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I have noticed that.

The physical qualities of the guardians are clear, then.

Yes.

And as far as their souls are concerned, they must be spirited.

That too.

But if they have natures like that, Glaucon, won’t they be savage to each
other and to the rest of the citizens?

By god, it will be hard for them to be anything else.

Yet surely they must be gentle to their own people and harsh to the
enemy. If they aren’t, they won’t wait around for others to destroy the
city but will do it themselves first.

That's true.

What are we to do, then? Where are we to find a character that is both
gentle and high-spirited at the same time? After all, a gentle nature is the
opposite of a spirited one.

Apparently.

If someone lacks either gentleness or spirit, he can’t be a good guardian.
Yet it seems impossible to combine them. It follows that a good guardian
cannot exist.

It looks like it.

I couldn’t see a way out, but on reexamining what had gone before, I
said: We deserve to be stuck, for we've lost sight of the analogy we
put forward.

How do you mean?

We overlooked the fact that there are natures of the sort we thought
impossible, natures in which these opposites are indeed combined.

Where?

You can see them in other animals, too, but especially in the one to
which we compared the guardian, for you know, of course, that a pedigree
dog naturally has a character of this sort—he is gentle as can be to those
he’s used to and knows, but the opposite to those he doesn’t know.

I do know that.

So the combination we want is possible after all, and our search for the
good guardian is not contrary to nature.

Apparently not.

Then do you think that our future guardian, besides being spirited, must
also be by nature philosophical?

How do you mean? I don’t understand.

It's something else you see in dogs, and it makes you wonder at the
animal.

What?

When a dog sees someone it doesn’t know, it gets angry before anything
bad happens to it. But when it knows someone, it welcomes him, even if
it has never received anything good from him. Haven’t you ever wondered
at that?

I've never paid any attention to it, but obviously that is the way a
dog behaves.
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Republic 11 1015

Surely this is a refined quality in its nature and one that is truly philo-
sophical.

In what way philosophical?

Because it judges anything it sees to be either a friend or an enemy, on
no other basis than that it knows the one and doesn’t know the other. And
how could it be anything besides a lover of learning, if it defines what is
its own and what is alien to it in terms of knowledge and ignorance?

It couldn’t.

But surely the love of learning is the same thing as philosophy or the
love of wisdom?

It is.

Then, may we confidently assume in the case of a human being, too,
that if he is to be gentle toward his own and those he knows, he must be
a lover of learning and wisdom?

We may.

Philosophy, spirit, speed, and strength must all, then, be combined in
the nature of anyone who is to be a fine and good guardian of our city.

Absolutely.

Then those are the traits a potential guardian would need at the outset.
But how are we to bring him up and educate him? Will inquiry into that
topic bring us any closer to the goal of our inquiry, which is to discover
the origins of justice and injustice in a city? We want our account to be
adequate, but we don’t want it to be any longer than necessary.

I certainly expect, Glaucon’s brother said, that such inquiry will further
our goal.

Then, by god, Adeimantus, I said, we mustn’t leave it out, even if it
turns out to be a somewhat lengthy affair.

No, we mustn’t.

Come, then, and just as if we had the leisure to make up stories, let’s
describe in theory how to educate our men.

All right.

What will their education be? Or is it hard to find anything better than
that which has developed over a long period—physical training for bodies
and music and poetry for the soul?

Yes, it would be hard.

Now, we start education in music and poetry before physical training,
don’t we?

Of course.

Do you include stories under music and poetry?

I do.

Aren’t there two kinds of story, one true and the other false?

Yes.

And mustn’t our men be educated in both, but first in false ones?

I don’t understand what you mean.

Don’t you understand that we first tell stories to children? These are
false, on the whole, though they have some truth in them. And we tell
them to small children before physical training begins.
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That’s true.

And that’s what I meant by saying that we must deal with music and
poetry before physical training.

All right.

You know, don’t you, that the beginning of any process is most impor-
tant, especially for anything young and tender? It’s at that time that it is
most malleable and takes on any pattern one wishes to impress on it.

Exactly.

Then shall we carelessly allow the children to hear any old stories, told
by just anyone, and to take beliefs into their souls that are for the most part
opposite to the ones we think they should hold when they are grown up?

We certainly won’t.

Then we must first of all, it seems, supervise the storytellers. We’ll select
their stories whenever they are fine or beautiful and reject them when they
aren’t. And we’ll persuade nurses and mothers to tell their children the
ones we have selected, since they will shape their children’s souls with
stories much more than they shape their bodies by handling them. Many
of the stories they tell now, however, must be thrown out.

Which ones do you mean?

We'll first look at the major stories, and by seeing how to deal with
them, we'll see how to deal with the minor ones as well, for they exhibit
the same pattern and have the same effects whether they’'re famous or
not. Don’t you think so?

I do, but I don’t know which ones you're calling major.

Those that Homer, Hesiod, and other poets tell us, for surely they com-
posed false stories, told them to people, and are still telling them.

Which stories do you mean, and what fault do you find in them?

The fault one ought to find first and foremost, especially if the falsehood
isn’t well told.

For example?

When a story gives a bad image of what the gods and heroes are like,
the way a painter does whose picture is not at all like the things he’s trying
to paint.

You're right to object to that. But what sort of thing in particular do
you have in mind?

First, telling the greatest falsehood about the most important things
doesn’t make a fine story—I mean Hesiod telling us about how Uranus
behaved, how Cronus punished him for it, and how he was in turn pun-
ished by his own son.” But even if it were true, it should be passed over
in silence, not told to foolish young people. And if, for some reason, it has
to be told, only a very few people—pledged to secrecy and after sacrificing
not just a pig but something great and scarce—should hear it, so that their
number is kept as small as possible.

Yes, such stories are hard to deal with.

10. See Hesiod, Theogony 154-210, 453-506.
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And they shouldn’t be told in our city, Adeimantus. Nor should a young
person hear it said that in committing the worst crimes he’s doing nothing
out of the ordinary, or that if he inflicts every kind of punishment on an
unjust father, he’s only doing the same as the first and greatest of the gods.

No, by god, I don’t think myself that these stories are fit to be told.

Indeed, if we want the guardians of our city to think that it's shameful
to be easily provoked into hating one another, we mustn’t allow any stories
about gods warring, fighting, or plotting against one another, for they
aren’t true. The battles of gods and giants, and all the various stories of
the gods hating their families or friends, should neither be told nor even
woven in embroideries. If we're to persuade our people that no citizen
has ever hated another and that it’s impious to do so, then that’s what
should be told to children from the beginning by old men and women;
and as these children grow older, poets should be compelled to tell them
the same sort of thing. We won’t admit stories into our city—whether
allegorical or not—about Hera being chained by her son, nor about He-
phaestus being hurled from heaven by his father when he tried to help
his mother, who was being beaten, nor about the battle of the gods in
Homer. The young can’t distinguish what is allegorical from what isn’t,
and the opinions they absorb at that age are hard to erase and apt to
become unalterable. For these reasons, then, we should probably take the
utmost care to insure that the first stories they hear about virtue are the
best ones for them to hear.

That’s reasonable. But if someone asked us what stories these are, what
should we say?

You and I, Adeimantus, aren’t poets, but we are founding a city. And
it's appropriate for the founders to know the patterns on which poets must
base their stories and from which they mustn’t deviate. But we aren’t
actually going to compose their poems for them.

All right. But what precisely are the patterns for theology or stories
about the gods?

Something like this: Whether in epic, lyric, or tragedy, a god must always
be represented as he is.

Indeed, he must.

Now, a god is really good, isn’t he, and must be described as such?

What else?

And surely nothing good is harmful, is it?

I suppose not.

And can what isn’t harmful do harm?

Never.

Or can what does no harm do anything bad?

No.

And can what does nothing bad be the cause of anything bad?

How could it?

Moreover, the good is beneficial?

Yes.
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It is the cause of doing well?

Yes.

The good isn’t the cause of all things, then, but only of good ones; it
isn’t the cause of bad ones.

I agree entirely.

Therefore, since a god is good, he is not—as most people claim—the
cause of everything that happens to human beings but of only a few things,
for good things are fewer than bad ones in our lives. He alone is responsible
for the good things, but we must find some other cause for the bad ones,
not a god.

That’s very true, and I believe it.

Then we won’t accept from anyone the foolish mistake Homer makes
about the gods when he says:

There are two urns at the threshold of Zeus,
Ome filled with good fates, the other with bad ones. . . .

and the person to whom he gives a mixture of these

Sometimes meets with a bad fate, sometimes with good,
but the one who receives his fate entirely from the second urn,

Evil famine drives him over the divine earth.
We won’t grant either that Zeus is for us

The distributor of both good and bad.
And as to the breaking of the promised truce by Pandarus, if anyone tells
us that it was brought about by Athena and Zeus or that Themis and Zeus
were responsible for strife and contention among the gods, we will not

praise him. Nor will we allow the young to hear the words of Aeschylus:

A god makes mortals guilty
When he wants utterly to destroy a house.!

And if anyone composes a poem about the sufferings of Niobe, such as
the one in which these lines occur, or about the house of Pelops, or the
tale of Troy, or anything else of that kind, we must require him to say
that these things are not the work of a god. Or, if they are, then poets
must look for the kind of account of them that we are now seeking, and

11. The first three quotations are from Iliad xxiv.527-32. The sources for the fourth and
for the quotation from Aeschylus are unknown. The story of Athena urging Pandarus
to break the truce is told in Iliad iv.73-126.
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say that the actions of the gods are good and just, and that those they
punish are benefited thereby. We won’t allow poets to say that the punished
are made wretched and that it was a god who made them so. But we will
allow them to say that bad people are wretched because they are in need
of punishment and that, in paying the penalty, they are benefited by the
gods. And, as for saying that a god, who is himself good, is the cause of
bad things, we'll fight that in every way, and we won’t allow anyone to
say it in his own city, if it's to be well governed, or anyone to hear it
either—whether young or old, whether in verse or prose. These stories
are not pious, not advantageous to us, and not consistent with one another.

