Book VI

[ You’ve] often heard it said that the form of the good
is the most important thing to learn about and that
it’s by their relation to it that just things and the
others become useful and beneficial. You know very
well now that I am going to say this, and, besides,
that we have no adequate knowledge of it. And you
also know that, if we don’t know it, even the fullest
possible knowledge of other things is of no benefit
to us, any more than if we acquire any possession
without the good of it. Or do you think that it is any
advantage to have every kind of possession without
the good of it? Or to know everything except the
good, thereby knowing nothing fine or good?

No, by god, I don’t.

Furthermore, you certainly know that the major-
ity believe that pleasure is the good, while the more
sophisticated believe that it is knowledge.

Indeed T do.

And you know that those who believe this can’t
tell us what sort of knowledge it is, however, but
in the end are forced to say that it is knowledge of
the good.

And that’s ridiculous.

Of course it is. They blame us for not knowing
the good and then turn around and talk to us as if
we did know it. They say that it is knowledge of the
good — as if we understood what they’re speaking
about when they utter the word “good.”

That’s completely true.

What about those who define the good as pleasure?
Are they any less full of confusion than the others?
Aren’t even they forced to admit that there are bad
pleasures?

Most definitely.

So, I think, they have to agree that the same things
are both good and bad. Isn’t that true?

Of course. A

I’s clear, then, isn’t it, why there are many large
controversies about this?

How could it be otherwise?

And isn’t this also clear? In the case of just and
beautiful things, many people are content with what
are believed to be so, even if they aren’t really so,
and they act, acquire, and form their own beliefs
on that basis. Nobody is satisfied to acquire things
that are merely believed to be good, however, but
everyone wants the things that really are good and
disdains mere belicl here,
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That’s right.

Every soul pursues the good and does whatever
it does for its sake. It divines that the good is some-
thing but it is perplexed and cannot adequately grasp
what it is or acquire the sort of stable beliefs it has
about other things, and so it misses the benefit, if
any, that even those other things may give. Will we

- allow the best people in the city, to whom we entrust

everything, to be so in the dark about something of
this kind and of this importance?

That’s the last thing we’d do.

I don’t suppose, at least, that just and fine things
will have acquired much of a guardian in someone
who doesn’t even know in what way they are good.
And I divine that no one will have adequate know-
ledge of them until he knows this.

You've divined well.

But won’t our constitution be perfectly ordered,
if a guardian who knows these things is in charge
of 1t?

Necessarily. But, Socrates, you must also tell us
whether you consider the good to be knawledge or
pleasure or something else altogether.

What a man! It’s been clear for some time that
other people’s opinions about these matters wouldn’t
satisfy you.

Well, Socrates,. it doesn’t seem right to me for
you to be willing to state other people’s convictions
but not your own, especially when you’ve spent so
much time occupied with these matters.

What? Do you think it’s right to talk about things
one doesn’t know as if one does know them?

Not as if one knows them, he said, but one ought
to be willing to state one’s opinions as such.

What? Haven’t you noticed that opinions with-
out knowledge are shameful and ugly things? The
best of them are blind — or do you think that those
who express a true opinion without understanding
are any different from blind people who happen to
travel the right road?

They’re no different.

Do you want to look at shameful, blind, and
crooked things, then, when you might hear illumin-
ating and fine ones from other people?

By god, Socrates, Glaucon said, don’t desert us
with the end almost in sight. We’ll be satisfied if you
discuss the good as you discussed justice, modera-
tion, and the rest.

That, my friend, I said, would satisfy me too, but
P’m afraid that I won’t be up to it and that Il dis-
grace myself and look ridiculous by trying. So let’s
abandon the quest for what the good itself is for the

time being, for even to arrive at my own view about
it is too big a topic for the discussion we are now
started on. But I am willing to tell you about what
is apparently an offspring of the good and most like
it. Is that agreeable to you, or would you rather we
let the whole matter drop?

It is. The story about the father remains a debt
you’ll pay another time.

I wish that I could pay the debt in full, and you
receive it instead of just the interest. So here, then,
is this child and offspring of the good. But be careful
that I den’t somehow deceive you unintentionally
by giving you an illegitimate account of the child.!

We'll be as careful as possible, so speak on,

I will when we’ve come to an agreement and
recalled some things that we’ve already said both here
and many other times.

Which ones?

We say that there are many beautiful things and
many good things, and so on for each kind, and in
this way we distinguish them in words.

We do.

And beauty itself and good itself and all the
things that we thereby set down as many, reversing
ourselves, we set down according to a single form
of each, believing that there is but one, and call it
“the being” of each.

That’s true.

And we say that the many beautiful things and
the rest are visible but not intelligible, while the forms
are intelligible but not visible.

That’s completely true.

With what part of ourselves do we see visible
things?

With our sight.

And so audible things are heard by hearing, and
with our other senses we perceive all the other per-
ceptible things.

That’s right.

Have you considered how lavish the maker of our
senses was in making the power to see and be seen?

I can’t say T have.

Well, consider it this way. Do hearing and sound
need another kind of thing in order for the former
to hear and the latter to be heard, a third thing in
whose absence the one won’t hear or the other be
heard?

