Philosophy Exam Review (PHI1101)
Unit 1: Logic (the basics)

Areas of philosophy:
· Moral and political (What is happiness/ justice?)
· Epistemology (Are there limits to knowledge? Is objective knowledge possible?)
· Metaphysics (Material vs. Immaterial. Is there free will?)
The method of philosophy is reasoned argument.

Two Laws of Logic:
1- The Law of Non-Contradiction
· It is impossible for a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time
2- The Law of the Excluded Middle (Law of Bivalence)
· Every proposition must be either true or false (there is no middle between truth and falsity)
· If a proposition is true, then its negation must be false, and vice versa

Basic Concepts and their Principles
1) Statements	---- True or False
2) Sets	------------- Consistent or Inconsistent
3) Arguments	---- Logically Strong or Logically Weak; Sound or Unsound
(1) Statements
· A sentence used to make a claim
· Also referred to as assertions or propositions
· Either true or false
· Commands, questions, and wishes cannot be statements because they are incapable of being either true or false
· Examples: Socrates is a man. (True) Cats smell like toast. (False)
(2) Sets
· 2 or more statements can be combined into groups called sets
· Either consistent or inconsistent
· A set is consistent if it is possible for all of the statements in that set to be true at the same time (if the statements do not contradict each other)
· Two false statements can be consistent
· Examples: Socrates is a man. Socrates is mortal. (Consistent) Cats smell like toast. Cats don’t exist. (Inconsistent)



Inference
· A logical relationship where one thought provides support, justifies, or makes it reasonable to believe that another though is true
· Indicators: since, thus, implies, because, consequently
· Example: Socrates is a man. Consequently Socrates is mortal
(3) Arguments
· When a set implies an inference, it becomes an argument
· The premises must support, justify, or make it reasonable to believe that the conclusion is true
· Arguments can be logically strong or logically weak
· An argument is logically strong if the premises (if true) support or make it reasonable to believe the conclusion is true
· This means that the premises do not actually have to be true for an argument to be logically strong
· Examples: Socrates is a man.  All men are mortal. Therefore, Socrates is mortal.  ** All men are immortal.  Lassie is a man. Therefore Lassie is immortal.
· Arguments can also be sound or unsound
· An argument is logically sound if it is logically strong and it has true premises
Deductive and Inductive Arguments
· Deductive Arguments: the truth of the premises guarantees the truth of the conclusion.  These arguments constitute strict proof.
· Inductive Arguments: the truth of the premises makes the truth of the conclusion probable.  These arguments are a matter of degree.
Some Other Forms of Arguments
· Counterfactual Arguments: we know or assume one of the premises is false (contrary to the facts)
· Reductio ad Absurdum (reduce to absurdity; absurdity= contradiction): 
· Assume p
· Derive a contradiction: q & ~q
· Conclusion: p is false
· Conclusion: ~p is true
· Example: Socrates is an Olympian God.  Olympian Gods are immortal.  Socrates died in 399 B.C. Therefore Socrates is immortal and mortal (contradiction). Therefore “Socrates is an Olympian God” is false (by Reductio ad Absurdum) and “Socrates is not an Olympian God” is true.
· Enthymeme: an argument in which the conclusion or one of the premises has been left unstated
· Sorites: a connected series of arguments in which the conclusion of one argument also serves as a premise in another argument.
Unit 2: Definitions

Sense: 
· Connotation or intension
· The concept; as defined by a dictionary
· Ex: a bachelor is an unmarried man
Reference:
· The class of things which a word refers to
· Ex: the reference of a bachelor is the class of bachelors who existed, exist or will exist

Three types of definitions:
1) Reportive Definition
2) Stipulative Definition
3) Essentialist Definition

(1) Reportive Definitions:
· Reports a word in its standard usage
· Standard usage: how the word is regularly used by competent speakers
· Standard usage is fluid and always changing
· Ex: Impious is reportively defined as not believing in god/gods
(2) Stipulative Definitions:
· We stipulate meanings for words when the standard usage is not precise enough or has no term for a certain phenomenon, as of yet.
· Ex: In standard usage an argument is a verbal dispute, but in logic an argument is much more than that- it’s not just any verbal dispute.
· Ex: After a new definition of a planet was stipulated, Pluto didn’t meet the criteria and was downgraded to a dwarf planet, causing the verb “to be plutoed” to be created
(3) Essentialist Definitions:
· The essence of a word; compressed theories about what is being defined
· Ex: the definitions on love, virtue and justice