I like your law, and I'll vote for it.

This, then, is one of the laws or patterns concerning the gods to which
speakers and poets must conform, namely, that a god isn’t the cause of
all things but only of good ones.

And it’s a fully satisfactory law.

What about this second law? Do you think that a god is a sorcerer, able
to appear in different forms at different times, sometimes changing himself
from his own form into many shapes, sometimes deceiving us by making
us think that he has done it? Or do you think he’s simple and least of all
likely to step out of his own form?

I can’t say offhand.

Well, what about this? If he steps out of his own form, mustn’t he either
change himself or be changed by something else?

He must.

But the best things are least liable to alteration or change, aren’t they?
For example, isn’t the healthiest and strongest body least changed by food,
drink, and labor, or the healthiest and strongest plant by sun, wind, and
the like?

Of course.

And the most courageous and most rational soul is least disturbed or
altered by any outside affection?

Yes.

And the same account is true of all artifacts, furniture, houses, and
clothes. The ones that are good and well made are least altered by time
or anything else that happens to them.

That's right.

Whatever is in good condition, then, whether by nature or craft or both,
admits least of being changed by anything else.

So it seems.

Now, surely a god and what belongs to him are in every way in the
best condition.

How could they fail to be?

Then a god would be least likely to have many shapes.

Indeed.

Then does he change or alter himself?

Clearly he does, if indeed he is altered at all.
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Would he change himself into something better and more beautiful than
himself or something worse and uglier?

It would have to be into something worse, if he’s changed at all, for
surely we won’t say that a god is deficient in either beauty or virtue.

Absolutely right. And do you think, Adeimantus, that anyone, whether
god or human, would deliberately make himself worse in any way?

No, that’s impossible.

Is it impossible, then, for gods to want to alter themselves? Since they
are the most beautiful and best possible, it seems that each always and
unconditionally retains his own shape.

That seems entirely necessary to me.

Then let no poet tell us about Proteus or Thetis, or say that

The gods, in the likeness of strangers from foreign lands,
Adopt every sort of shape and visit our cities."?

Nor must they present Hera, in their tragedies or other poems, as a priestess
collecting alms for

the life-giving sons of the Argive river Inachus,”

or tell us other stories of that sort. Nor must mothers, believing bad stories
about the gods wandering at night in the shapes of strangers from foreign
lands, terrify their children with them. Such stories blaspheme the gods
and, at the same time, make children more cowardly.

They mustn’t be told.

But though the gods are unable to change, do they nonetheless make us
believe that they appear in all sorts of ways, deceiving us through sorcery?

Perhaps.

What? Would a god be willing to be false, either in word or deed, by
presenting an illusion?

I don’t know.

Don’t you know that a true falsehood, if one may call it that, is hated
by all gods and humans?

What do you mean?

I mean that no one is willing to tell falsehoods to the most important
part of himself about the most important things, but of all places he is
most afraid to have falsehood there.

I still don’t understand.

12. Odyssey xvii.485-86.

13. Inachus was the father of Io, who was persecuted by Hera because Zeus was in love
with her. The source for the part of the story Plato quotes is unknown.
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That’s because you think I'm saying something deep. I simply mean
that to be false to one’s soul about the things that are, to be ignorant and
to have and hold falsehood there, is what everyone would least of all
accept, for everyone hates a falsehood in that place most of all.

That’s right.

Surely, as I said just now, this would be most correctly called true
falsehood—ignorance in the soul of someone who has been told a false-
hood. Falsehood in words is a kind of imitation of this affection in the
soul, an image of it that comes into being after it and is not a pure falsehood.
Isn’t that so?

Certainly.

And the thing that is really a falsehood is hated not only by the gods
but by human beings as well.

It seems so to me.

What about falsehood in words? When and to whom is it useful and
so not deserving of hatred? Isn't it useful against one’s enemies? And
when any of our so-called friends are attempting, through madness or
ignorance, to do something bad, isn’t it a useful drug for preventing them?
It is also useful in the case of those stories we were just talking about, the
ones we tell because we don’t know the truth about those ancient events
involving the gods. By making a falsehood as much like the truth as we
can, don’t we also make it useful?

We certainly do.

Then in which of these ways could a falsehood be useful to a god?
Would he make false likenesses of ancient events because of his ignorance
of them?

It would be ridiculous to think that.

Then there is nothing of the false poet in a god?

Not in my view.

Would he be false, then, through fear of his enemies?

Far from it.

Because of the ignorance or madness of his family or friends, then?

No one who is ignorant or mad is a friend of the gods.

Then there’s no reason for a god to speak falsely?

None.

Therefore the daemonic and the divine are in every way free from
falsehood.

Completely.

A god, then, is simple and true in word and deed. He doesn’t change
himself or deceive others by images, words, or signs, whether in visions
or in dreams.

That’s what I thought as soon as I heard you say it.

You agree, then, that this is our second pattern for speaking or composing
poems about the gods: They are not sorcerers who change themselves, nor
do they mislead us by falsehoods in words or deeds.
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I agree.

So, even though we praise many things in Homer, we won’t approve
of the dream Zeus sent to Agamemnon, nor of Aeschylus when he makes
Thetis say that Apollo sang in prophecy at her wedding;:

About the good fortune my children would have,

Free of disease throughout their long lives,

And of all the blessings that the friendship of the gods would bring me,
I hoped that Phoebus” divine mouth would be free of falsehood,
Endowed as it is with the craft of prophecy.

But the very god who sang, the one at the feast,

The one who said all this, he himself it is

Who killed my son.*

Whenever anyone says such things about a god, we’ll be angry with him,
refuse him a chorus,” and not allow his poetry to be used in the education
of the young, so that our guardians will be as god-fearing and godlike as
human beings can be.

I completely endorse these patterns, he said, and I would enact them
as laws.

Book 111

Such, then, I said, are the kinds of stories that I think future guardians
should and should not hear about the gods from childhood on, if they are
to honor the gods and their parents and not take their friendship with one
another lightly.

I'm sure we're right about that, at any rate.

What if they are to be courageous as well? Shouldn’t they be told stories
that will make them least afraid of death? Or do you think that anyone
ever becomes courageous if he’s possessed by this fear?

No, I certainly don’t.

And can someone be unafraid of death, preferring it to defeat in battle
or slavery, if he believes in a Hades full of terrors?

Not at all.

Then we must supervise such stories and those who tell them, and ask
them not to disparage the life in Hades in this unconditional way, but
rather to praise it, since what they now say is neither true nor beneficial
to future warriors.

We must.

14. In Iliad ii.1-34, Zeus sends a dream to Agamemnon to promise success if he attacks
Troy immediately. The promise is false. The source for the quotation from Aeschylus
is unknown.

15. Ie., deny him the funding necessary to produce his play.
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Then we’ll expunge all that sort of disparagement, beginning with the
following lines:

I would rather labor on earth in service to another,
To a man who is landless, with little to live on,
Than be king over all the dead.!

and also these:

He feared that his home should appear to gods and men
Dreadful, dank, and hated even by the gods.*

and

Alas, there survives in the Halls of Hades

A soul, a mere phantasm, with its wits completely gone.?
and this:

And he alone could think; the others are flitting shadows.*
and

The soul, leaving his limbs, made its way to Hades,

Lamenting its fate, leaving manhood and youth behind.
and these:

His soul went below the earth like smoke,

Screeching as it went . . .°
and

1. Odyssey xi.489-91. Odysseus is being addressed by the dead Achilles in Hades.

2. Iliad xx.64-65. The speaker is the god of the underworld—who is afraid that the
earth will split open and reveal that his home is dreadful, etc.

3. Iliad xxiii.103—4. Achilles speaks these lines as the soul of the dead Patroclus leaves
for Hades.

4. Odyssey x.495. Circe is speaking to Odysseus about the prophet Tiresias.

5. Iliad xvi.856-57. The words refer to Patroclus, who has just been mortally wounded
by Hector.

6. Iliad xxiii.100-101. The soul referred to is Patroclus’.
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As when bats in an awful cave

Fly around screeching if one of them falls

From the cluster on the ceiling, all clinging to one another,
So their souls went screeching ...

We'll ask Homer and the other poets not to be angry if we delete these
passages and all similar ones. It isn’t that they aren’t poetic and pleasing
to the majority of hearers but that, the more poetic they are, the less they
should be heard by children or by men who are supposed to be free and
to fear slavery more than death.

Most certainly.

And the frightening and dreadful names for the underworld must be
struck out, for example, “Cocytus” and “Styx,”® and also the names for
the dead, for example, “those below” and “the sapless ones,” and all those
names of things in the underworld that make everyone who hears them
shudder. They may be all well and good for other purposes, but we are
afraid that our guardians will be made softer and more malleable by
such shudders.

And our fear is justified.

Then such passages are to be struck out?

Yes.

And poets must follow the opposite pattern in speaking and writing?

Clearly.

Must we also delete the lamentations and pitiful speeches of famous
men?

We must, if indeed what we said before is compelling.

Consider though whether we are right to delete them or not. We surely
say that a decent man doesn’t think that death is a terrible thing for
someone decent to suffer—even for someone who happens to be his friend.

We do say that.

Then he won’t mourn for him as for someone who has suffered a terri-
ble fate.

Certainly not.

We also say that a decent person is most self-sufficient in living well
and, above all others, has the least need of anyone else.

That's true.

Then it’s less dreadful for him than for anyone else to be deprived of
his son, brother, possessions, or any other such things.

Much less.

Then he’ll least give way to lamentations and bear misfortune most
quietly when it strikes.

7. Odyssey xxiv.6-9. The souls are those of the suitors of Penelope, whom Odysseus
has killed.

8. “Cocytus” means river of wailing or lamenting; “Styx” means river of hatred or
gloom.
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Certainly.