No, they need nothing else.

And if there are any others that need such a
thing, there can’t be many of them. Can you think
of one?

I can’r,

an
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You don’t realize that sight and the visible have
such a nced?

How so?

Sight may be present in the eyes, and the one who
has it may try to use it, and colors may be present in
things, but unless a third kind of thing is present,
which is naturally adapted for this very purpose, you
know that sight will see nothing, and the colors will
remain unseen.

What kind of thing do you mean?

I mean what you call light.

You're right.

Then it isn't an insignificant kind of link that
connects the sense of sight and the power to be seen
— it is a more valuable link than any other linked things
have got, if indeed light is something valuable.

And, of course, it’s very valuable.

Which of the gods in heaven would you name
as the cause and controller of this, the one whose
light causes our sight to see in the best way and the
visible things to be seen?

The same one you and others would name. Obvi-
ously, the answer to your question is the sun.

And isn’t sight by nature related to that god in
this way?

Which way?

Sight isn’t the sun, neither sight itself nor that
in which it comes to be, namely, the eye.

No, it certainly isn’t.

But 1 think that it is the most sunlike of the senses.

Very much so.

And it receives from the sun the power it has, just
like an influx from an overflowing treasury.

Certainly.

"The sun is not sight, but isn’t it the cause of sight
itself and seen by it?

That’s right.

Let’s say, then, that this is what I called the
offspring of the good, which the good begot as its
analogue. What the good itself is in the intelligible
realm, in relation to understanding and intelligible
things, the sun is in the visible realm, in relation to
sight and visible things.

How? Explain a bit more.

You know that, when we turn our eyes to things

whose colors are no longer in the light of day but

in the gloom of night, the eyes are dimmed and seem
nearly blind, as if clear vision were no longer in them.
Of course,
Yet whenever one turns them on things illumin-
ated by the sun, they see clearly, and vision appears
in those very same eyes?

Indeed.

Well, understand the soul in the same way:
When it focuses on something illuminated by truth
and what is, it understands, knows, and apparently
possesses understanding, but when it focuses on
what is mixed with obscurity, on what comes to be
and passes away, it opines and is dimmed, changes
its opinions this way and that, and scems bereft of
understanding.

It does scem that way.

So that what gives truth to the things known
and the power to know to the knower is the form
of the good. And though it is the cause of know-
ledge and truth, it is also an object of knowledge.
Both knowledge and truth are beaurtiful things,
but the good is other and more beautiful than they.
In the visible realm, light and sight are rightly con-
sidered sunlike, but it is wrong to think that they
are the sun, so here it is right to think of know-
iedge and truth as goodlike but wrong to think
that either of them is the good — for the good is yet
more prized,

This is an inconceivably beautiful thing you’re
talking about, if it provides both knowledge and
truth and is superior to them in beauty. You surely
don’t think that a thing like that could be pleasure.

Hush! Let’s examine its image in more detail as
follows.

How? :

You’ll be willing to say, I think, that the sun not
only provides visible things with the power to be seen
but also with coming to be, growth, and nourish-
ment, although it is not itself coming to be.

How could it be?

Therefore, you should also say that not only do
the objects of knowledge owe their being known
to the good, but their being is also due to it,
although the good is not being, but superior to it in
rank and power,

And Glaucon comically said: By Apollo, what a
daemonic superiority!

1t’s your own fault; you forced me to tell you my
opinion about it.

And I don’t want you to stop either. So con-
tinue to explain its similarity to the sun, if you’ve
omitted anything.

I'm certainly omitting a lot.

Well, don’t, not even the smallest thing.

1 think I'il have to omit a fair bit, but, as far as
is possible at the moment, I won’t omit anything
voluntarily,

Don’t.
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Understand, then, that, as we said, there are these
rwo things, one sovercign of the intefligible kind
and place, the other of the visible (I don’t say “of
heaven” so as not to seem o you to be playing the
sophist with the name).” In any case, you have two
kinds of thing, visible and intelligible.

Right.

It is Tike a line divided into two unequal sections.’
Then divide each section - namely, that of the
visible and that of the intelligible — in the same
yatio as the line. In terms now of relative clarity
and opacity, one subsection of the visible consists
of images. And by images I mean, first, shadows,
then reflections in water and in all close-packed,
smooth, and shiny materials, and everything of
that sort, if you understand.

1de.

In the other subsection of the visible, put the
originals of these images, namely, the animals around
us, all the plants, and the whole class of manu-
factured things.

Consider them put.

Would you be willing to say that, as regards truth
and untruth, the division is in this proportion: As
the opinable is to the knowable, so the likeness is
to the thing that it is like?

Certainly.

Consider now how the section of the intelligible
is to be divided.

How?

As follows: In one subsection, the soul, using
as images the things that were imitated before, 15
forced to investigate from hypotheses, proceeding
not to a first principle but to a conclusion. In the
other subsection, however, it makes its way to a
first principle that is #ot a hypothesis, proceeding
from a hypothesis but without the images used in
the previous subsection, using forms themselves and
making its investigation through them.

