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Justice in the Republic
Between the Apology and the Republic there is a shift in the function of philosophy from “the actual” to “the ideal.” That is, Socrates used philosophizing as a way to enlighten knowledge of ignorance at the time of the Apology. To accomplish this, Socrates examined the authorities of the city most thought to be wise. He felt that “the unexamined life was not worth living” (Apology 38a). One possible reason for this was that without such ignorance brought to light, the ignorance or lack of true knowledge could be spread. In the Republic as well, Socrates tried to prevent the spread of ignorance—the ignorance of justice. He and his companions formulated the best city in speech. Throughout the conversation Socrates tried to prove that justice was a good, in and of itself.  I argued that through philosophy Socrates challenged the wisdom of men in his city in order to first prove that he was not the wisest, and secondly to teach others how to teach themselves. He declared that wisdom was not only being knowledgeable of a trade or the virtues of a city, it was realizing that one may not know some things in full. In the Republic, Socrates declared that “it is unjust to talk about what one does not know as though they knew” (506c). Socrates intended to prove the good in and of justice through the defense of the philosopher and truth in knowledge, but was he adequate in his undertakings? 
The best city in speech was designed in order to find what justice was. Because they could not easily find justice in the individual, Socrates felt it was more logical to first find justice in the city as a whole, then to see how justice played out in the role of mankind. Unfortunately, they could not use an already existing city because each city had already formed its own definition of what justice was and how it should be carried out. To find a universal meaning of justice, Socrates went through the stages of creating a city and found out where justice first appeared. In the first stages of designing this city, Socrates and his companions agreed that there were three classes of mankind: the craftsmen, auxiliaries, and guardians, in which the craftsmen partook in trade, the auxiliaries protected the city, and the guardians ruled. Through these three groups Socrates found the four virtues of the city—wisdom, courage, moderation, and justice. He further discussed who obtained these virtues and how they were found.
According to Glaucon and Socrates, it was in the knowledge of the guardians, “to counsel not about the affairs connect with some particular thing in the city but about how the city as a whole would best deal with itself and the other cities,” in which wisdom was found (428d). That is to say, there were some citizens that had knowledge of certain things and necessary trades, such as carpentry, but only had knowledge about things within the city. To obtain wisdom, one must have knowledge of things about and for the best of the city. The guardians alone had this ability (428d). Because their kind of knowledge was so unique, they also were the smallest class (428e). The second virtue, courage, was found in the citizens’ political tasks because of their power and preservation of the city (430b). The third virtue, moderation, was defined as “a certain kind of order and mastery of certain kinds of pleasures and desires,” which was a part of every citizen of the city (430e). Each citizen lived their lives for the common good and must therefore have control over their personal interests. The final virtue, justice, was everything left over from the other three virtues. Therefore, he concluded that justice was “minding one’s own business” (433b), meaning that the classes did not mingle in other professions. After formulating a definition of justice, it was still necessary for Socrates to prove that it was in itself good.
Before he could prove the good in justice, Socrates was asked to further examine the role of the guardians. In Book III, it was concurred that the nature of the guardians consisted mostly of spiritedness, or Thymos (357b).  They were characterized as noble, wise and courageous with the ability to distinguish between their friends and their foes (375e). However, when pressured to be more specific on the role of the guardian, Socrates found the philosopher to be a better soul for this position. Contrarily, philosophers did not fit the characteristic of the first guardians. Although they still had reason, their desire for knowledge seemed to overpower their courage. The philosophic ruler was reflective, which created a paradox. How can the rulers act on courage when they had a tendency to first reflect, and then act? 
Much of Socrates’ response to the paradox was attributed to the education of the guardians. In the original conversation of the guardians, Socrates focused on gymnastics and music as the primary education of the guardians. He made necessary gymnastic for the body and music for the soul (276e) because above all the guardian must have a well rounded soul to be in the condition to rule, and a sturdy body to house and protect the soul. At first, education was fixated on censuring the values children would be raised with. Future guardians, for example, could not be taught of the bad reputations of gods and heroes, tales that would make them fear death, pleasures of personal desire, or imitations. Socrates feared that exposure to these things would limit both their courage and reason, and henceforth hinder their ability to rule at maturity. The music part of their education was to be dedicated to harmonic mode and rhythm. One mode was to inspire courage by encouraging them “to stand up firmly and patiently against chance,” while the second evoked moderation and intelligence by moving them to perform peaceful deeds (339b). The major difference between the original education of the guardians and that of the philosophers was the emphasis on training for war. It was decided that the young should experience war early so they could taste what tasks fell before them (467c).
In the education of the philosophers, more emphasis was on knowledge. Paradoxically, “courage and moderation each [had] a part in destroying the soul that has them and tearing it away from philosophy” (491b). Does that mean then that education had to be completely reformatted for the new kind of ruler? Not necessarily. “The nature of the philosopher chances on a suitable course of learning… and [they] come to every kind of virtue” (492a). By this, Socrates meant that in nature alone, courage, moderation and philosophy could not exist in one. However with the right kind of education, and the right kind of soul, it could be balanced. This education consisted mostly of the applied sciences such as calculation, geometry, astronomy, and “things of depth,” (528d) plus the sensual applications, such as harmonic movement (for the ears), as well as thought, trust, and imagination (for the mind) (534a). It was also in Socrates’ opinion that citizens be taught philosophy during youth for those who were fit for it, fulfill their military and political duties, then at retirement rekindle their philosophic interests. It is probable that while they are in office, though their philosophic quest has been temporarily halted, they are nonetheless able to use any previously gained knowledge in their rule. It’s most fitting, of course, because philosophers, in order to be philosophers, have good memory and learn easily (487a). Therefore, their tendency to reflect advantaged more than hindered their spiritedness. Based on previous experience and knowledge, the philosopher would better know how to react in time of need than a non-philosopher.