Assessing Definitions:
Reportive definitions can be:
1) Too Broad
2) Too Narrow
3) Too Broad and Too Narrow
4) Circular
5) Obscure

(1) Too Broad
· When the defining phrase refers to things other than the referent (extra things are included in the definition)
· Ex: A pillow is something soft to rest on. * “something soft to rest on” can refer to more than just a pillow.
(2) Too Narrow
· When the defining phrase fails to refer to things included in the referent.
· Ex: A school is an institution that aims at teaching children to read and write. * this definition does not include dance or music schools
(3) Too Broad and Too Narrow
· When the defining phrase both refers to things other than the referent and fails to refer to things included in the referent.
· Ex: A pen is an instrument designed for writing words. *It’s too broad because the defining phrase includes pens and typewriters. **It’s too narrow because the defining fails to include pens used for drawing pictures.
(4) Circular
· When the definition of a word includes a cognate word. A cognate word is a word that comes from the same root.
· Ex: A surgeon is someone who practices surgery.
· Ex2: A hill is lower than a mountain; A mountain is taller than a hill.
(5) Obscure
· Could be vague, unclear or metaphorical.
· Vague: Does not give enough information
· Ex: a marathon is a long footrace; a genius is a smart person.
· Unclear: difficult to understand
· Ex: A net is anything made with interstitial vacuities. ** Think of the lion king & Simba asking what betrothed means
· Metaphorical: defines a word metaphorically
· Ex: architecture is frozen music; a classroom is a place to sleep after a strenuous night at home.

Assessing Stipulative and Essentialist Definitions:
· Does the stipulative definition enable us to be more precise?
· Does the essentialist definition correctly convey the essential nature of the term?



Unit 3: Clarifying Meaning

The Principle of Charity:
· Always adopt the most charitable interpretation of your opponent’s words.
· The most charitable interpretation is the one that makes our opponents views as reasonable, plausible or defensible as possible.
· We do this because the purpose of philosophy is to discover the truth, not win arguments.

Ambiguity and Vagueness:
Vagueness:
· When a sentence lacks a precise meaning.
· Ex: Lots of people; I was rather; a long time ago
Ambiguity:
· When a sentence has two or more different (but precise) meanings.
· Ex: I’ll give you a ring tomorrow. *could mean a phone call or a piece of jewelry
· Two main types: semantic and grammatical
Semantic Ambiguity:
· Arises from multiple meanings of the terms being used
· Ex: Small children make tasty snacks.
Grammatical Ambiguity:
· Arises from a confusing grammatical construction; when the sentence allows two different grammatical interpretations.
· Ex: Last night I shot a burglar in my pajamas.
*Two types of Semantic Ambiguity:
1) Collective/ Distributive
· Distributive use: refers to each and every member of a class
· Collective use: refers to the class as a whole 
· Ex: Athenians are philosophical. *This is not true distributively; Thrasymachus was more interested in sophism than philosophy.
2) Use/ Mention
· Use: to use a word in its normal function to refer to something else; the word is a sign or symbol of something else
· Mention: draws attention to the word itself
· Ex: Plato is Greek (he was born in Greece). Plato is Greek (it originated in Greece).

Types of Statements:
· Synthetic Statements: Statements whose truth or falsity does not depend merely on the meaning of the terms.
· Ex: Some students are married men.
· Analytic Statements: are true by definition.
· Ex: All bachelors are unmarried men.
· Contradictory Statements: are false by definition.
· Ex: Bachelors are married men

Necessary and Sufficient Conditions:
· Antecedent Conditions: the conditions that have to be met for a claim to be true or for something to occur.
· Consequent: the outcome or resulting state
· Ex: What do I have to do (the antecedent conditions) to pass the course (the consequent)?
Necessary Condition:
· X is a necessary condition of Y is, and only if, when X is false Y must also be false. 
· Ex: You must be a male to be a citizen in ancient Athens.  If you are not a male, you are not a citizen.
· To show a necessary condition is false look for an instance of Y that is not also an instance of X.
Sufficient Conditions:
· X is a sufficient condition for Y, if and only is, when X is true then Y must also be true.
· When X is present, Y must occur.
· Ex: Getting 80% is a sufficient condition of passing this course.
· To show a sufficient condition is false look for an instance of X that is not also an instance of Y.
*Some conditions can be both necessary and sufficient
**Some conditions can be individually necessary but jointly sufficient.