I don’t yet fully understand what you mean.

Let’s try again. You’ll understand it more easily
after the following preambile. I think you know that
students of geometry, calculation, and the like hypo-
thesize the odd and the even, the various figures,
the three kinds of angles, and other things akin
to these in each of their investigations, as if they
knew them. They make these their hypotheses
and don’t think it necessary to give any account of
them, either to themselves or to others, as if they
were clear to everyone. And going from these first
P““Ciplcs through the remaining steps, they arrive
mn ful agreement.

I certainly know that much,

Then you also know that, although they use
visible figures and make claims about them, their
thought isn’t directed to them but to those other
things that they are like. They make their claims
for the sake of square itself and the diagonal itself,
not the diagonal they draw, and similarly with the
others. These figures that they make and draw, of
which shadows and reflections in water are images,
they now in turn use as images, in seeking to see
those others themselves that one cannot see except
by means of thought.

That’s true.

This, then, is the kind of thing that, on the one
hand, I said is intelligible, and, on the other, is
such that the soul is forced to use hypotheses in the
investigation of it, not travelling up to a first prin-
ciple, since it cannot reach beyond its hypotheses,
but using as images those very things of which
images were made in the section below, and which,
by comparison to their images, were thought to be
clear and to be valued as such.

1 understand that you mean what happens in
geometry and related sciences.

Then also understand that, by the other sub-
section of the intelligible, I mean that which reason
itself grasps by the power of dialectic. It does not
consider these hypotheses as first principles but
truly as hypotheses - but as stepping stones to take
off from, enabling it to reach the unhypothetical first
principle of everything. Having grasped this prin-
ciple, it reverses itself and, keeping hold of what
follows from it, comes down to a conclusion with-
out making use of anything visible at all, but only of
forms themselves, moving on from forms to forms,
and ending in forms.

I understand, if not yet adeguately (for in my
opinion you’re speaking of an enormous task), that
you want to distinguish the intelligible part of that
which is, the part studied by the science of dialectic,
as clearer than the part studied by the so-called
sciences, for which their hypotheses are first prin-
ciples. And although those who study the objects
of these sciences are forced to do so by means of
thought rather than sense perception, still, because
they do not go back to a genuine first principle,
but proceed from hypotheses, you don’t think that
they understand them, even though, given such a
principle, they are intelligible. And you seem to me
to call the state of the geometers thought but not
understanding, thought being intermediate between
opinion and understanding.
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Your exposition is most adequate. Thus there
are four such conditions in the soul, corresponding
to the four subsections of our lne: Understanding
for the highest, thought for the second, belief for the
third, and imaging for the last. Arrange them in a
ratio, and consider that each shares in clarity to the
degree that the subsection it is set over shares in truth.

I understand, agree, and arrange them as you say.

Book VII

Next, I said, compare the effect of education and
of the lack of it on our nature to an experience like
this: Imagine human beings living in an under-
ground, cavelike dwelling, with an entrance a long
way up, which is both open to the light and as wide
as the cave itsel{. They’ve been there since childhood,
fixed in the same place, with their necks and legs
fettered, able to see only in front of them, because
their bonds prevent them from turning their heads
around. Light is provided by a fire burning far above
and behind them. Also behind them, but on higher
ground, there is a path stretching between them
and the fire. Imagine that along this path a low wall
has been built, like the screen in front of puppeteers
above which they show their puppets.

I'm imagining it,

Then also imagine that there are people along
the wall, carrying all kinds of artifacts that project
above it — statues of people and other animals,
made out of stone, wood, and every material. And,
as yowd expect, some of the carriers are talking, and
some are silent.

It’s a strange image you’re describing, and
strange prisoners.

They’re like us. Do you suppose, first of all, that
these prisoners see anything of themselves and one
another besides the shadows that the fire casts on
the wall in front of them?

How could they, if they have to keep their heads
motionless throughout life?

What about the things being carried along the
wall? Isn't the same true of them?

Of course.

And if they could talk to one another, don’t
you think they'd suppose that the names they used
applied to the things they see passing before them?*

They’d have to.

And what if their prison also had an echo from
the wall facing them? Don’t you think they’d believe
that the shadows passing in front of them were

talking whenever one of the carriers passing along
the wall was doing s0?

I certainly do.

Then the prisoners would in every way believe
that the truth is nothing other than the shadows of
those artifacts.

They must surely believe thar,

Consider, then, what being released from their
bonds and cured of their ignorance would naturally
be like, if something like this came to pass.® When
one of them was freed and suddenly compelled to
stand up, turn his head, walk, and look up toward
the light, he’d be pained and dazzled and unable to
see the things whose shadows he’d seen before, What
do you think he’d say, if we told him that what he’d
seen before was inconsequential, but that now —
because he is a bit closer to the things that are and
is turned towards things that are more — he sees more
correctly? Or, to put it another way, if we pointed
to each of the things passing by, asked him what each
of them is, and compelled him to answer, don’t you
think he’d be at a loss and that he’d believe that the
things he saw earlier were truer than the ones he
was now being shown?

