musician with the same knowledge,
which would be absurd. So the just man, if justice is a
techné, a matter of knowledge, will have the knowledge
to do the right thing, and cannot want to do better
than that, so he will not desire to outdo another just
man with the same knowledge.

7. As before, the craftsman with sufficient knowledge
is good at his craft, and his virtue or excellence as a
craftsman depends on, in a sense is, that knowledge.
Socrates assumes throughout that dikaiosyne or “jus-
tice” in the sense it is here used is also a matter of
knowledge, a techné So the notion of “being good
at one’s craft” being a matter of knowledge is broad-
ened to “being good is a matter of knowledge,” i.e,
the famous Socratic paradox that “virtue” (areté) is
knowledge.