We'd be right, then, to delete the lamentations of famous men, leaving
them to women (and not even to good women, either) and to cowardly
men, so that those we say we are training to guard our city will disdain
to act like that.

That's right.

Again, then, we’ll ask Homer and the other poets not to represent Achil-
les, the son of a goddess, as

Lying now on his side, now on his back, now again
On his belly; then standing up to wander distracted
This way and that on the shore of the unharvested sea.

Nor to make him pick up ashes in both hands and pour them over his
head, weeping and lamenting in the ways he does in Homer. Nor to
represent Priam, a close descendant of the gods, as entreating his men and

Rolling around in dung,
Calling upon each man by name.

And we’ll ask them even more earnestly not to make the gods lament
and say:

Alas, unfortunate that I am, wretched mother of a great son."

But, if they do make the gods do such things, at least they mustn’t dare
to represent the greatest of the gods as behaving in so unlikely a fashion
as to say:

Alas, with my own eyes I see a man who is most dear to me
Chased around the city, and my heart laments

or

Woe is me, that Sarpedon, who is most dear to me, should be
Fated to be killed by Patroclus, the son of Menoetius . . ."

If our young people, Adeimantus, listen to these stories without ridiculing
them as not worth hearing, it's hardly likely that they’ll consider the things

9. The last three references and quotations are to Iliad xxiv.3-12, Iliad xviii.23-24, and
Iliad xxii.414-15, respectively.

10. Iliad xviii.54. Thetis, the mother of Achilles, is mourning his fate among the Nereids.

11. Iliad xxii.168-69 (Zeus is watching Hector being pursued by Achilles), and Iliad
xvi.433-34.
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described in them to be unworthy of mere human beings like themselves
or that they’ll rebuke themselves for doing or saying similar things when
misfortune strikes. Instead, they’ll feel neither shame nor restraint but
groan and lament at even insignificant misfortunes.

What you say is completely true.

Then, as the argument has demonstrated—and we must remain per-
suaded by it until someone shows us a better one—they mustn’t behave
like that.

No, they mustn’t.

Moreover, they mustn’t be lovers of laughter either, for whenever anyone
indulges in violent laughter, a violent change of mood is likely to follow.

So I believe.

Then, if someone represents worthwhile people as overcome by laughter,
we won't approve, and we’ll approve even less if they represent gods
that way.

Much less.

Then we won’t approve of Homer saying things like this about the gods:

And unquenchable laughter arose among the blessed gods
As they saw Hephaestus limping through the hall.*?

According to your argument, such things must be rejected.

If you want to call it mine, but they must be rejected in any case.

Moreover, we have to be concerned about truth as well, for if what we
said just now is correct, and falsehood, though of no use to the gods, is
useful to people as a form of drug, clearly we must allow only doctors to
use it, not private citizens.

Clearly.

Then if it is appropriate for anyone to use falsehoods for the good of
the city, because of the actions of either enemies or citizens, it is the rulers.
But everyone else must keep away from them, because for a private citizen
to lie to a ruler is just as bad a mistake as for a sick person or athlete not
to tell the truth to his doctor or trainer about his physical condition or for
a sailor not to tell the captain the facts about his own condition or that of
the ship and the rest of its crew—indeed it is a worse mistake than either
of these.

That’'s completely true.

And if the ruler catches someone else telling falsehoods in the city—

Any one of the craftsmen,
Whether a prophet, a doctor who heals the sick, or a maker of spears'

12. Iliad 1.599-600.
13. Odyssey xvii.383-84.
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—he’ll punish him for introducing something as subversive and destructive
to a city as it would be to a ship.

He will, if practice is to follow theory.

What about moderation? Won’t our young people also need that?

Of course.

And aren’t these the most important aspects of moderation for the major-
ity of people, namely, to obey the rulers and to rule the pleasures of drink,
sex, and food for themselves?

That’s my opinion at any rate.

Then we’ll say that the words of Homer’s Diomedes are well put:

Sit down in silence, my friend, and be persuaded by me.
and so is what follows:

The Achaeans, breathing eagerness for battle,
Marched in silence, fearing their commanders.

and all other such things.
Those are well put.
But what about this?

Wine-bibber, with the eyes of a dog and the heart of a deer*

and the rest, is it—or any other headstrong words spoken in prose or
poetry by private citizens against their rulers—well put?

No, they aren’t.

I don’t think they are suitable for young people to hear—not, in any
case, with a view to making them moderate. Though it isn’t surprising
that they are pleasing enough in other ways. What do you think?

The same as you.

What about making the cleverest man say that the finest thing of all
is when

The tables are well laden
With bread and meat, and the winebearer
Draws wine from the mixing bowl and pours it in the cups.

or

14. The last three citations are, respectively, Iliad iv.412, where Diomedes rebukes his
squire and quiets him; Iliad iii.8 and iv.431, not in fact (in our Homer text) adjacent to
one another or the preceding; and Iliad i.225 (Achilles is insulting his commander, Aga-
memnon).
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Death by starvation is the most pitiful fate."®

Do you think that such things make for self-control in young people? Or
what about having Zeus, when all the other gods are asleep and he alone
is awake, easily forget all his plans because of sexual desire and be so
overcome by the sight of Hera that he doesn’t even want to go inside but
wants to possess her there on the ground, saying that his desire for her
is even greater than it was when—without their parents’ knowledge—
they were first lovers? Or what about the chaining together of Ares and
Aphrodite by Hephaestus'®—also the result of sexual passion?

No, by god, none of that seems suitable to me.

But if, on the other hand, there are words or deeds of famous men, who
are exhibiting endurance in the face of everything, surely they must be
seen or heard. For example,

He struck his chest and spoke to his heart:
“Endure, my heart, you've suffered more shameful things than this.”V

They certainly must.

Now, we mustn’t allow our men to be money-lovers or to be bribable
with gifts.

Certainly not.

Then the poets mustn’t sing to them:

Gifts persuade gods, and gifts persuade revered kings.'®

Nor must Phoenix, the tutor of Achilles, be praised as speaking with
moderation when he advises him to take the gifts and defend the Achaeans,
but not to give up his anger without gifts.”” Nor should we think such
things to be worthy of Achilles himself. Nor should we agree that he was
such a money-lover that he would accept the gifts of Agamemnon or
release the corpse of Hector for a ransom but not otherwise.

It certainly isn’t right to praise such things.

It is only out of respect for Homer, indeed, that I hesitate to say that it
is positively impious to accuse Achilles of such things or to believe others
who say them. Or to make him address Apollo in these words:

15. Odysseus in Odyssey ix.8-10; Odyssey xii.342 (Eurylochus urges the men to slay the
cattle of Helios in Odysseus’ absence).

16. Odyssey viii.266 ff.

17. Odyssey xx.17-18. The speaker is Odysseus.

18. The source of the passage is unknown. Cf. Euripides, Medea 964.
19. Iliad ix.602-5.
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You've injured me, Farshooter, most deadly of the gods;
And I'd punish you, if I had the power.™

Or to say that he disobeyed the river—a god—and was ready to fight it,
or that he consecrated hair to the dead Patroclus, which was already
consecrated to a different river, Spercheius. It isn’t to be believed that he
did any of these. Nor is it true that he dragged the dead Hector around
the tomb of Patroclus or massacred the captives on his pyre.?’ So we'll
deny that. Nor will we allow our people to believe that Achilles, who was
the son of a goddess and of Peleus (the most moderate of men and the
grandson of Zeus) and who was brought up by the most wise Chiron,
was so full of inner turmoil as to have two diseases in his soul—slavishness
accompanied by the love of money, on the one hand, and arrogance towards
gods and humans, on the other.

That’s right.

We certainly won’t believe such things, nor will we allow it to be said
that Theseus, the son of Posidon, and Pirithous, the son of Zeus, engaged
in terrible kidnappings,” or that any other hero and son of a god dared
to do any of the terrible and impious deeds that they are now falsely said
to have done. We'll compel the poets either to deny that the heroes did
such things or else to deny that they were children of the gods. They
mustn’t say both or attempt to persuade our young people that the gods
bring about evil or that heroes are no better than humans. As we said
earlier, these things are both impious and untrue, for we demonstrated
that it is impossible for the gods to produce bad things.”?

Of course.

Moreover, these stories are harmful to people who hear them, for every-
one will be ready to excuse himself when he’s bad, if he is persuaded that
similar things both are being done now and have been done in the past by

Close descendants of the gods,

Those near to Zeus, to whom belongs

The ancestral altar high up on Mount Ida,

In whom the blood of daemons has not weakened ™

For that reason, we must put a stop to such stories, lest they produce in
the youth a strong inclination to do bad things.

20. Iliad xxii.15, 20.

21. The last four references are to Iliad xxi.232 ff., Iliad xxiii.141-52, Iliad xxiv.14-18, and
Iliad xxiii.175, respectively.

22. According to some legends, Theseus and Pirithous abducted Helen and tried to
abduct Persephone from Hades.

23. See 380d ff.
24. Thought to be from Aeschylus’ lost play Niobe.
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Absolutely.

Now, isn’t there a kind of story whose content we haven’t yet discussed?
So far we’ve said how one should speak about gods, heroes, daemons,
and things in Hades.

We have.

Then what'’s left is how to deal with stories about human beings, isn’t it?

Obviously.

But we can’t settle that matter at present.

Why not?

Because I think we’ll say that what poets and prose-writers tell us about
the most important matters concerning human beings is bad. They say
that many unjust people are happy and many just ones wretched, that
injustice is profitable if it escapes detection, and that justice is another’s
good but one’s own loss. I think we’ll prohibit these stories and order the
poets to compose the opposite kind of poetry and tell the opposite kind
of tales. Don’t you think so?

I know so.

But if you agree that what I said is correct, couldn’t I reply that you've
agreed to the very point that is in question in our whole discussion?

And you’d be right to make that reply.