Much truer.

And if someone compelled him to look at the light
itself, wouldn’t his eyes hurt, and wouldn’t he turn
around and flee towards the things he’s able to see,
believing that they’re really clearer than the ones he’s
being shown?

He would.

And if someone dragged him away from there
by force, up the rough, steep path, and didn’t let
him go until he had dragged him into the sunlight,
wouldn’t he be pained and irritated at being treated
that way? And when he came into the light, with
the sun filling his eyes, wouldn’t he be unable to see
a single one of the things now said to be true?

He would be unable 1o see them, at least at first.

1 suppose, then, that he’d need time to get
adjusted before he could sec things in the world
above. At first, he’d see shadows most easily, then
images of men and other things in water, then the
things themselves. Of these, he’d be able 1o study
the things in the sky and the sky itself more casily
at night, looking at the light of the stars and the
moon, than during the day, looking at the sun and
the light of the sun.

Of course.

Finally, I suppose, he’d be able to see the sun,
not images of it in water or some alien place, but the
sun itself, in its own place, and be able to study it.
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Necessarily so.

And at this point he would infer and conclude that
the sun provides the seasons and the years, governs
everything in the visible world, and is in some way
the cause of all the things that he used to see.

1t’s clear that would be his next step.

What about when he reminds himself of his first
dwelling place, his fellow prisoners, and what passed
for wisdom there? Don’t you think that he’d count
himself happy for the change and pity the others?

Certainly.

And if there had been any honors, praises, or
prizes among them for the one who was sharpest
at identifying the shadows as they passed by and
who best remembered which usually came earlier,
which lfater, and which simultancousty, and who
could thus best divine the future, do you think that
our man would desire these rewards or envy those
among the prisoners who were honored and held
power? Instead, wouldn’t he feel, with Homer, that
he’d much prefer to “work the earth as a serf to
another, one without possessions,”” and go through
any sufferings, rather than share their opinions and
live as they do?

I suppose he would rather suffer anything than
live like that.

Consider this too. If this man went down into the
cave again and sat down in his same seat, wouldn’t
his eyes ~ coming suddenly out of the sun like that
~ be filled with darkness?

They certainly would.

- And before his eyes had recovered — and the
adjustment would not be quick — while his vision
was still dim, if he had to compete again with the
perpetual prisoners in recognizing the shadows,
wouldn’t he invite ridicule? Wouldn’t it be said of
him that he’d returned from his upward journey
with his eyesight ruined and that it isn’t worthwhile
even to try to travel upward? And, as for anyone who
tried to free them and lead them upward, if they
could somehow get their hands on him, wouldn’t
they kill him?

They certainly would.

This whole image, Glaucon, must be fitted
together with what we said before. The visible realm
should be likened to the prison dwelling, and the
light of the fire inside it to the power of the sun.
And if you interpret the upward journcy and the
study of things above as the upward journey of
the soul to the intelligible realm, you’ll grasp what
I hope to convey, since that is what you wanted to
hear about. Whether it’s true or not, only the god

knows. But this is how I see it: In the knowable
realm, the form of the good is the last thing to be
seen, and it is reached only with difficulty. Once one
has seen it, however, one must conclude that it is
the cause of all that is correct and beautiful in any-
thing, that it produces both light and its source in
the visible realm, and that in the intelligible realm
it controls and provides truth and understanding,
so that anyone who is to act sensibly in private or
public must see it.

I have the same thought, at least as far as 'm able.

Come, then, share with me this thought also:
It isn’t surprising that the ones who get to this point
are unwilling to occupy themselves with human
affairs and that their souls are always pressing
upwards, eager to spend their time above, for, after
all, this is surely what we’d expect, if indeed things
fit the image I described before.

It is.

What about what happens when semeone turns
from divine study to the evils of human life? Do
you think it’s surprising, since his sight is stll dim,
and he hasn’t yet become accustomed to the darkness
around him, that he behaves awkwardly and appears
completely ridiculous if he’s compelled, either in the
courts or elsewhere, to contend about the shadows
of justice or the statues of which they are the shadows
and to dispute about the way these things are under-
stood by people who have never seen justice itself?

That’s not surprising at all.

No, it isn’t. But anyone with any understanding
would remember that the eyes may be confused
in two ways and from two causes, namely, when
they’ve come from the light into the darkness and
when they’ve come from the darkness into the light.
Realizing that the same applies to the soul, when
someone sees a soul disturbed and unable to see some-
thing, he won’t laugh mindlessly, but he’ll take into
consideration whether it has come from a brighter
life and is dimmed through not having yet become
accustomed to the dark or whether it has come from
greater ignorance into greater light and is dazzled
by the increased brilliance. Then he’ll declare the
first soul happy in its experience and life, and he’ll
pity the latter — but even if he chose to make fun
of it, at least he’d be less ridiculous than if he laughed
at a soul that has come from the light above,

What you say is very reasonable.

If that’s true, then here’s what we must think about
these matters: Education isn’t what some people
declare it to be, namely, putting knowledge into souls
that lack ir, like putting sight into blind eyes.