Socrates also used the philosopher to show that only the purest form of wisdom (knowledge without opinion) could lead to justice and the eternal good of the city. In order for this to be true, it also had to be true that justice was good in and of itself. To begin with, Socrates declared that in order to have wisdom, one must have the ability to differentiate between what is and what is opined. In Book V of the Republic, Socrates and Glaucon agreed that opinion is not knowing but thinking one knows (476d). In other words, opinion is believing what one thinks to be true without proof or data. Because opinion is lack of complete knowledge, it is classified as ignorance of knowledge, especially since the one who opines does not know the difference. Wisdom, therefore, is understanding the difference between ignorance and knowledge—with knowledge, as said before, depending on what is and ignorance on what is not (477a). 
In order to distinguish the philosopher as the ideal ruler, he too had to be good in and of himself. Socrates does this by setting philosophers as lovers of learning; not only in that they love truth, but that they love the sight of truth and its very existence. As Socrates inquired, “Doesn’t knowledge naturally depend on what is, that it is, and how it is?” (477b) By being able to see “that it is” and “how it is” in reference to truth, Socrates meant that the philosopher must love the fact that truth in knowledge exists, the process by which truth is formulated, and what is true within knowledge. A similar example can be made with beauty. A person has to recognize that beauty itself is beautiful before they can really love the things that have beauty (476c). Philosophers are the small class that had this ability to see and love all three factors. Similarly, the first guardian class was specified as a small class having the kind of wisdom for the betterment of the city. Reasonably, this commonality between the original guardians and the philosophers further proves the philosophers’ rightful place as rulers.
All of the above is explicitly defined in his conversation, but what is Socrates really saying? One way to interpret this passage is by seeing philosophers as able to make the best judgment. Because philosophers can identify with the three factors of love for knowledge and truth, they have the most experience in its virtue and the most accurate information to distribute. Both experience and information are essential for judgment of the best city in speech. As explained before, there were four virtues of the city defined in the Republic. Originally it was agreed that each virtue was covered by a different class or part of the city, but with the introduction of the philosopher, this view changed. Because philosophers have a balance between the virtues—truth, moderation, courage, and justice—they make the best rulers (487a). It is evident that they have truth because they spend their lives seeking it (490a), and they have moderation because they can continue philosophy even when money and power are easy to obtain (485e). It can be assumed that they have courage because they put the same effort into war as they do into their studies (503d) but as to why they have justice is not make clear (maybe its what’s left over…). By having this balance, a ruler can similarly have a balanced influence on the city as a whole. In order for someone to be an ideal ruler, he or she must also be able to think for themselves and recognize truth in the city. When they come against falsehood, the rulers must be able to seek out what makes it false and change things for the better. Ironically though, philosophers do not desire to be rulers. It seems they would rather spend their lives learning and observing, all the time bettering themselves. Fortunately this is exactly what the city needs. Because true philosophers do not glorify money or fame, they will not be tempted to rule by opinion or change their judgment through bribery. More than likely, through consistency in thought and action, philosophers can guide the ruled with accuracy and selflessness of desire. Of course, because of the very fact that philosophers would rather chose to rule themselves than a majority, they do have desire, but what I believe Socrates meant was that although they were unjustly compelled to rule, they would be more willing to sacrifice their desires than a non-philosopher. Keep in mind that the ruler is most influential in the city and therefore must have the truest information and make the most honest decision in order to guide the city to its greatest potential. For these reasons—selflessness of desire, true love of knowledge, ability to differentiate between knowledge and ignorance, and ability to judge—philosophers are in themselves entirely good.
The next step to take in Socrates’ discussion was to prove that justice as well was entirely good through philosophy. We have set down three criteria, first that wisdom must be good in and of itself, secondly that philosophers should be good in themselves, and finally that justice, as a result, is in itself good. I agree that the first two criteria of Socrates’ dialog have been addressed, but did he prove justice to be an eminent good as a consequence? Wisdom was proven to be good in that wisdom consists of knowledge of ignorance and love of all three depths of knowledge. Because philosophers have wisdom (which is good) and can best utilize that wisdom while simultaneously balancing the other three virtues, they are good. Through mathematical logic (if A and B, then C), the combination of wisdom and philosopher kings in the best city in speech should logically prove that justice is good. But never really explained how philosophers had justice. Philosophers can make wise judgment, but he did not address how they enforced justice. Although his debate was incomplete, he did manage to prove that “minding one’s own business” is an internal good. It seems as though the initial creation of the city disproved his definition of justice. If justice was to be “minding one’s own business,” both in a professional and personal sense, then the city was designed entirely upon injustice. However Socrates proved the act of “minding one’s own business” as being justice (in a city controlled through censorship and imposition) by implying that every professional and personal action taken in the city could affect the common good. Because the common good is as much the business of the individual as the community, “one’s business” could not be one’s own.  Therefore “minding one’s own business” is actually minding the business of the community—the common good—in which case every restriction, censure, and imposition would be justified. Thus “minding one’s own business” is really “minding every action of the community,” and taking steps towards its betterment. Put otherwise justice is “minding everyone’s as well as one’s own business,” which is plainly satisfied throughout the Republic.
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