Then we’ll agree about what stories should be told about human
beings only when we’ve discovered what sort of thing justice is and
how by nature it profits the one who has it, whether he is believed to
be just or not.

That’s very true.

This concludes our discussion of the content of stories. We should now,
I think, investigate their style, for we’ll then have fully investigated both
what should be said and how it should be said.

I don’t understand what you mean, Adeimantus responded.

But you must, I said. Maybe you’ll understand it better if I put it this
way. Isn’t everything said by poets and storytellers a narrative about past,
present, or future events?

What else could it be?

And aren’t these narratives either narrative alone, or narrative through
imitation, or both?

I need a clearer understanding of that as well.

I seem to be a ridiculously unclear teacher. So, like those who are incom-
petent at speaking, I won't try to deal with the matter as a whole, but I'll
take up a part and use it as an example to make plain what I want to say.
Tell me, do you know the beginning of the Iliad, where the poet tells us
that Chryses begs Agamemnon to release his daughter, that Agamemnon
harshly rejects him, and that, having failed, Chryses prays to the god
against the Achaeans?

I do.

You know, then, that up to the lines:
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And he begged all the Achaeans
But especially the two sons of Atreus, the commanders of the army,®

the poet himself is speaking and doesn’t attempt to get us to think that
the speaker is someone other than himself. After this, however, he speaks
as if he were Chryses and tries as far as possible to make us think that
the speaker isn’t Homer but the priest himself—an old man. And he
composes pretty well all the rest of his narrative about events in Troy,
Ithaca, and the whole Odyssey in this way.

That’s right.

Now, the speeches he makes and the parts between them are both nar-
rative?

Of course.

But when he makes a speech as if he were someone else, won't we say
that he makes his own style as much like that of the indicated speaker
as possible?

We certainly will.

Now, to make oneself like someone else in voice or appearance is to
imitate the person one makes oneself like.

Certainly.

In these passages, then, it seems that he and the other poets effect their
narrative through imitation.

That's right.

If the poet never hid himself, the whole of his poem would be narrative
without imitation. In order to prevent you from saying again that you
don’t understand, I'll show you what this would be like. If Homer said that
Chryses came with a ransom for his daughter to supplicate the Achaeans,
especially the kings, and after that didn’t speak as if he had become
Chryses, but still as Homer, there would be no imitation but rather simple
narrative. It would have gone something like this—I'll speak without meter
since I'm no poet: “And the priest came and prayed that the gods would
allow them to capture Troy and be safe afterwards, that they’d accept the
ransom and free his daughter, and thus show reverence for the god. When
he’d said this, the others showed their respect for the priest and consented.
But Agamemnon was angry and ordered him to leave and never to return,
lest his priestly wand and the wreaths of the god should fail to protect
him. He said that, before freeing the daughter, he’d grow old in Argos by
her side. He told Chryses to go away and not to make him angry, if he
wanted to get home safely. When the old man heard this, he was frightened
and went off in silence. But when he’d left the camp he prayed at length
to Apollo, calling him by his various titles and reminding him of his own
services to him. If any of those services had been found pleasing, whether

25. Iliad i.15-16.
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it was the building of temples or the sacrifice of victims, he asked in return
that the arrows of the god should make the Achaeans pay for his tears.”
That is the way we get simple narrative without imitation.

I understand.

Then also understand that the opposite occurs when one omits the words
between the speeches and leaves the speeches by themselves.

I understand that too. Tragedies are like that.

That’s absolutely right. And now I think that I can make clear to you
what I couldn’t before. One kind of poetry and story-telling employs only
imitation—tragedy and comedy, as you say. Another kind employs only
narration by the poet himself—you find this most of all in dithyrambs. A
third kind uses both—as in epic poetry and many other places, if you
follow me.

Now I understand what you were trying to say.

Remember, too, that before all that we said that we had dealt with what
must be said in stories, but that we had yet to investigate how it must be said.

Yes, I remember.

Well, this, more precisely, is what I meant: We need to come to an
agreement about whether we'll allow poets to narrate through imitation,
and, if so, whether they are to imitate some things but not others—and
what things these are, or whether they are not to imitate at all.

I divine that you're looking into the question of whether or not we’ll
allow tragedy and comedy into our city.

Perhaps, and perhaps even more than that, for I myself really don’t
know yet, but whatever direction the argument blows us, that’s where we
must go.

Fine.

Then, consider, Adeimantus, whether our guardians should be imitators
or not. Or does this also follow from our earlier statement that each individ-
ual would do a fine job of one occupation, not of many, and that if he
tried the latter and dabbled in many things, he’d surely fail to achieve
distinction in any of them?

He would indeed.

Then, doesn’t the same argument also hold for imitation—a single indi-
vidual can’t imitate many things as well as he can imitate one?

No, he can’t.

Then, he’ll hardly be able to pursue any worthwhile way of life while
at the same time imitating many things and being an imitator. Even in the
case of two kinds of imitation that are thought to be closely akin, such as
tragedy and comedy, the same people aren’t able to do both of them well.
Did you not just say that these were both imitations?

I did, and you're quite right that the same people can’t do both.

Nor can they be both rhapsodes and actors.

True.

Indeed, not even the same actors are used for tragedy and comedy. Yet
all these are imitations, aren’t they?
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They are.

And human nature, Adeimantus, seems to me to be minted in even
smaller coins than these, so that it can neither imitate many things well
nor do the actions themselves, of which those imitations are likenesses.

That’s absolutely true.

Then, if we're to preserve our first argument, that our guardians must
be kept away from all other crafts so as to be the craftsmen of the city’s
freedom, and be exclusively that, and do nothing at all except what contri-
butes to it, they must neither do nor imitate anything else. If they do
imitate, they must imitate from childhood what is appropriate for them,
namely, people who are courageous, self-controlled, pious, and free, and
their actions. They mustn’t be clever at doing or imitating slavish or shame-
ful actions, lest from enjoying the imitation, they come to enjoy the reality.
Or haven’t you noticed that imitations practiced from youth become part
of nature and settle into habits of gesture, voice, and thought?

I have indeed.

Then we won’t allow those for whom we profess to care, and who must
grow into good men, to imitate either a young woman or an older one,
or one abusing her husband, quarreling with the gods, or bragging because
she thinks herself happy, or one suffering misfortune and possessed by
sorrows and lamentations, and even less one who is ill, in love, or in labor.

That's absolutely right.

Nor must they imitate either male or female slaves doing slavish things.

No, they mustn’t.

Nor bad men, it seems, who are cowards and are doing the opposite of
what we described earlier, namely, libelling and ridiculing each other,
using shameful language while drunk or sober, or wronging themselves
and others, whether in word or deed, in the various other ways that
are typical of such people. They mustn’t become accustomed to making
themselves like madmen in either word or deed, for, though they must
know about mad and vicious men and women, they must neither do nor
imitate anything they do.

That’s absolutely true.

Should they imitate metal workers or other craftsmen, or those who row
in triremes, or their time-keepers, or anything else connected with ships?

How could they, since they aren’t to concern themselves with any of
those occupations?

And what about this? Will they imitate neighing horses, bellowing bulls,
roaring rivers, the crashing sea, thunder, or anything of that sort?

They are forbidden to be mad or to imitate mad people.

If T understand what you mean, there is one kind of style and narrative
that someone who is really a gentleman would use whenever he wanted
to narrate something, and another kind, unlike this one, which his op-
posite by nature and education would favor, and in which he would
narrate.

Which styles are those?
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Well, I think that when a moderate man comes upon the words or actions
of a good man in his narrative, he’ll be willing to report them as if he
were that man himself, and he won’t be ashamed of that kind of imitation.
He’ll imitate this good man most when he’s acting in a faultless and
intelligent manner, but he’ll do so less, and with more reluctance, when
the good man is upset by disease, sexual passion, drunkenness, or some
other misfortune. When he comes upon a character unworthy of himself,
however, he’ll be unwilling to make himself seriously resemble that inferior
character—except perhaps for a brief period in which he’s doing something
good. Rather he’ll be ashamed to do something like that, both because
he’s unpracticed in the imitation of such people and because he can’t stand
to shape and mold himself according to a worse pattern. He despises this
in his mind, unless it’s just done in play.

That seems likely.

He'll therefore use the kind of narrative we described in dealing with
the Homeric epics a moment ago. His style will participate both in imitation
and in the other kind of narrative, but there’ll be only a little bit of imitation
in a long story? Or is there nothing in what I say?

That’s precisely how the pattern for such a speaker must be.

As for someone who is not of this sort, the more inferior he is, the more
willing he’ll be to narrate anything and to consider nothing unworthy of
himself. As a result, he’ll undertake to imitate seriously and before a large
audience all the things we just mentioned—thunder, the sounds of wind,
hail, axles, pulleys, trumpets, flutes, pipes, and all the other instruments,
even the cries of dogs, sheep, and birds. And this man’s style will consist
entirely of imitation in voice and gesture, or else include only a small bit
of plain narrative.

That too is certain.

These, then, are the two kinds of style I was talking about.

There are these two.

The first of these styles involves little variation, so that if someone
provides a musical mode and rhythm appropriate to it, won’t the one who
speaks correctly remain—with a few minor changes—pretty well within
that mode and rhythm throughout?

That’s precisely what he’ll do.

What about the other kind of style? Doesn’t it require the opposite if it
is to speak appropriately, namely, all kinds of musical modes and all kinds
of rthythms, because it contains every type of variation?

That’s exactly right.

Do all poets and speakers adopt one or other of these patterns of style
or a mixture of both?

Necessarily.

What are we to do, then? Shall we admit all these into our city, only
one of the pure kinds, or the mixed one?

If my opinion is to prevail, we’ll admit only the pure imitator of a
decent person.
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And yet, Adeimantus, the mixed style is pleasant. Indeed, it is by far
the most pleasing to children, their tutors, and the vast majority of people.

Yes, it is the most pleasing.