QD
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They do say that.

But our present discussion, on the other hand,
shows that the power to learn is present in every-
one’s soul and that the instrument with which each
learns is like an eye that cannot be turned around
from darkness to light without turning the whole
body, This instrument cannot be turned around
from that which is coming into being without turn-
ing the whole soul until it is able to study that which
is and the brightest thing that is, namely, the one
we call the good. Isn’t that right?

Yes.

Then education is the craft concerned with
doing this very thing, this turning around, and
with how the soul can most easily and effectively be
made to do it. It isn’t the craft of putting sight into
the soul. Education takes for granted that sight is
there but that it isn’t turned the right way or look-
ing where it ought to look, and it tries to redirect
it appropriately.

So it seems.

Now, it looks as though the other so-called virtues
of the soul are akin to those of the body, for they
really aren’t there beforehand but are added later by
habir and practice. However, the virtue of reason
seems to belong above all to something more divine,
which never loses its power but is either useful
and beneficial or useless and harmful, depending on
the way it is turned. Or have you never noticed this
about people who are said to be vicious but clever,
how keen the vision of their little souls is and
how sharply it distinguishes the things it is turned
towards? This shows that its sight isn’t inferior
but rather is forced to serve evil ends, so that the
sharper it sees, the more evil it accomplishes.

Absolutely.

However, if a nature of this sort had been
hammered at from childhood and freed from the
bonds of kinship with becoming, which have been
fastened to it by feasting, greed, and other such
pleasures and which, like leaden weights, pull its
vision downwards — if, being rid of these, it turned
to look at true things, then I say that the same soul
of the same person would see these most sharply,
just as it now does the things it is presently turned
towards.

Probably so.

And what about the uneducated who have no
experience of truth? Isn’t it likely — indeed, doesn’t
it follow necessarily from what was said before — that
they will never adequately govern a city? But neither
would those who've been allowed to spend their
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whole lives being educated. The former would fail
because they don’t have a single goal at which all
their actions, public and private, inevitably aim;
the latter would fail because they’d refuse to act,
thinking that they had settled while still alive in the
faraway Isles of the Blessed.

That’s true.

It is our task as founders, then, to compel the
best natures to reach the study we said before is
the most important, namely, to make the ascent
and see the good. But when they’ve made it and
looked sufficiently, we mustn’t allow them to do
what they’re allowed to do today. “

What's that? ¢

To stay there and refuse to go down again to g
the prisoners in the cave and share their labors and
honors, whether they are of less worth or of greater.

Then are we to do them an injustice by making
them live a worse life when they could live a better
one?

You are forgetting again that it isn’t the law’s
concern to make any one class in the city outstand- *
ingly happy but to contrive to spread happiness
throughout the city by bringing the citizens into
harmony with each other through persuasion or
compulsion and by making them share with each
other the benefits that each class can confer on the |
community.” The law produces such people in the
city, not in order to allow them to turn in whatever
direction they want, but to make use of them to
bind the city together.

That’s true, I had forgotten.

Observe, then, Glaucon, that we won’t be doing
an injustice to those who've become philosophers
i our city and that what we’ll say to them, when
we compel them to guard and care for the others,
will be just. We'll say: “When people like you come
to be in other cities, they're justified in not shar-
ing in their city’s labors, for they’ve grown there
spontancously, against the will of the constitution.
And what grows of its own accord and owes no
debt for its upbringing has justice on its side when
it isn’t keen to pay anyone for that upbringing. But
we’ve made you kings in our city and leaders of the
swarm, as it were, both for yourselves and for the
rest of the city. You're better and more completely
educated than the others and are better able to
share in both types of life. Therefore each of you in
turn must go down fo live in the common dwelling
place of the others and grow accustomed to seeing
in the dark. When you are used to it, youll see vastly
better than the people there. And because you've
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seen the truth about fine, just, and good things,
you'll know each image for what it is and also that
of which it is the image. Thus, for you and for us,
the city will be governed, not like the majority of
cities nowadays, by people who fight over shadows
and struggle against one another in order to rule -
as if that were a great good — but by people who are
awake rather than dreaming, for the truth is surely
this: A city whose prospective rulers are least eager
to rule must of necessity be most free from civil war,
whereas a city with the opposite kind of rulers is
governed in the opposite way.”

Absolutely.

Then do you think that those we’ve nurtured will
disobey us and refuse to share the labors of the city,
each in turn, while living the greater part of their
time with one another in the pure realm?

It isn’t possible, for we’ll be giving just orders

1o just people. Fach of them will certainly go to

rule as to something compulsory, however, which
is exactly the opposite of what’s done by those who
now rule in each city. This is how it is, If you can
find a way of life that’s better than ruling for the
prospective rulers, your well-governed city will
become a possibility, for only in it will the truly rich
rule - not those who are rich in gold but those who
are rich in the wealth that the happy must have,
namely, a good and rational life. But if beggars
hungry for private goods go into public life, think-
ing that the good is there for the seizing, then the
well-governed city is impossible, for then ruling is
something fought over, and this civil and domestic
war destroys these people and the rest of the city
as well.

