Socrates begins his argument by asking where one can find justice, recalling to his earlier questioning about what the nature of justice is. We know that it is not whatever is in the interest of the stronger, but are no closer to a definition. 

He asks why the state is considered to be wise, and by whose guidance it is wise.  The state, he says is considered to be wise because of guardians who know how best to manage the state in its dealings with itself and other states (justice is implied). He says that the wisdom of the state is the smallest class, being the least numerous, flowing from a small group of people, and can be found in a few educated citizens.

Socrates says that the courage of the state essentially flows not from the individual courage of its citizens but how much the citizens fear under any circumstance that which their legislator has educated them on; making the virtue of courage of the state merely education. 

Temperance is expressed as the ruling of oneself, including the state, and not giving into evil principle either by education or lack of control. He further argues that temperance cannot just be mastery in the upper classes and the educated, but a “harmony” as he puts it, between all the citizens and residents of the state that master good over evil. 

Individual justice is for each person do their work without mind to others. He defines the people’s justice as having the former virtues and acting upon them in a way, which takes them into account along with the “spirit” of the man, and acts in it’s own expertise, or “class”. 

Then he claims that a republic and aristocracy are the same in principle; that either which upheld the virtues of the state are just forms of government because they do uphold the other virtues. 

I am questioning if justice is what Aristotle says that it is – and what he means by the spirit of the man. It implies the soul, but he does not directly say that. Aristotle clearly defines the other virtues through his questioning, but I do not agree with Justice being each man doing his own part in accordance with those virtues. The idea of just practices being the virtue of justice and injust practices being injustice is overly simplistic, for either man or state. A person who has vices is not necessarily unjust. I understand his ideas about contemplating the nature of good as a reflection, and not as an exact science. That they can only work with hypothesis on matters of the soul, because it cannot be directly examined, and that enlightenment would come with studying those reflections, as, Aristotle implies, create the perfect ruler-philosopher “guardian”.