But perhaps you don’t think that it harmonizes with our constitution,
because no one in our city is two or more people simultaneously, since
each does only one job.

Indeed, it doesn’t harmonize.

And isn’t it because of this that it’s only in our city that we'll find a
cobbler who is a cobbler and not also a captain along with his cobbling,
and a farmer who is a farmer and not also a juror along with his farming,
and a soldier who is a soldier and not a money-maker in addition to his
soldiering, and so with them all?

That’s true.

It seems, then, that if a man, who through clever training can become
anything and imitate anything, should arrive in our city, wanting to give a
performance of his poems, we should bow down before him as someone
holy, wonderful, and pleasing, but we should tell him that there is no one
like him in our city and that it isn’t lawful for there to be. We should pour
myrrh on his head, crown him with wreaths, and send him away to another
city. But, for our own good, we ourselves should employ a more austere and
less pleasure-giving poet and storyteller, one who would imitate the speech
of a decent person and who would tell his stories in accordance with the
patterns welaid down when we first undertook the education of our soldiers.

That is certainly what we’d do if it were up to us.

It’s likely, then, that we have now completed our discussion of the part
of music and poetry that concerns speech and stories, for we’ve spoken
both of what is to be said and of how it is to be said.

I agree.

Doesn’t it remain, then, to discuss lyric odes and songs?

Clearly.

And couldn’t anyone discover what we would say about them, given
that it has to be in tune with what we’ve already said?

Glaucon laughed and said: I'm afraid, Socrates, that I'm not to be in-
cluded under “anyone,” for I don’t have a good enough idea at the moment
of what we're to say. Of course, I have my suspicions.

Nonetheless, I said, you know that, in the first place, a song consists of
three elements—words, harmonic mode, and rhythm.

Yes, I do know that.

As far as words are concerned, they are no different in songs than they
are when not set to music, so mustn’t they conform in the same way to
the patterns we established just now?

They must.

Further, the mode and rhythm must fit the words.

Of course.

And we said that we no longer needed dirges and lamentations among
our words.
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We did, indeed.

What are the lamenting modes, then? You tell me, since you're musical.

The mixo-Lydian, the syntono-Lydian, and some others of that sort.

Aren’t they to be excluded, then? They're useless even to decent women,
let alone to men.

Certainly.

Drunkenness, softness, and idleness are also most inappropriate for
our guardians.

How could they not be?

What, then, are the soft modes suitable for drinking-parties?

The Ionian and those Lydian modes that are said to be relaxed.

Could you ever use these to make people warriors?

Never. And now all you have left is the Dorian and Phrygian modes.

I don’t know all the musical modes. Just leave me the mode that
would suitably imitate the tone and rhythm of a courageous person
who is active in battle or doing other violent deeds, or who is failing
and facing wounds, death, or some other misfortune, and who, in all
these circumstances, is fighting off his fate steadily and with self-control.
Leave me also another mode, that of someone engaged in a peaceful,
unforced, voluntary action, persuading someone or asking a favor of a
god in prayer or of a human being through teaching and exhortation,
or, on the other hand, of someone submitting to the supplications of
another who is teaching him and trying to get him to change his mind,
and who, in all these circumstances, is acting with moderation and self-
control, not with arrogance but with understanding, and is content with
the outcome. Leave me, then, these two modes, which will best imitate
the violent or voluntary tones of voice of those who are moderate and
courageous, whether in good fortune or in bad.

The modes you're asking for are the very ones I mentioned.

Well, then, we'll have no need for polyharmonic or multistringed instru-
ments to accompany our odes and songs.

It doesn’t seem so to me at least.

Then we won’t need the craftsmen who make triangular lutes, harps,
and all other such multistringed and polyharmonic instruments.

Apparently not.

What about flute-makers and flute-players? Will you allow them into
the city? Or isn’t the flute the most “many-stringed” of all? And aren’t the
panharmonic instruments all imitations of it?%

Clearly.

The lyre and the cithara are left, then, as useful in the city, while in the
country, there’d be some sort of pipe for the shepherds to play.

That is what our argument shows, at least.

26. The instrument here is the aulos, which was not really a flute but a reed instrument.
It was especially good at conveying emotion.
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Well, we certainly aren’t doing anything new in preferring Apollo and
his instruments to Marsyas and his.”

By god, it doesn’t seem as though we are.

And, by the dog, without being aware of it, we’ve been purifying the
city we recently said was luxurious.

That’s because we're being moderate.

Then let’s purify the rest. The next topic after musical modes is the
regulation of meter. We shouldn’t strive to have either subtlety or great
variety in meter. Rather, we should try to discover what are the rhythms
of someone who leads an ordered and courageous life and then adapt the
meter and the tune to his words, not his words to them. What these
rhythms actually are is for you to say, just as in the case of the modes.

I really don’t know what to say. I can tell you from observation that
there are three basic kinds of metrical feet out of which the others are
constructed, just as there are four in the case of modes. But I can’t tell you
which sort imitates which sort of life.

Then we'll consult with Damon as to which metrical feet are suited to
slavishness, insolence, madness, and the other vices and which are suited
to their opposites. I think I've heard him talking about an enoplion, which
is a composite metrical phrase (although I'm not clear on this), and also
about dactylic or heroic meter, which he arranged, I don’t know how, to
be equal up and down in the interchange of long and short. I think he
called one foot an iambus, another a trochee, assigning a long and a short
to both of them. In the case of some of these, I think he approved or
disapproved of the tempo of the foot as much as of the rhythm itself, or
of some combination of the two—I can’t tell you which. But, as I said,
we'll leave these things to Damon, since to mark off the different kinds
would require a long argument. Or do you think we should try it?

No, I certainly don’t.

But you can discern, can’t you, that grace and gracelessness follow good
and bad rhythm respectively?

Of course.

Further, if, as we said just now, rhythm and mode must conform to the
words and not vice versa, then good rhythm follows fine words and is
similar to them, while bad rhythm follows the opposite kind of words,
and the same for harmony and disharmony.

To be sure, these things must conform to the words.

What about the style and content of the words themselves? Don’t they
conform to the character of the speaker’s soul?

Of course.

And the rest conform to the words?

27. After Athena had invented the aulos, she discarded it because it distorted her features
to play it. It was picked up by the satyr Marsyas, who was foolish enough to challenge
Apollo (inventor of the lyre) to a musical contest. He was defeated, and Apollo flayed him
alive. Satyrs were bestial in their behavior and desires—especially their sexual desires.
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Yes.

Then fine words, harmony, grace, and rhythm follow simplicity of char-
acter—and I do not mean this in the sense in which we use “simplicity”
as a euphemism for “simple-mindedness”—but I mean the sort of fine and
good character that has developed in accordance with an intelligent plan.

That’s absolutely certain.

And must not our young people everywhere aim at these, if they are
to do their own work?

They must, indeed.

Now, surely painting is full of these qualities, as are all the crafts similar
to it; weaving is full of them, and so are embroidery, architecture, and the
crafts that produce all the other furnishings. Our bodily nature is full of
them, as are the natures of all growing things, for in all of these there is
grace and gracelessness. And gracelessness, bad rhythm, and disharmony
are akin to bad words and bad character, while their opposites are akin
to and are imitations of the opposite, a moderate and good character.

Absolutely.

Is it, then, only poets we have to supervise, compelling them to make
an image of a good character in their poems or else not to compose them
among us? Or are we also to give orders to other craftsmen, forbidding
them to represent—whether in pictures, buildings, or any other works—
a character that is vicious, unrestrained, slavish, and graceless? Are we to
allow someone who cannot follow these instructions to work among us,
so that our guardians will be brought up on images of evil, as if in a
meadow of bad grass, where they crop and graze in many different places
every day until, little by little, they unwittingly accumulate a large evil in
their souls? Or must we rather seek out craftsmen who are by nature able
to pursue what is fine and graceful in their work, so that our young people
will live in a healthy place and be benefited on all sides, and so that
something of those fine works will strike their eyes and ears like a breeze
that brings health from a good place, leading them unwittingly, from
childhood on, to resemblance, friendship, and harmony with the beauty
of reason?

The latter would be by far the best education for them.

Aren’t these the reasons, Glaucon, that education in music and poetry
is most important? First, because rhythm and harmony permeate the inner
part of the soul more than anything else, affecting it most strongly and
bringing it grace, so that if someone is properly educated in music and
poetry, it makes him graceful, but if not, then the opposite. Second, because
anyone who has been properly educated in music and poetry will sense
it acutely when something has been omitted from a thing and when it
hasn’t been finely crafted or finely made by nature. And since he has the
right distastes, he’ll praise fine things, be pleased by them, receive them
into his soul, and, being nurtured by them, become fine and good. He'll
rightly object to what is shameful, hating it while he’s still young and
unable to grasp the reason, but, having been educated in this way, he will
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welcome the reason when it comes and recognize it easily because of its
kinship with himself.

Yes, I agree that those are the reasons to provide education in music
and poetry.

It's just the way it was with learning how to read. Our ability wasn’t
adequate until we realized that there are only a few letters that occur in
all sorts of different combinations, and that—whether written large or
small®*—they were worthy of our attention, so that we picked them out
eagerly wherever they occurred, knowing that we wouldn’t be competent
readers until we knew our letters.

True.

And isn’t it also true that if there are images of letters reflected in mirrors
or water, we won’t know them until we know the letters themselves, for
both abilities are parts of the same craft and discipline?

Absolutely.

Then, by the gods, am I not right in saying that neither we, nor the
guardians we are raising, will be educated in music and poetry until
we know the different forms of moderation, courage, frankness, high-
mindedness, and all their kindred, and their opposites too, which are
moving around everywhere, and see them in the things in which they are,
both themselves and their images, and do not disregard them, whether
they are written on small things or large, but accept that the knowledge
of both large and small letters is part of the same craft and discipline?

That’s absolutely essential.