That’s very true,

Can you name any life that despises political rule
besides that of the true philosopher?

No, by god, I can’t.

But surely it is those who are not lovers of
ruling who must rule, for if they don’t, the lovers
of it, who are rivats, will fight over it.

Of course,

Then who will you compel to become guardians
of the city, if not those who have the best under-
standing of what matters for good government and
who have other honors than political ones, and a
better, life as well?

No one,

Do you want us to consider now how such
people will come to be in our city and how — just
5 some are said to have gone up from Hades to the
Bods ~ we’ll lead them up to the light?

Of course 1 do.

This isn’t, it seems, a matter of tossing a coin,
but of turning a soul from a day that is a kind of
night to the true day — the ascent to what is, which
we say is true philosophy.

Indeed.

Then mustn’t we try to discover the subjects that
have the power to bring this about?

Of course.

So what subject is it, Glaucon, that draws the
soul from the realm of becoming to the realm of
what is? And it occurs to me as I'm speaking that
we said, didn’t we, that it is necessary for the pro-
spective rulers to be athletes in war when they’re
young?

Yes, we did.

Then the subject we're looking for must also have
this characteristic in addition to the former one.

Which one?

It mustn’t be useless to warlike men.

If it’s at all possible, it mustn’t.

Now, prior to this, we educated them in music
and poetry and physical training.

We did.

And physical training is concerned with what
comes into being and dies, for it oversces the
growth and decay of the body.

Apparently,

So it couldn’t be the subject we're looking for.

No, it couldn’t.

Then, could it be the music and poetry we
described before?

But that, if you remember, is just the counter-
part of physical training. It educated the guardians
through habits. Its harmonies gave them a certain
harmoniousness, not knowledge; its rhythms gave
them a certain rhythmical quality; and its stories,
whether fictional or nearer the truth, cultivated other
habits akin to these. Bur as for the subject you're
looking for now, there’s nothing like that in music
and poetry.

Your reminder is exactly to the point; there’s
really nothing like that in music and poetry. But,
Glaucon, what is there that does have this? The
crafts all seem to be base or mechanical.

How could they be otherwise? But apart from
music and poetry, physical training, and the crafts,
what subject is left?

Well, if we can’t find anything apart from these,
let’s consider one of the subjects that touches all
of them.

What sort of thing?

&
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For example, that common thing that every craft,
every type of thought, and every science uses and that
is among the first compulsory subjects for everyone.

What’s that?

That inconsequential matter of distinguishing
the one, the two, and the three. In short, [ mean
number and calculation, for isn’t it true that every
craft and science must have a share in that?

They certainly must.

Then so must warfare.

Absolutely.

In the tragedies, at any rate, Palamedes is always
showing up Agamemnon as a totally ridiculous
general. Haven’t you noticed? He says that, by
inventing numbers, he established how many troops
there were in the Trojan army and counted their
ships and everything else — implying that they were
uncounted before and that Agamemnon (if indeed
he didn’t know how to count) didn’t even know how
many feet he had? What kind of general do you think
that made him?

A very strange one, if that’s true.

Then won’t we set down this subject as com-
pulsory for a warrior, so that he is able to count and
calculate?

More compulsory than anything. If, that is, he’s
to understand anything about setting his troops in
order or if he’s even to be properly human.

Then do you notice the same thing about this sub-
ject that I do?

What's that?

That this turns out to be one of the subjects
we were looking for that naturally lead to under-
standing. But no one uses it correctly, namely, as
something that is really fitted in every way to draw
one towards being,

What do you mean?

LIl try to make my view clear as follows: Dl
distinguish for myself the things that do or don’t
lead in the direction we mentioned, and you must
study them along with me and either agree or dis-
agree, and that way we may come to know more
clearly whether things are indeed as I divine.

Point them out, '

I’ll point out, then, if you can grasp it, that some
sense perceptions don’t summon the understanding
to look into them, because the judgment of sense
perception is itself adequate, while others encour-
age it in every way to look into them, because sense
perception seems to produce no sound result,

You’re obviously referring to things appearing in
the distance and to trompe ['oedl paintings.

You're not quite getting my meaning,.

Then what do you mean?

‘The ones that don’t summon the understanding
are all those that don’t go off into opposite percep-
tions at the same time. But the ones that do go
off in that way I call summoners ~ whenever sense
perception doesn’t declare one thing any more than
its opposite, no matter whether the object striking
the senses is near at hand or far away. You’ll under-
stand my meaning better if I put it this way: These,
we say, are three fingers —~ the smallest, the second,
and the middle finger,

That’s right.

Assume that I'm talking about them as being seen
from close by. Now, this is my guestion about them.

What?

It’s apparent that each of them is equally a finger,
and it makes no difference in this regard whether
the finger is seen to be in the middle or at either end,
whether it is dark or pale, thick or thin, or anything
else of that sort, for in all these cases, an ordinary
soul isn’t compelled to ask the understanding what
a finger is, since sight doesn’t suggest to it that a
finger is at the same time the opposite of a finger.

No, it doesn’t.