Unit 4: Reconstructing Arguments

Conventions:
· The Conclusion: underline and represent by C
· The Premises: enclose in brackets and represent by P1, P2, P3, etc.
· Missing Premises:  represent by MPx
· Missing Conclusion: represent by MC
Example: [All men are mortal] (P1).  [Socrates is a man] (P2).  Socrates is mortal (C).

Dealing with Enthymemes:
The Principle of Charity:
· Always adopt the interpretation that makes the opponent’s views as reasonable, plausible or defensible as possible. (Unless something in the context suggests another interpretation is intended)

Guidelines for Supplying Premises:
· Consider the context.
· Add premises that increase the argument’s logical strength.
· Add premises that are as plausible as possible.
Types of Missing Premises:
1) Supplies information the speaker presumably knows or believes
2) Contains an assumption or presupposition which explains why the speaker believes the premises support the conclusion
** Assumptions are more theoretical than factual
Example:
· (P1)  All students who miss a test because of illness and who can supply a note from a doctor may write the make-up test.
· (MP2)  You missed the test because of illness.
· (MP3)  You can supply a note from a doctor.
· Therefore, you may write the make-up test.
Example 2:
· (P1) Cephalus does not examine his beliefs.
· (MP2) The unexamined life is not worth living.
· (C) Cephalus leads a life that is not worth living

The Structure/ Types of Arguments:
· The tree diagram structure allows us to view arguments critically.

Simple: 
One Premise, one conclusion-
 P

C

T-Arguments:
The premises only provide support for the conclusion if they are both true-
P1	P2
             
              C

V-Arguments:
If one premise if false or missing, the remaining one still provides support for the conclusion-
P1	P2

             
                C

Complex Arguments (Sorites)
P1	P2

               P3			P4

	C


Unit 5: Assessing Arguments

The three criteria of a sound argument:
· The premises must be acceptable.
· Each premise should be relevant to the conclusion.
· Collectively, the premises must provide adequate support for the conclusion.
Fallacy: an error or weakness that detracts from the soundness of an argument

Assessing Truth Claims:
· Verification is the process of determining whether or not a truth-claim is true.
· If we can show a truth-claim is true, it is verified; If we can show it is false, it is falsified; If we can do neither the truth of the claim remains undetermined.
The Method of Verification (depends on the type of truth claim):
Empirical Claims (A Posteriori):
· In principle can be checked using one of the five senses.
· Ex: Duchess had golden fur. *We can see from the picture that this is true.
Non-Empirical Claims (A priori)
· In principle cannot be checked using the five senses; not observable.
· Ex: Statements which are aesthetic (opinion), ethical, or about the divine.

Types of Fallacies:
· Concerning the acceptability of the premises; these fallacies violate the criteria of acceptability.
· Begging the question (circular reasoning): when its premises presuppose the truth of the conclusion (premises are supposed to support the conclusion, so if we have to accept the conclusion to accept the premises they have failed to do their job).
· Inconsistency: When an argument contains a contradiction.
· False Dichotomy: exhaustive/non-exhaustive & exclusive/non-exclusive




Exhaustive alternatives:
· Cover all the possibilities
· Ex: items on a menu are the only choices at a restaurant; they exhaust all other possibilities.
Non-exhaustive alternative:
· Does not cover all possibilities
· Ex: The choice between a cat or a dog is non-exhaustive; you could have a ferret.
Exclusive alternatives:
· The choice of one alternative rules out the other
· Ex: You can pass or fail a course; one excludes the other.
Non-Exclusive Alternatives:
· The choice of one alternative does not rule out the other
· Ex: Having a job or being a student; you can do both
Comparison:
· Exhaustive but not Exclusive: the choice between a black and white and a colour TV is exhaustive in terms of colour but not exclusive since you could buy one or the other, or both.
· Exclusive but not Exhaustive: when it comes to size, being big or small is exclusive but not exhaustive.
· Exhaustive and Exclusive: these are the only alternatives; the choice of one rules out the other—you can either be dead or alive: there is no middle option, you cannot be bother and you cannot be neither.