Therefore, if someone’s soul has a fine and beautiful character and his
body matches it in beauty and is thus in harmony with it, so that both
share in the same pattern, wouldn’t that be the most beautiful sight for
anyone who has eyes to see?

It certainly would.

And isn’t what is most beautiful also most loveable?

Of course.

And a musical person would love such people most of all, but he
wouldn’t love anyone who lacked harmony?

No, he wouldn’t, at least not if the defect was in the soul, but if it was
only in the body, he’d put up with it and be willing to embrace the boy
who had it.

I gather that you love or have loved such a boy yourself, and I agree
with you. Tell me this, however: Is excessive pleasure compatible with mod-
eration?

How can it be, since it drives one mad just as much as pain does?

What about with the rest of virtue?

No.

Well, then, is it compatible with violence and licentiousness?

Very much so.

28. See 368c—d.
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Second, he won't entrust the condition and nurture of his body to the
irrational pleasure of the beast within or turn his life in that direction, but
neither will he make health his aim or assign first place to being strong,
healthy, and beautiful, unless he happens to acquire moderation as a result.
Rather, it’s clear that he will always cultivate the harmony of his body for
the sake of the consonance in his soul.

He certainly will, if indeed he’s to be truly trained in music and poetry.

Will he also keep order and consonance in his acquisition of money,
with that same end in view? Or, even though he isn’t dazzled by the size
of the majority into accepting their idea of blessed happiness, will he
increase his wealth without limit and so have unlimited evils?

Not in my view.

Rather, hell look to the constitution within him and guard against
disturbing anything in it, either by too much money or too little. And, in
this way, he’ll direct both the increase and expenditure of his wealth, as
far as he can.

That’s exactly what he’ll do.

And he’ll look to the same thing where honors are concerned. He'll
willingly share in and taste those that he believes will make him better,
but he’ll avoid any public or private honor that might overthrow the
established condition of his soul.

If that’s his chief concern, he won’t be willing to take part in politics.

Yes, by the dog, he certainly will, at least in his own kind of city. But
he may not be willing to do so in his fatherland, unless some divine good
luck chances to be his.

I understand. You mean that he’ll be willing to take part in the politics
of the city we were founding and describing, the one that exists in theory,
for I don’t think it exists anywhere on earth.

But perhaps, I said, there is a model of it in heaven, for anyone who
wants to look at it and to make himself its citizen on the strength of what
he sees. It makes no difference whether it is or ever will be somewhere,
for he would take part in the practical affairs of that city and no other.

Probably so, he said.

Book X

Indeed, I said, our city has many features that assure me that we were
entirely right in founding it as we did, and, when I say this, I'm especially
thinking of poetry.

What about it in particular? Glaucon said.

That we didn’t admit any that is imitative. Now that we have distin-
guished the separate parts of the soul, it is even clearer, I think, that such
poetry should be altogether excluded.

What do you mean?
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Between ourselves—for you won’t denounce me to the tragic poets or
any of the other imitative ones—all such poetry is likely to distort the
thought of anyone who hears it, unless he has the knowledge of what it
is really like, as a drug to counteract it.

What exactly do you have in mind in saying this?

I'll tell you, even though the love and respect I've had for Homer
since I was a child make me hesitate to speak, for he seems to have
been the first teacher and leader of all these fine tragedians. All the
same, no one is to be honored or valued more than the truth. So, as
I say, it must be told.

That’s right.

Listen then, or, rather, answer.

Ask and I will.

Could you tell me what imitation in general is? I don’t entirely under-
stand what sort of thing imitations are trying to be.

Is it likely, then, that I'll understand?

That wouldn’t be so strange, for people with bad eyesight often see
things before those whose eyesight is keener.

That's so, but even if something occurred to me, I wouldn’t be eager to
talk about it in front of you. So I'd rather that you did the looking.

Do you want us to begin our examination, then, by adopting our usual
procedure? As you know, we customarily hypothesize a single form in
connection with each of the many things to which we apply the same
name. Or don’t you understand?

I do.

Then let’s now take any of the manys you like. For example, there are
many beds and tables.

Of course.

But there are only two forms of such furniture, one of the bed and one
of the table.

Yes.

And don’t we also customarily say that their makers look towards the
appropriate form in making the beds or tables we use, and similarly in
the other cases? Surely no craftsman makes the form itself. How could he?

There’s no way he could.

Well, then, see what you'd call this craftsman?

Which one?

The one who makes all the things that all the other kinds of craftsmen
severally make.

That’s a clever and wonderful fellow you’'re talking about.

Wait a minute, and you’ll have even more reason to say that, for this
same craftsman is able to make, not only all kinds of furniture, but all
plants that grow from the earth, all animals (including himself), the earth
itself, the heavens, the gods, all the things in the heavens and in Hades
beneath the earth.

He'd be amazingly clever!
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You don’t believe me? Tell me, do you think that there’s no way any
craftsman could make all these things, or that in one way he could and
in another he couldn’t? Don’t you see that there is a way in which you
yourself could make all of them?

What way is that?

It isn’t hard: You could do it quickly and in lots of places, especially if
you were willing to carry a mirror with you, for that’s the quickest way
of all. With it you can quickly make the sun, the things in the heavens,
the earth, yourself, the other animals, manufactured items, plants, and
everything else mentioned just now.

Yes, I could make them appear, but I couldn’t make the things themselves
as they truly are.

Well put! You've extracted the point that’s crucial to the argument. I
suppose that the painter too belongs to this class of makers, doesn’t he?

Of course.

But I suppose you'll say that he doesn’t truly make the things he makes.
Yet, in a certain way, the painter does make a bed, doesn’t he?

Yes, he makes the appearance of one.

What about the carpenter? Didn’t you just say that he doesn’t make the
form—which is our term for the being of a bed—but only a bed?

Yes, I did say that.

Now, if he doesn’t make the being of a bed, he isn’t making that which
is, but something which is like that which is, but is not it. So, if someone
were to say that the work of a carpenter or any other craftsman is completely
that which is, wouldn’t he risk saying what isn’t true?

That, at least, would be the opinion of those who busy themselves with
arguments of this sort.

Then let’s not be surprised if the carpenter’s bed, too, turns out to be a
somewhat dark affair in comparison to the true one.

All right.

Then, do you want us to try to discover what an imitator is by reference
to these same examples?

I do, if you do.

We get, then, these three kinds of beds. The first is in nature a bed, and
I suppose we’d say that a god makes it, or does someone else make it?

No one else, I suppose.

The second is the work of a carpenter.

Yes.

And the third is the one the painter makes. Isn’t that so?

It is.

Then the painter, carpenter, and god correspond to three kinds of bed?

Yes, three.

Now, the god, either because he didn’t want to or because it was neces-
sary for him not to do so, didn’t make more than one bed in nature, but
only one, the very one that is the being of a bed. Two or more of these
have not been made by the god and never will be.
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Why is that?

Because, if he made only two, then again one would come to light whose
form they in turn would both possess, and that would be the one that is
the being of a bed and not the other two.

That’s right.

The god knew this, I think, and wishing to be the real maker of the
truly real bed and not just 2 maker of a4 bed, he made it to be one in nature.

Probably so.

Do you want us to call him its natural maker or something like that?

It would be right to do so, at any rate, since he is by nature the maker
of this and everything else.

What about a carpenter? Isn’t he the maker of a bed?

Yes.

And is a painter also a craftsman and maker of such things?

Not at all.

Then what do you think he does do to a bed?

He imitates it. He is an imitator of what the others make. That, in my
view, is the most reasonable thing to call him.

All right. Then wouldn’t you call someone whose product is third from
the natural one an imitator?

I most certainly would.

Then this will also be true of a tragedian, if indeed he is an imitator.
He is by nature third from the king and the truth, as are all other imitators.

It looks that way.

We're agreed about imitators, then. Now, tell me this about a painter.
Do you think he tries in each case to imitate the thing itself in nature or
the works of craftsmen?

The works of craftsmen.

As they are or as they appear? You must be clear about that.

How do you mean?

Like this. If you look at a bed from the side or the front or from anywhere
else is it a different bed each time? Or does it only appear different, without
being at all different? And is that also the case with other things?

That's the way it is—it appears different without being so.

Then consider this very point: What does painting do in each case? Does
it imitate that which is as it is, or does it imitate that which appears as it
appears? Is it an imitation of appearances or of truth?

Of appearances.

Then imitation is far removed from the truth, for it touches only a small
part of each thing and a part that is itself only an image. And that, it
seems, is why it can produce everything. For example, we say that a painter
can paint a cobbler, a carpenter, or any other craftsman, even though he
knows nothing about these crafts. Nevertheless, if he is a good painter
and displays his painting of a carpenter at a distance, he can deceive
children and foolish people into thinking that it is truly a carpenter.

Of course.
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Then this, I suppose, is what we must bear in mind in all these cases.
Hence, whenever someone tells us that he has met a person who knows
all the crafts as well as all the other things that anyone else knows and
that his knowledge of any subject is more exact than any of theirs is,
we must assume that we're talking to a simple-minded fellow who has
apparently encountered some sort of magician or imitator and been de-
ceived into thinking him omniscient and that the reason he has been
deceived is that he himself can’t distinguish between knowledge, igno-
rance, and imitation.

That's absolutely true.

Then, we must consider tragedy and its leader, Homer. The reason is
this: We hear some people say that poets know all crafts, all human affairs
concerned with virtue and vice, and all about the gods as well. They say
that if a good poet produces fine poetry, he must have knowledge of the
things he writes about, or else he wouldn’t be able to produce it at all.
Hence, we have to look to see whether those who tell us this have encoun-
tered these imitators and have been so deceived by them that they don’t
realize that their works are at the third remove from that which is and
are easily produced without knowledge of the truth (since they are only
images, not things that are), or whether there is something in what these
people say, and good poets really do have knowledge of the things most
people think they write so well about.

We certainly must look into it.

Do you think that someone who could make both the thing imitated
and its image would allow himself to be serious about making images
and put this at the forefront of his life as the best thing to do?

