Write about topics below and write approx. 800-1000 words on each of them. This is a more standard approach to take. The drawback is, you have to have the discipline to stick to a topic, get to your point, and make a good argument in a smaller space. On the other hand, there is more room for error here and there.

Aristotle says in Nicomachean Ethics (1129b), “Both the lawless person and the greedy and unfair person seem to be unjust; and so, clearly, both the lawful and the fair person will be just. Hence what is just will be both what is lawful and what is fair.” Compare this with, and make sense of this in terms of, his claim that “justice is complete virtue” (1129b).
“Justice is a mean,” says Aristotle, “because it is about an intermediate condition, whereas injustice is about the extremes.” The just person “does not award too much of what is choice worthy to himself and too little to his neighbor, but awards what is proportionately equal; and he does the same in distributing between others” (NE 1134a). Thus, justice is a kind of harmony. How is this related to, and an advance upon, Plato’s idea in the Republic (433a) that justice is social harmony, that is, “doing one’s own work, and not meddling in what isn’t one’s own”? In other words, even though he is similar here, Aristotle does a better job. How and why?
2. Are the virtues egoistic (not egotistic, that’s a different word); that is, do we become virtuous in order to benefit ourselves? Or are we naturally inclined to virtue? This is related to the quest for justice, of course – do we seek justice to benefit ourselves, or for larger reasons? What might those reasons be? (Hint: arguing against Thrasymachus here might be a good strategy; or you could bring in Aquinas’s ideas about natural law. Or maybe Plato – it’s your discussion. Sophocles would also be good to use here. Try to use one deeply, not several in a shallow way.)