Fallacy of False Dichotomy 1:
· The premises of an argument present us with a choice between alternatives and assumes they are exhaustive when they are not.
· Ex: In this war you are for us or against us; you are not for us so you must be against us. **We could remain neutral.
Fallacy of False Dichotomy 2:
· The premises of an argument present us with a choice between alternatives and assumes they are exclusive when they are not.
· Ex: Socrates is an excellent athlete; therefore he is not a good student. **The traits do not rule each other out.

Unit 6: Assessing Relevance
· If the premises of an argument are relevant to the conclusion, they make it more likely (if they are true) that the conclusion is true.
· Ex: Socrates is not guilty of corrupting youth because he demonstrates that justice is intrinsically good (relevant). *An irrelevant proof would be ‘because he is my friend.’
Non sequitur:
· The term for arguments with irrelevant premises. *latin for “it does not follow”

Fallacies of Relevance:
Appeal to Pity:
· When you appeal to emotions of pity or sympathy when the premises are irrelevant to the truth of the conclusion.
· Ex: Socrates is not guilty because Xanthippe will suffer is he is convicted.
Appeal to Force:
· When you threaten through the use of force (either physical force or economic pressure/ blackmail) as a reason for accepting that the conclusion is true.
· Ex: Our political reviews are right and you should agree with them if you want to stay out of jail.
Appeal to Popularity:
· When you argue something is true because it is popular or widely accepted.
· Ex: Saying God exists because many people believe in a Supreme Being.
Appeals to Authority:
· _______ says X, therefore X is true.
· Ex: Workers cannot be rulers because Socrates says so.
*Appeals to authority can be relevant under two conditions:
1) It is difficult or impossible in the matter in question to obtain the information we lack.
2) The authority is entitles to an authoritative status on the matter in question. (Ex: a medical diagnosis)
Appeal to Personal Characteristics (Ad Hominem)
· Ad Hominem = Argument against the man
· When you reject a proposition because of a person’s characteristics even if they are irrelevant.
· Ex: You are wrong because you are impious.
*Appeals to authority can be relevant if:
1) The individual is untrustworthy (ex: the reliability of testimony)
2) The person has a strong interest (ex: political) in convincing you. (ex: a sales person saying “no that doesn’t make you look fat”)
Tu Quoque:
· A type of ad hominem
· Also called the Two Wrongs fallacy
· This is when an argument claims that as accusation is false and supports this by asserting the accuser is also open to the same accusation.
· The counter-accusation may be correct, but this does not show that the first accusation is false.
· Ex: You should not have cheated.  But you used to cheat!
· The counter-argument does not actually question the truth of the initial assertion.
Equivocation:
· When a premise has two interpretations (it is ambiguous) and the sense in which the premise is true is not the sense required by the conclusion.
· Ex: I do not have to fear the lion.  He is a man eater, but I am a woman.

Unit 7: Assessing Adequacy
· The third criteria of a sound argument is that the premises should provide adequate support for the conclusion.
· Relying on premises that are inadequate support for the conclusion is called “jumping to conclusions” or “reaching a hasty conclusion”
· The criteria of adequacy for deductive arguments is called deductive validity.
· The criteria of adequacy for inductive arguments is called inductive strength.

A Fallacy in Adequacy:
Post Hoc:
· Latin: after this, so because of this
· This occurs when it is argued that something that occurs before some event is the cause of some event.
· Although causes must always precede their effects, this does not mean that everything that precedes an event is a cause.
· Ex: Roosters cause the sun to rise.

Unit 8: Deductive Reasoning

Deductive Arguments: The premises, if true, guarantee the truth of the conclusion.
Deductive Validity:
· Validity is the standard of good/correct deductive arguments.
· An argument is said to be deductively valid if and only if whenever all the premises are true, the conclusion must also be true.
· A deductively valid argument can never have true premises and a false conclusion.
· However, an argument can still have false premises and a false conclusion.
· Ex: All men are immortal.  Lassie is a man.  Therefore, Lassie is immortal.
Counterexamples:
· For a deductive argument to be valid, it cannot have counterexamples.
· A counterexample to a deductive argument is an argument of the same logical form but which has true premises and a false conclusion.
· Ex: All humans are mortal. All women are mortal. Therefore, all women are humans.
All As are B. All Cs are B.  Therefore, all Cs are A.
*** A counterexample for this is: All cats are animals.  All dogs are animals.  Therefore, all cats are dogs.