No, I don’t.

I suppose that, if he truly had knowledge of the things he imitates, he’d
be much more serious about actions than about imitations of them, would
try to leave behind many fine deeds as memorials to himself, and would
be more eager to be the subject of a eulogy than the author of one.

I'suppose so, for these things certainly aren’t equally valuable or equally
beneficial either.

Then let's not demand an account of any of these professions from
Homer or the other poets. Let’s not ask whether any of them is a doctor
rather than an imitator of what doctors say, or whether any poet of the
old or new school has made anyone healthy as Asclepius did, or whether
he has left any students of medicine behind as Asclepius did his sons.
And let’s not ask them about the other crafts either. Let’s pass over all
that. But about the most important and most beautiful things of which
Homer undertakes to speak—warfare, generalship, city government, and
people’s education—about these it is fair to question him, asking him this:
“Homer, if you're not third from the truth about virtue, the sort of craftsman
of images that we defined an imitator to be, but if you're even second and
capable of knowing what ways of life make people better in private or in
public, then tell us which cities are better governed because of you, as
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Sparta is because of Lycurgus, and as many others—big and small—are
because of many other men? What city gives you credit for being a good
lawgiver who benefited it, as Italy and Sicily do to Charondas, and as we
do to Solon? Who gives such credit to you?” Will he be able to name one?

I suppose not, for not even the Homeridae' make that claim for him.

Well, then, is any war in Homer’s time remembered that was won
because of his generalship and advice?

None.

Or, as befits a wise man, are many inventions and useful devices in the
crafts or sciences attributed to Homer, as they are to Thales of Miletus
and Anacharsis the Scythian?*

There’s nothing of that kind at all.

Then, if there’s nothing of a public nature, are we told that, when Homer
was alive, he was a leader in the education of certain people who took
pleasure in associating with him in private and that he passed on a Homeric
way of life to those who came after him, just as Pythagoras did? Pythagoras
is particularly loved for this, and even today his followers are conspicuous
for what they call the Pythagorean way of life.

Again, we're told nothing of this kind about Homer. If the stories about
him are true, Socrates, his companion, Creophylus,® seems to have been
an even more ridiculous example of education than his name suggests,
for they tell us that while Homer was alive, Creophylus completely ne-
glected him.

They do tell us that. But, Glaucon, if Homer had really been able to
educate people and make them better, if he’d known about these things
and not merely about how to imitate them, wouldn’t he have had many
companions and been loved and honored by them? Protagoras of Abdera,
Prodicus of Ceos,* and a great many others are able to convince anyone
who associates with them in private that he wouldn’t be able to manage
his household or city unless they themselves supervise his education, and
they are so intensely loved because of this wisdom of theirs that their
disciples do everything but carry them around on their shoulders. So do
you suppose that, if Homer had been able to benefit people and make
them more virtuous, his companions would have allowed either him or
Hesiod to wander around as rhapsodes? Instead, wouldn’t they have clung

1. The Homeridae were the rhapsodes and poets who recited and expounded Homer
throughout the Greek world.

2. Thales of Miletus is the first philosopher we know of in ancient Greece. He is said
to have predicted the solar eclipse of 585 B.c. Anacharsis, who lived around 600 B.c, is
credited with beginning Greek geometry and with being able to calculate the distance
of ships at sea.

3. Creophylus is said to have been an epic poet from Chios. His name comes from two
words meaning “meat” and “race” or “kind.” A modern equivalent would be
“meathead.”

4. Protagoras and Prodicus were two of the most famous fifth-century sophists.
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tighter to them than to gold and compelled them to live with them in their
homes, or, if they failed to persuade them to do so, wouldn’t they have
followed them wherever they went until they had received sufficient edu-
cation?

It seems to me, Socrates, that what you say is entirely true.

Then shall we conclude that all poetic imitators, beginning with Homer,
imitate images of virtue and all the other things they write about and have
no grasp of the truth? As we were saying just now, a painter, though he
knows nothing about cobblery, can make what seems to be a cobbler to
those who know as little about it as he does and who judge things by their
colors and shapes.

That's right.

And in the same way, I suppose we’ll say that a poetic imitator uses
words and phrases to paint colored pictures of each of the crafts. He
himself knows nothing about them, but he imitates them in such a way
that others, as ignorant as he, who judge by words, will think he speaks
extremely well about cobblery or generalship or anything else whatever,
provided—so great is the natural charm of these things—that he speaks
with meter, rhythm, and harmony, for if you strip a poet’s works of their
musical colorings and take them by themselves, I think you know what
they look like. You've surely seen them.

I certainly have.

Don’t they resemble the faces of young boys who are neither fine nor
beautiful after the bloom of youth has left them?

Absolutely.

Now, consider this. We say that a maker of an image—an imitator—
knows nothing about that which is but only about its appearance. Isn’t
that so?

Yes.

Then let’s not leave the discussion of this point halfway, but examine
it fully.

Go ahead.

Don’t we say that a painter paints reins and a mouth-bit?

Yes.

And that a cobbler and a metal-worker makes them?

Of course.

Then, does a painter know how the reins and mouth-bit have to be? Or
is it the case that even a cobbler and metal-worker who make them don’t
know this, but only someone who knows how to use them, namely, a
horseman?

That’s absolutely true.

And won't we say that the same holds for everything?

What?

That for each thing there are these three crafts, one that uses it, one that
makes it, and one that imitates it?

Yes.

601



602

1206 Socrates|Glaucon

Then aren’t the virtue or excellence, the beauty and correctness of each
manufactured item, living creature, and action related to nothing but the
use for which each is made or naturally adapted?

They are.

It's wholly necessary, therefore, that a user of each thing has most
experience of it and that he tell a maker which of his products performs
well or badly in actual use. A flute-player, for example, tells a flute-maker
about the flutes that respond well in actual playing and prescribes what
kind of flutes he is to make, while the maker follows his instructions.

Of course.

Then doesn’t the one who knows give instructions about good and bad
flutes, and doesn’t the other rely on him in making them?

Yes.

Therefore, a maker—through associating with and having to listen to
the one who knows—has right opinion about whether something he makes
is fine or bad, but the one who knows is the user.

That’s right.

Does an imitator have knowledge of whether the things he makes are
fine or right through having made use of them, or does he have right
opinion about them through having to consort with the one who knows
and being told how he is to paint them?

Neither.

Therefore an imitator has neither knowledge nor right opinion about
whether the things he makes are fine or bad.

Apparently not.

Then a poetic imitator is an accomplished fellow when it comes to
wisdom about the subjects of his poetry!

Hardly.

Nonetheless, he’ll go on imitating, even though he doesn’t know the
good or bad qualities of anything, but what he’ll imitate, it seems, is what
appears fine or beautiful to the majority of people who know nothing.

Of course.

It seems, then, that we're fairly well agreed that an imitator has no
worthwhile knowledge of the things he imitates, that imitation is a kind
of game and not something to be taken seriously, and that all the tragic
poets, whether they write in iambics or hexameters, are as imitative as
they could possibly be.

That’s right.

Then is this kind of imitation concerned with something that is third
from the truth, or what?

Yes, it is.

And on which of a person’s parts does it exert its power?

What do you mean?

This: Something looked at from close at hand doesn’t seem to be the
same size as it does when it is looked at from a distance.

No, it doesn’t.
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And something looks crooked when seen in water and straight when
seen out of it, while something else looks both concave and convex because
our eyes are deceived by its colors, and every other similar sort of confusion
is clearly present in our soul. And it is because they exploit this weakness
in our nature that trompe I'oeil painting, conjuring, and other forms of
trickery have powers that are little short of magical.

That’s true.

And don’t measuring, counting, and weighing give us most welcome
assistance in these cases, so that we aren’t ruled by something’s looking
bigger, smaller, more numerous, or heavier, but by calculation, measure-
ment, or weighing?

Of course.

And calculating, measuring, and weighing are the work of the rational
part of the soul.

They are.

But when this part has measured and has indicated that some things
are larger or smaller or the same size as others, the opposite appears to it
at the same time.

Yes.

And didn’t we say that it is impossible for the same thing to believe
opposites about the same thing at the same time?®

We did, and we were right to say it.

Then the part of the soul that forms a belief contrary to the measurements
couldn’t be the same as the part that believes in accord with them.

No, it couldn’t.

Now, the part that puts its trust in measurement and calculation is the
best part of the soul.

Of course.

Therefore, the part that opposes it is one of the inferior parts in us.

Necessarily.

This, then, is what I wanted to get agreement about when I said that
painting and imitation as a whole produce work that is far from the truth,
namely, that imitation really consorts with a part of us that is far from
reason, and the result of their being friends and companions is neither
sound nor true.

That’s absolutely right.

Then imitation is an inferior thing that consorts with another inferior
thing to produce an inferior offspring.

So it seems.

Does this apply only to the imitations we see, or does it also apply to
the ones we hear—the ones we call poetry?

It probably applies to poetry as well.

However, we mustn’t rely solely on a mere probability based on the
analogy with painting; instead, we must go directly to the part of our

5. See 436b—c.
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thought with which poetic imitations consort and see whether it is inferior
or something to be taken seriously.

Yes, we must.

Then let’s set about it as follows. We say that imitative poetry imitates
human beings acting voluntarily or under compulsion, who believe that,
as a result of these actions, they are doing either well or badly and who
experience either pleasure or pain in all this. Does it imitate anything apart
from this?

Nothing.

Then is a person of one mind in all these circumstances? Or, just as he
was at war with himself in matters of sight and held opposite beliefs about
the same thing at the same time, does he also fight with himself and engage
in civil war with himself in matters of action? But there is really no need
for us to reach agreement on this question now, for I remember that we
already came to an adequate conclusion about all these things in our
earlier arguments, when we said that our soul is full of a myriad of such
oppositions at the same time.

And rightly so.

It was right, but I think we omitted some things then that we must
now discuss.

