
verseny12 

 

2. quote 

 

 Justice often appears in our everyday life. Every time people have a conflict, in the end, they 

need to decide who is right. The easiest solution is that they fight in some way, for example they 

argue, or fight physically, but they can find somebody or something that decide instead of them. We 

call this “something” a judge, and its decision is based on justice. 

 Justice needs a group to work. There is no sense of justice when there is only one person.  

But when there is at least two people, the need for justice appears.  The way that justice works 

depends on how big is the group and what is the structure of it. In structure, there are more or less 

two types of groups. One is more autocratic, one is more democratic. In the first type, we can 

mention the family, a class of a school (with the teacher), and some types of countries, for example 

the kingdom or the dictatorship, but we can say any group with a strong leader. In the second type, 

there is the class of a school (but without the teacher), and some types of countries again, the 

obvious example is the democracy.  

 Justice always needs some kind of power to be able to work. If there is no power behind it, 

people won’t accept its decision if they don’t agree with it. This power can come from physical or 

military strength, but it can come from that the community thinks that the judge is wise enough to 

decide. So, at this point, we don’t have to agree with Plato, since the wisdom is not necessarily 

accompanied by strength.  

 In the first type of groups, however, the judge doesn’t need wisdom, since in most cases he 

has almost absolute power in the community. In this case, we don’t have any arguments against 

Plato’s statement, since here the leader is the judge, and he is obviously the strongest. What he says 

is the justice, and he clearly won’t say anything against his own interest. 

 The second type is more interesting. In this case, Plato doesn’t seem to be right. If someone 

says in a court that he is right because he can beat the other, he will get very strange looks from the 

judges. And the fact that one people is the other’s superior in some way doesn’t count much in the 

judge’s eye directly. 

 But maybe indirectly it counts. If one of them is much wealthier or has better connections, he 

can get better lawyers.  If one of them is more influential in one way or other, he can influent the 

court better. But this is not exactly how the judgment system ought to be working, so we can’t 

consider this as a representation of the democratic justice.  

 In theory, it works based on the principles accepted by the majority of the community. The 

principles are more or less different in each community, and they reflect the community’s opinion on 

the correct behavior. All member of the community knows these principles and the rules based on 

them and tries to act according to them. If someone doesn’t follow the rules, the judge determines 

his punishment. No one is allowed to break the law just because he is in one way or other stronger 



than the others.  

 It seems now that we can’t agree in general with Plato’s statement. In the ideal democracy, 

the justice is not in your favor just because you are stronger than the others. In democracy, 

everybody is equal. 

 If one looks closely, this doesn’t mean that the justice is not the interest of the stronger. In 

fact, it means quite the opposite. In democracy, the majority rules. This means that the one who is 

part of the majority is stronger than the one who is not. It is true that in the court the judge doesn’t 

look if you are part of that majority (at least in theory), but the majority determines the principles 

which are the basis to the judge’s decisions.  So, in democracy, the justice is nothing else than the 

interest of the majority, that is to say, the interest of the stronger. 

 There is one more justice system which I haven’t talked about but which is important. That is 

the justice system based on the religion. These were used mostly in the Middle Age and before, and 

they are based on the orders of the god or gods. If someone didn’t follow these orders, they got 

punished by the priest of the god or the community which believed in the god. In some case, one 

individually thought that he was guilty and punished himself (for example he became a hermit). 

 Even if we don’t accept the existence of the god or gods, we must accept that something was 

stronger than them. If it wasn’t, they wouldn’t have gone against their own interest. Why would 

someone punish his mate in the community if there is nothing that force him to? In this case, we have 

to think that maybe the idea of the god was stronger than them. How we interpret the interest of an 

idea, that is another question. Maybe the interest of an idea is that it ‘wants’ to last as long as 

possible, and if people don’t follow the principles of this idea, the idea will be forgotten. If we accept 

the existence of the god or gods, it is even simpler, since any god is clearly stronger than any person. 

 So, the question remains: is it even possible to imagine justice to be anything else than the 

interest of the stronger? In many stories and books, the main character faces injustice . Here the 

injustice means exactly that there are stronger forces than the main character and make his life very 

bad.  But, in most cases, he can only solve the situation if he finds an even stronger ally, or if he 

becomes stronger, or if he finds a smart solution to trick the unjust forces he face. But the purpose of 

the smart solution is exactly to become stronger or make the opposing forces weaker, so he can make 

his own justice. 

 Maybe Plato’s statement is the consequent of the definition of justice. One problem of this 

approach is that we all have a not-so-exact idea of justice, so we feel that we can’t give an exact 

definition. The other problem is that we don’t feel that the interest of the stronger is always the same 

as justice. For example, when an employer fires one of his employees, but doesn’t name the reasons, 

we feel that this was an unjust decision. 

 But we only feel this because we know that in general the employee can take an action 

against the employer, and maybe the judge says that he is right. So this was really an unjust decision, 

but just because the employer wasn’t stronger than the judge.  

 I think that Plato’s statement is not only true, but if we think of it as a definition (as the 

structure of the statement allows this), it is correct and works in every situation. As we saw in all 

these examples, the two ideas (the justice and the interest of the stronger) is the same and can be 



separated, no matter how it contradicts our intuition. 