Unit 9: Inductive Reasoning

Analogical Argument by Properties:
· An inductive argument is when the truth of the premises only indicates it is probable for the conclusion to be true.
· An analogy is an observed similarity between two things
· On the basis of an analogy, we conclude that items that are similar in observed ways are also similar in some unobserved way.
· X has properties A, B, and C. Y has properties A and B.  Therefore, it is probable that Y has property C.
· Logical strength depends on the relevance and number of observed similarities. 





















[bookmark: _GoBack]Republic Questions:
1. Set out the premises and conclusion of Socrates’ refutation of Cephalus’ definition of justice.  Identify the argument forms involved and note their principal features. 
· Premise One: Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts.  (This is Cephalus’ definition) (1 mark)
· Premise Two: Justice is not harmful (1 mark) (implied) (unstated premise: the argument is an enthymeme) (1 mark)
· Premise Three: Telling the truth and paying your debts is harmful (in the case of the insane man and his weapons.) (1 mark)
· Conclusion: Therefore, justice is not harmful and justice is harmful (1 mark) (CONTRADICTION) (1 mark)
· Conclusion:  Therefore, the statement “Justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is false. (1 mark) (By Reductio ad Absurdum; because of the Law of Non-Contradiction) (1 mark)
· Conclusion:  Therefore, the statement “It is not the case that justice is telling the truth and paying your debts” is true. (1 mark)  (By the Law of Excluded Middle) (1 mark)
2. Set out the premises and conclusion of Thrasymachus’s argument for his definition of justice. (5 marks)
· Premise One:  The stronger are the rulers. (1 mark)
· Premise Two:  The rulers make the laws. (1 mark)
· Premise Three:  The rulers make the laws to their own advantage. (1 mark)
· Premise Four: The laws constitute what is just. (1 mark)
· Conclusion: Justice is the advantage of the stronger. (1 mark)
Socrates’ Refutation:
· Premise One: Shepherds and sailors are rulers.
· Premise Two: They seek the advantage of the ruled.
· Conclusion: Therefore it is false that rulers make the laws to their own advantage.
3. Glaucon thinks the term “good” is ambiguous. Set out, explain, and give examples of its various meanings. (6 marks) 
· Glaucon thinks that the term good can have the following meanings: 
· It can mean intrinsically good. (1 mark) In this case, it is desirable in itself apart from its consequences, like reading for pleasure. (1 mark) 
· It can mean instrumentally good. (1 mark) In this case it is desirable only because of its consequences, like bad tasting medicine. (1 mark) 
· Or it can be both intrinsically and instrumentally good. (1 mark) In this case it is desirable both for its own sake and because of its consequences, like being healthy. (1 mark) 
4. Why do we come together in cities?
· None of us is self-sufficient: we need many things: food, shelter, clothing.  The city meets our basic needs through the division of labor and the distribution of goods.  The city is a necessary condition of a flourishing human life.
· A city that meets our basic human needs might be a necessary condition of a flourishing human life, but is it a sufficient condition?
· Glaucon has asserted that  pleonexia is the essence of human nature.  It is human nature to want more than to have our basic needs met.  We want luxuries.
· If a city is going to permit a flourishing human life, it must also make possible the production of luxuries. 
· There is no natural resting place for our desires.  There is no fixed point of satisfaction.  Pleonexia- Citizens will want the property of their fellow citizens.  The city itself will want the property of other cities.
· What will happen once we have overstepped the limits of necessity and surrendered selves to endless acquisition? Conflict: CRIME, WAR, & EMPIRE
· We will need a police / warrior class.  They are, initially, to be called the Guardians.  If the Guardians are to be good guardians, they must have certain physical characteristics: keen senses, speed, strength.
· These are necessary conditions of being a good Guardian.  But are they sufficient conditions?  No.  The Guardians need a certain quality of soul or character: they must have spirit.
· Are individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions of being a good Guardian.
· The Guardian class is a problematic class.  People with these characteristics might be dangerous to the city. They might be savage to the citizens and to each other.  The Guardians must have the correct education.
· The Complex City:
· The Workers : The producer class: They meet our necessary and unnecessary desires
· The Guardians: The warrior class: They wage the wars and deal with the crimes that are the inevitable result of pleonexia and the unnecessary desires
· These two classes are not sufficient for a flourishing human life.  We need a ruling class because this city is so complex.
1. These three classes are individually necessary and jointly sufficient for a flourishing human life: The Workers, The Warriors, The Rulers
· What are the conditions of being a good ruler? 
· The Rulers should be: chosen from the Warrior class, older than the ruled, the best of the Warrior class: they must be knowledgeable and capable
· Are these Criteria Sufficient?  No.  The Rulers must also care for the city.
1. The Rulers must believe that:  if the city does badly, they will do badly, & if the city does well, they will do well.  They must identify the good of the city with their own good
2. Are these Conditions Sufficient?  No, They must preserve this belief.  Neither time, argument, pain, suffering nor fear can make them change their mind
3. The following conditions are individually necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for being good Rulers.
1. chosen from the Warrior class
2. older than the ruled
3. the best of the Warrior class: they must be knowledgeable and capable
4.  identify the good of the city with their own good
5. preserve this belief
* Guardians (Warriors) & True Guardians (Rulers)
· The Warriors are to be called the Auxiliaries.  The Rulers are to be called the Guardians
5. State the premises and conclusion of Adeimantus’s objection to the housing and property arrangements for the Auxiliaries and Guardians in the Kallipolis.  Represent this as a tree diagram.  Explain how Socrates refutes this argument. (9 marks)
· P1:  We should give the Auxiliaries and Guardians the greatest happiness. (1 mark)
· P2: The Auxiliaries and Guardians will have the greatest happiness if they may acquire private property and live in their own private homes. (1 mark)
· C: Therefore, the Auxiliaries and Guardians should acquire private property and live in their own private homes. (1 mark)
· P1		P2

