




















One who is a shoemaker by nature should make shoes and
nothing else. But we still do not know by which signs we are to
recognize the specific aptitude for shoemaking. Moreover, how
are we to conceive the precise relationship between natural apti-
tudes and social functions when the new order comes to overturn
the least disputed model of this relationship, the sexual division
of aptitudes and tasks? Nature is there to show the philosopher
that female dogs are just as apt as male dogs for hunting and
tending flocks. Why should it be different with human beings?
Why shouldn’t women be trained in the same gymnastics and
music that prepare warriors? Aside from coarse jokes about nu-
dity, what arguments do the scoffers have to offer? To remark
upon difference in aptitudes is to say nothing precise. One must
know what sort of difference is relevant for a given function in
defining an aptitude or an inaptitude. It certainly would be ridicu-
lous to bar from shoemaking men who have hair on their heads
on the grounds that baldheaded men practice the trade. And it
would be equally unreasonable to reserve the profession of arms
to one sex and forbid it to the other on the grounds that men beget
children whereas women bear them.

Elite women, then, will integrate the corps of warriors and leave
us with our uncertainty. Being a man or woman is of no more
consequence than being bald or hairy. All that matters are dif-
ferences “relating to occupations,” but what these are remains
obscure. How are we ever to recognize the differences between a
shoemaker-nature and a carpenter-nature, differences that intro-
duce an exclusivity implied not even in the most natural and in-
contestable of differences, the difference between the sexes?

All that remains for us to identify the worker is his work alone.
Not his production, as we now know, but the fact that he is not to
do “anything else” than his trade. And even that is no longer
necessary: “Do you think it would greatly injure a state ifa carpen-
ter were to undertake to do the work of a shoemaker, or a shoe-
maker the work of a carpenter, or if they were to exchange their
tools and their wages, or if one of them were to get it into his
head to do both trades at once, or if all trades were exchanged
that way?”3s .

“Not much,” replies Glaucon. That the shoemaker remains a
shoemaker or the carpenter a carpenter is not the important
thing. All considerations of nature and social utility aside, they
can exchange their trades, and even indulge in the forbidden ac-
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tivity of doing two things at once, without doing any great harm to
the state. Why? Because these two things are completely equiva-
lent. The differentiation of useful works and aptitudes is reducible
to the equivalence of wage-earning labors. The shoemaker-nature
is as interchangeable with the tarpenter-nature as commodities
are with gold and gold with commodities. It is necessary that thejr
virtue should not lack anything else than this universal equivalence
that defines the unworthiness of the artisan. The only danger lies
in confusing orders. Between artisan and warrior, or between
warrior and ruler, there can be no exchange of place and function;
neither can two things be done at the same time without bringing
doom to the city.

The barrier of orders is the barrier of the Ie. Nothing remains
of the fine functionality of the division of labor., Each was obliged
to do the one task for which nature destined him. But the function
is an illusion just as nature js. All that remains is the prohibition.
The artisan in his place is someone who, in general, does nothing

but accredit, even at the cost of lying, the declared lie that puts
him in his place.
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