Therefore, it isn’t likely that anything of that sort
would summon or awaken the understanding.

No, it isn’t.

But what about the bigness and smallness of
fingers? Does sight perceive them adequately? Does
it make no difference to it whether the finger is in
the middle or at the end? And is it the same with
the sense of touch, as regards the thick and the thin,
the hard and the soft? And do the other senses reveal
such things clearly and adequately? Doesn’t each of
them rather do the following: The sense set over the
hard is, in the first place, of necessity also set over
the soft, and it reports to the soul that the same thing
is perceived by it to be both hard and soft?

That's right.

And isn’t it necessary that in such cases the soul
is puzzled as to what this sense means by the hard,
if it indicates that the same thing is also soft, or what
it means by the light and the heavy, if it indicates
that the heavy is light, or the light, heavy?

Yes, indeed, these are strange reports for the soul
to receive, and they do demand to be looked into.

Then it's likely that in such cases the soul,
summoning calculation and understanding, first tries
to determine whether each of the things announced
to it is one or two.

Of course.
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If it’s evidently two, won’t each be evidently dis-
tinct and one?

Yes.

Then, if each is one, and both two, the soul will
understand that the two are separate, for it wouldn’t
understand the inseparable to be two, but rather one.

That’s right.

Sight, however, saw the big and small, not as
separate, but as mixed up together. Isn’t that sor

Yes.

And in order to get clear about all this, under-
standing was compeiled to see the big and the small,
not as mixed up together, but as separate - the
opposite way from sight.

True.

And isn’t it from these cases that it first occurs
to us to ask what the big is and what the small is?
~ Absolutely.

And, because of this, we called the one the intel-
ligible and the other the visible.

That’s right.

This, then, is what I was trying to express
before, when I said that some things summon
thought, while others don’t. Those that strike the
relevant sense at the same time as their opposites
I call summoners, those that don’t do this do not
awaken understanding.

Now I understand, and I think you're right.

Well, then, to which of them do number and the
one belong?

I don’t know,

Reason it out from what was said before. If the
one is adequately seen itself by itself or is so per-
ceived by any of the other senses, then, as we were
saying in the case of fingers, it wouldn’t draw the
soul towards being. But if something opposite to
it is always seen at the same time, so that nothing
is apparently any more one than the opposite of

Notes

L. Throughout, Socrates is punning on the word rokes,
which means cither a child or the interest on capital.
The play may be on the similarity of sound between
ourgnou (“of heaven™) and horaton (“of the visible™).
More likely, Socrates is referring to the fact that
ouranon seems to contain the word now, the genitive
tase of news (“understanding”), and relative of neéton
(“of the intelligible”). If he said that the sun was
sovereign of heaven, he might be taken to suggest in
sophistical fashion that it was sovereign of the intel-
ligible and that there was no real difference between
the good and the sun.

one, then something would be needed to judge the
matter. The soul would then be puzzled, would lock
for an answer, would stir up its understanding, and
would ask what the one itself is. And so this would
be among the subjects that lead the soul and turn
it around towards the study of that which is.

But surely the sight of the one does possess this
characteristic to a remarkable degree, for we see the
same thing to be both one and an unlimited num-
ber at the same time.

Then, if this is true of the one, won’t it also be
true of all numbers?

Of course.

Now, calculation and arithmetic are wholly con-
cerned with numbers,

That’s right.

Then evidently they lead us towards truth.

Supernaturally so.

Then they belong, it seems, to the subjects we’re
seeking. They are compulsory for warriors because
of their orderly ranks and for philosophers because
they have to learn to rise up out of becoming and
grasp being, if they are ever to become rational,

That’s right.

And our guardian must be both a warrior and a
philosopher.

Certainly.

Then it would be appropriate, Glaucon, to leg-
islate this subject for those who are going to share
in the highest offices in the city and to persuade them
to turn to calculation and take it up, not as laymen
do, but staying with it until they reach the study of
the natures of the numbers by means of under-
standing itself, nor like tradesmen and retailers, for
the sake of buying and selling, but for the sake of
war and for ease in turning the soul around, away
from becoming and towards truth and being.

Well put.

3. The line is illustrated below:
Understanding (noésis)

Thought {diansia)

Belief ( pistis)
Imagination (eikasia)

Reading parionta autous nemizetn onomazein in b,
Reading heia tis an ¢i@ phuser, el in cd.

Odyssey xi. 489-90.

See 420b-421c, 462a—466¢.
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[ Wle ought to take the preliminary step of defining
education and its potentialities, because we have
ventured on a discussion which is intended to
lead us to the god of wine, and we are agreed that
education is as it were the route we have to take.
Crmvias:  Certainly let’s do that, if you like.
ATHENIAN: | am going to explain how one
should describe education: see if you approve of
my account.
Crinias:  Your explanation, then, please.
ATHENIAN: It is this: T insist that a man who
intends to be good at a particular occupation must
practice it from childhood: both at work and at
play he must be surrounded by the special ‘tools
of the trade’. For instance, the man who intends
to be a good farmer must play at farming, and the
man who is to be a good builder must spend his
playtime building toy houses; and in each case the
teacher must provide miniature tools that copy the
real thing. In particular, in this elementary stage
they must learn the essential elementary skills. For
example, the carpenter must learn in his play how
to handle a rule and plumb-line, and the soldier
must learn to ride a horse (either by actually doing
it, in play, or by some similar activity). We should

try to usc the children’s games to channel their
pleasures and desires towards the activities in which
they will have to engage when they are adulr. To
sum up, we say that the correct way to bring up and
educate a child is to use his playtime to imbue
his soul with the greatest possible liking for the
occupation in which he will have to be absolutely
perfect when he grows up. Now, as I suggested,
consider the argument so far: do you approve of
my account?