C
· Socrates refutes this argument in two ways: First, he denies P1: he says that we are not aiming to give just one class in the city the greatest happiness: We are aiming to see that the city as a whole has the greatest happiness. (1 marks) Then, he says that he wouldn’t be surprised if the Auxiliaries were happiest this way because they are doing the activity for which they are naturally suited. (1 marks)   Since this is a T argument in which both premises must be true if the inference is to be supported, he only needed to attack one premises.  He was able, however, to attack both. (2 mark)
6. How does Socrates move from Cephalus’s reportive definition of justice to his essentialist one? (10 marks)
· Reportive Definition: Reports standard usage 
· Essentialist Definition: Usually rooted in standard usage, but then revised to correctly convey the essential nature of the term being defined (1 mark)
· Cephalus’s definition of justice is that it is telling the truth and paying your debts.  (1 mark) 
· On one level this is a reportive definition as a representative of the tradition, Cephalus reports what most people think; his definition is close to standard usage (1 mark)
· When Socrates assesses this definition, however, he does not assess it simply as a reportive definition. He does not simply ask if it accurately reports standard usage
· Instead, Socrates wants to know if this definition reveals the true nature or essence of justice.  He asks if it is a good essentialist definition (1 mark)
· The heart of Cephalus’ definition: Giving people and the gods what they are owed or what they deserve. (1 mark)
· Socrates takes this notion of giving people what they are owed and revises it in the light of what he knows about the classes of the Kallipolis.
· This involves the concepts of “function” and “virtue” (1 mark)
· Function: The function of something is what it does best or uniquely. (1 mark)
· Virtue: The Virtue of a thing is the property or characteristic that enables it to fulfill its function well. (1 mark)
· Functions of the Classes in the Kallipolis: Working (meeting necessary and unnecessary desires), Guarding, Ruling (1 mark)
· What will allow the citizens of the Kallipolis to fulfill their functions of working, guarding or ruling well?
· They will fulfill their functions well if they know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully.
· This is the essence of the virtue of justice. (1 mark)
7. Explain Socrates’ tripartite soul
· The Law of Non-Contradiction and the Existing Conflicts in the Soul: it is impossible for a proposition and its negation to be true at the same time. We experience conflict in our soul: we have contradictory desires for example; we can want something and not want it at the same time.
· Given the Law of Non-Contradiction, the same part of the soul cannot want the conflicting things both at the same time.
· Therefore, there must be more than one part in a soul.  The soul has three parts: appetitive, spirited, and rational.
· The Guardians are like reason, the Auxiliaries are like Spirit, and the Workers are like appetite.
· The city is just if its citizens can know their natures and can cultivate and express them fully.
· Just as the Guradians rule in the Kallipolis, reason must rule over the other parts of the soul.  Only if reason rules can the other parts express them.  If either other part rules, it will supress the other parts.
· Justice is harmony and order: it is to the soul and the city what health is to the body- intrinsically and instrumentally good.