What are they?

We also mentioned somewhere before’ that, if a decent man happens
to lose his son or some other prized possession, he’ll bear it more easily
than the other sorts of people.

Certainly.

But now let’s consider this. Will he not grieve at all, or, if that's impossi-
ble, will he be somehow measured in his response to pain?

The latter is closer to the truth.

Now, tell me this about him: Will he fight his pain and put up more
resistance to it when his equals can see him or when he’s alone by himself
in solitude?

He'll fight it far more when he’s being seen.

But when he’s alone I suppose he’ll venture to say and do lots of things
that he’d be ashamed to be heard saying or seen doing.

That’s right.

And isn’t it reason and law that tells him to resist his pain, while his
experience of it tells him to give in?

True.

And when there are two opposite inclinations in a person in relation to
the same thing at the same time, we say that he must also have two parts.

Of course.

6. See 439c ff.
7. See 387d-e.
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Isn’t one part ready to obey the law wherever it leads him?

How so?

The law says, doesn't it, that it is best to keep as quiet as possible in
misfortunes and not get excited about them? First, it isn't clear whether
such things will turn out to be good or bad in the end; second, it doesn’t
make the future any better to take them hard; third, human affairs aren’t
worth taking very seriously; and, finally, grief prevents the very thing
we most need in such circumstances from coming into play as quickly
as possible.

What are you referring to?

Deliberation. We must accept what has happened as we would the fall
of the dice, and then arrange our affairs in whatever way reason determines
to be best. We mustn’t hug the hurt part and spend our time weeping and
wailing like children when they trip. Instead, we should always accustom
our souls to turn as quickly as possible to healing the disease and putting
the disaster right, replacing lamentation with cure.

That would be the best way to deal with misfortune, at any rate.

Accordingly, we say that it is the best part of us that is willing to follow
this rational calculation.

Clearly.

Then won't we also say that the part that leads us to dwell on our
misfortunes and to lamentation, and that can never get enough of these
things, is irrational, idle, and a friend of cowardice?

We certainly will.

Now, this excitable character admits of many multicolored imitations.
But a rational and quiet character, which always remains pretty well the
same, is neither easy to imitate nor easy to understand when imitated,
especially not by a crowd consisting of all sorts of people gathered together
at a theater festival, for the experience being imitated is alien to them.

Absolutely.

Clearly, then, an imitative poet isn’t by nature related to the part of the
soul that rules in such a character, and, if he’s to attain a good reputation
with the majority of people, his cleverness isn’t directed to pleasing it.
Instead, he’s related to the excitable and multicolored character, since it
is easy to imitate.

Clearly.

Therefore, we’d be right to take him and put him beside a painter as
his counterpart. Like a painter, he produces work that is inferior with
respect to truth and that appeals to a part of the soul that is similarly
inferior rather than to the best part. So we were right not to admit him
into a city that is to be well-governed, for he arouses, nourishes, and
strengthens this part of the soul and so destroys the rational one, in just
the way that someone destroys the better sort of citizens when he strength-
ens the vicious ones and surrenders the city to them. Similarly, we'll say
that an imitative poet puts a bad constitution in the soul of each individual
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by making images that are far removed from the truth and by gratifying
the irrational part, which cannot distinguish the large and the small but
believes that the same things are large at one time and small at another.

That’s right.

However, we haven’t yet brought the most serious charge against imita-
tion, namely, that with a few rare exceptions it is able to corrupt even
decent people, for that’s surely an altogether terrible thing.

It certainly is, if indeed it can do that.

Listen, then, and consider whether it can or not. When even the best of
us hear Homer or some other tragedian imitating one of the heroes sorrow-
ing and making a long lamenting speech or singing and beating his breast,
you know that we enjoy it, give ourselves up to following it, sympathize
with the hero, take his sufferings seriously, and praise as a good poet the
one who affects us most in this way.

Of course we do.

But when one of us suffers a private loss, you realize that the opposite
happens. We pride ourselves if we are able to keep quiet and master our
grief, for we think that this is the manly thing to do and that the behavior
we praised before is womanish.

I do realize that.

Then are we right to praise it? Is it right to look at someone behaving
in a way that we would consider unworthy and shameful and to enjoy
and praise it rather than being disgusted by it?

No, by god, that doesn’t seem reasonable.

No, at least not if you look at it in the following way.

How?

If you reflect, first, that the part of the soul that is forcibly controlled in
our private misfortunes and that hungers for the satisfaction of weeping
and wailing, because it desires these things by nature, is the very part that
receives satisfaction and enjoyment from poets, and, second, that the part
of ourselves that is best by nature, since it hasn’t been adequately educated
either by reason or habit, relaxes its guard over the lamenting part when
it is watching the sufferings of somebody else. The reason it does so is
this: It thinks that there is no shame involved for it in praising and pitying
another man who, in spite of his claim to goodness, grieves excessively.
Indeed, it thinks that there is a definite gain involved in doing so, namely,
pleasure. And it wouldn’t want to be deprived of that by despising the
whole poem. I suppose that only a few are able to figure out that enjoyment
of other people’s sufferings is necessarily transferred to our own and that
the pitying part, if it is nourished and strengthened on the sufferings of
others, won't be easily held in check when we ourselves suffer.

That’s very true.

And doesn’t the same argument apply to what provokes laughter? If
there are any jokes that you yourself would be ashamed to tell but that
you very much enjoy hearing and don’t detest as something evil in comic
plays or in private, aren’t you doing the same thing as in the case of what
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provokes pity? The part of you that wanted to tell the jokes and that was
held back by your reason, for fear of being thought a buffoon, you then
release, not realizing that, by making it strong in this way, you will be led
into becoming a figure of fun where your own affairs are concerned.

Yes, indeed.

And in the case of sex, anger, and all the desires, pleasures, and pains
that we say accompany all our actions, poetic imitation has the very same
effect on us. It nurtures and waters them and establishes them as rulers
in us when they ought to wither and be ruled, for that way we’ll become
better and happier rather than worse and more wretched.

I can’t disagree with you.

And so, Glaucon, when you happen to meet those who praise Homer
and say that he’s the poet who educated Greece, that it's worth taking up
his works in order to learn how to manage and educate people, and that
one should arrange one’s whole life in accordance with his teachings, you
should welcome these people and treat them as friends, since they're as
good as they're capable of being, and you should agree that Homer is the
most poetic of the tragedians and the first among them. But you should
also know that hymns to the gods and eulogies to good people are the
only poetry we can admit into our city. If you admit the pleasure-giving
Muse, whether in lyric or epic poetry, pleasure and pain will be kings in
your city instead of law or the thing that everyone has always believed
to be best, namely, reason.

That’s absolutely true.

Then let this be our defense—now that we’ve returned to the topic of
poetry—that, in view of its nature, we had reason to banish it from the
city earlier, for our argument compelled us to do so. But in case we are
charged with a certain harshness and lack of sophistication, let’s also tell
poetry that there is an ancient quarrel between it and philosophy, which
is evidenced by such expressions as “the dog yelping and shrieking at its
master,” “great in the empty eloquence of fools,” “the mob of wise men that
has mastered Zeus,”® and “the subtle thinkers, beggars all.” Nonetheless, if
the poetry that aims at pleasure and imitation has any argument to bring
forward that proves it ought to have a place in a well-governed city, we
at least would be glad to admit it, for we are well aware of the charm it
exercises. But, be that as it may, to betray what one believes to be the truth
is impious. What about you, Glaucon, don’t you feel the charm of the
pleasure-giving Muse, especially when you study her through the eyes
of Homer?

Very much so.

Therefore, isn’t it just that such poetry should return from exile when
it has successfully defended itself, whether in lyric or any other meter?

Certainly.

8. Reading Dia sophon in cl.
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Then we'll allow its defenders, who aren’t poets themselves but lovers
of poetry, to speak in prose on its behalf and to show that it not only gives
pleasure but is beneficial both to constitutions and to human life. Indeed,
we'll listen to them graciously, for we’'d certainly profit if poetry were
shown to be not only pleasant but also beneficial.

How could we fail to profit?

However, if such a defense isn’t made, we’ll behave like people who
have fallen in love with someone but who force themselves to stay away
from him, because they realize that their passion isn’t beneficial. In the
same way, because the love of this sort of poetry has been implanted in
us by the upbringing we have received under our fine constitutions, we
are well disposed to any proof that it is the best and truest thing. But if
it isn’t able to produce such a defense, then, whenever we listen to it, we'll
repeat the argument we have just now put forward like an incantation so
as to preserve ourselves from slipping back into that childish passion for
poetry which the majority of people have. And we'll go on chanting that
such poetry is not to be taken seriously or treated as a serious undertaking
with some kind of hold on the truth, but that anyone who is anxious about
the constitution within him must be careful when he hears it and must
continue to believe what we have said about it.

I completely agree.

Yes, for the struggle to be good rather than bad is important, Glaucon,
much more important than people think. Therefore, we mustn’t be tempted
by honor, money, rule, or even poetry into neglecting justice and the rest
of virtue.

After what we’ve said, I agree with you, and so, I think, would any-
one else.

And yet we haven’t discussed the greatest rewards and prizes that have
been proposed for virtue.

They must be inconceivably great, if they’re greater than those you've
already mentioned.

Could anything really great come to pass in a short time? And isn’t the
time from childhood to old age short when compared to the whole of time?

It's a mere nothing.

Well, do you think that an immortal thing should be seriously concerned
with that short period rather than with the whole of time?

I suppose not, but what exactly do you mean by this?

Haven't you realized that our soul is immortal and never destroyed?

He looked at me with wonder and said: No, by god, I haven’t. Are you
really in a position to assert that?

I'd be wrong not to, I said, and so would you, for it isn’t difficult.

It is for me, so I'd be glad to hear from you what’s not difficult about it.

Listen, then.

Just speak, and I will.

Do you talk about good and bad?

I do.
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