CrLinvias:  Of course.

ArHeNniaN:  But let’s not leave our description
of education in the air, When we abuse or commend
the upbringing of individual people and say that
one of us is educated and the other uneducated,
we sometimes use this latter term of men who have
in fact had a thorough education ~ one directed
towards petty trade or the merchant-shipping busi-
ness, or something like that. But I take it that for the
purpose of the present discussion we are not going
to treat this sert of thing as ‘education’; what we have
in mind is education from childhood in virtue, a
training which produces a keen desire to become
a perfect citizen who knows how to rule and be ruled
as justice demands. I suppose we should want to mark

Editor’s title. Previously published in Plate: The Laws, ed. and trans. Trevor J. Saunders (London: Penguin Classics,
1970), pp. 72~5; 643a~645¢. © Trevor J. Saunders 1970. Reprinted with permission of Penguin Books UK Lid.



off this sost of training from others and rescrve
the title ‘education’ for it alone. A training directed
(o acquiring money or a robust physique, or even
1o some intellectual facility not guided by reason and
justice, we should want to call coarse and illiberal,
and say that it had no claim whatever to be called
education. Still, let’s not quibble over a name; fet’s
" stick to the proposition we agreed on just now: as
a rule, men with a correct education become good,
and nowhere in the world should educarion be
despised, for when combined with great virtue, it
is an asset of incalculable value. If it ever becomes
corrupt, but can be put right again, this is a lifelong
task which everyone should undertake to the limit
of his strength.,

Cunias:  True, We agree with your description.

ATHENiAN: Hlere is a further point on which we
agreed some time ago: those who can contro} them-~
selves are good, those who cannot are bad.

Crivas:  Perfectly correct.

ATHENIAN: Let’s take up this point again and
consider even more closely just what we mean.
Perhaps you’ll let me try to clarify the issue by means
of an illustration.

Cumvias: By all means.

ATHENIAN:  Are we to assume, then, that each
of us is a single individual?

Crinias: Yes.

ATHENIAN:  But that he possesses within himself
a pair of witless and mutually antagonistic advisers,
which we call pleasure and pain?

Cranias;  That is so.

Atpenian:  In addition to these two, he has
opinions about the future, whose general name is
‘expectations’. Specifically, the anticipation of pain
is called ‘fear’, and the anticipation of the opposite
is called ‘confidence’. Over and against all these
we have ‘calculation’, by which we judge the relat-
ive merits of pleasure and pain, and when this is
expressed as a public decision of a state, it receives
the title ‘law’.

Cuivias: I can scarcely follow you; but assume
L do, and carry on with what comes next.

Meciius:  Yes, I'm in the same difficulty.

Aruenian: | suggest we look at the problem in
this way: let’s imagine that cach of us living beings
is a puppet of the gods. Whether we have been
constructed to serve as their plaything, or for some
serious reason, is something beyond our ken, but
what we certainly do know is this: we have these
emotions in us, which act like cords or strings
and tug us about; they work in opposition, and tug
against each other to make us perform actions that
are opposed correspondingly; back and forth we
go across the boundary line where vice and virtue
meet. One of these dragging forces, according to
our argument, demands our constant obedience,
and this is the one we have to hang on to, come what
may; the pull of the other cords we must resist. This
cord, which is golden and holy, transmits the power
of ‘calculation’, a power which in a state is called
the public law; being golden, it is pliant, while the
others, whose composition resembles a variety of
other substances, are tough and inflexible. The force
exerted by law is excellent, and one should always
co-operate with it, because although ‘calculation’ is
a noble thing, it is gentle, not violent, and its efforts
need assistants, so that the gold in us may prevail
over the other substances. If we do give our help,
the moral point of this fable, in which we appear
as puppets, will have been well and truly made;
the meaning of the terms ‘self-superior’ and ‘self~
inferior’ will somehow become clearer, and the duties
of state and individual will be better appreciated. The
latter must digest the truth about these forces that
pull him, and act on it in his life; the state must get
an account of it either from one of the gods or from
the human expert we’ve mentioned, and incorporate
it in the form of a law to govern both its internal
affairs and its relations with other states. A further
result will be a clearer distinction between virtue and
vice; the light cast on that problem will perhaps in
turn help to clarify the subject of education and the
various other practices, particularly the business of
drinking parties. It may well be thought that this 15
a triviality on which a great deal too much has been
said, but equally it may turn out that the topic really
does deserve this extended discussion.




