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At Statesman 287b-c, the Eleatic Visitor makes two claims: first, that dichotomous 
division is difficult and not always possible, as ‘will become clearer as we proceed’ 
(287c1); second, that by applying the paradigm of weaving to the city we will 
come better to discern statecraft (287a7-b2). But it is not at all clear that di chot-
om ous division is in fact impossible, as the Visitor claims, for the task at hand; 
nor is it plain that the weaving paradigm is fruitfully applied here. What follows is 
an attempt to make good these claims with which the Visitor frames the discus-
sion by showing that the Visitor’s way of proceeding is substantially informative 
about the nature of statecraft. Following the weaving paradigm’s non-di chot om-
ous division enables the Visitor to lay bare the functional parts of the city. This 
begins by distinguishing those that function constitutively as proper causes 
(aitiai) of the city from the external and instrumental requisites for city-making, 
called sunaitia or mere contributory causes. These latter are activities which ‘pro-
vide the tools for’ (281e2) some further activity without accomplishing any part 
of that further activity’s goal. On this analysis, it turns out that humans living, and 
even cohabiting, is a mere precondition for city-dwelling and not even partially 
constitutive of it. The more detailed, non-dichotomous analysis of causes and 
contributory causes of the city reveals further that what is necessary for political 
life ought to be organized for the sake of political life; that human interactions 
constitute the polis and, among these, statecraft will be that masterly and ordering 
activity which most serves only the unity and the whole good of the whole city.

On this reading, the main purpose of the passage is not simply to distinguish 
the statesman from a host of implausible rivals, in order to reveal the sophist as 
the nearest rival (291c3-7). That project could not possibly warrant the wealth of 
detail we get about professions in the city, and moreover, such a reading mis-
taken ly implies that understanding statecraft is possible in abstraction from the 
non-political arts. Merely to sift out rivals, a quick dichotomous division leaving 
the statesman and sophist together on its final node (goods-services; physical-
mental services; obeying-commanding mental service) would suffice, and perhaps 
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even be more appropriate.1 But this would leave us none the wiser about what 
statecraft consists in. Nor is non-dichotomous division itself the prime interest of 
the passage,2 for which the analysis of the city is simply a pretext. Nor, finally, can 
it be quite right to suppose that the detailed analysis found here is warranted sim-
ply to become better at dialectic (285d5-7),3 even if that worthwhile end is fur-
thered in the process. This is because an exercise in dialectic is fruitful only if it 
‘displays in words the things that are’4 – that is, if it actually sets out the nature of 
its object of study, in this case the city as the object of the statesman’s expertise. 
This is made explicit as the discussion moves from ‘paradigm’ (279b-283b) to 
‘application’ (287b-291b), via an imagined objection that the discussion had been 
overlong. That the correct length of a discussion is whatever dialectic requires to 
display ‘what is’ only answers the question ‘Why didn’t we immediately reply that 
weaving was an intertwining of weft and warp?’ (283a9-b1) if the process has 
indeed revealed something about weaving as the intertwining of warp and weft 
that would have otherwise gone unseen.5 Even the end of practicing dialectic is 
not furthered by making irrelevant and uninformative distinctions which fail to 
illuminate the object of study.6 The application of the paradigm of weaving and, 
associated with this, non-dichotomous division, must then advance our under-
standing of statecraft significantly and irreplaceably, in some way not better done 
by other, simpler means.7 If it does not do this, then all the grand claims for the 
paradigmatic method come to nought.8

Showing the progress this way of proceeding makes in the understanding of 
statecraft will require engaging with the apparently trivial details the Visitor 

1 ‘[I]nsofar as the goal of the process of diairesis is to isolate or “single out” the statesman, “strip-
ping away” the other arts and “setting him apart” (268c, 287b)’ (Miller (1980/22004, 75) observes, 
‘bifurcation is a sufficient and adequate method’. For the further step of distinguishing the statesman 
from his sophistic facsimile, even non-dichotomous division is apparently useless, as El Murr (2005, 
315) notes.

2 Though much scholarship focuses here: for instance, Wedin (1990); Gill (2010); Moore (2015); 
Moravcsik 1973a and 1973b, and related discussions; Muniz and Rudebusch (2018) advise pegging 
understanding of ‘division’ to its particular context, rather than insisting all occurrences express a 
single method.

3 This is central, for instance, to Sayre’s (2006) interpretation of the Statesman, and also to Miller 
(1980/22004). See also on this point Rowe (1995b).

4 (287a3); this and all following translations of the Statesman are from Rowe (1995a/22005), with 
occasional minor changes.

5 ‘After this point,’ the Visitor suggests they ‘add another’ (285c4), namely, that the purpose of dia-
lectic is to understand important things, like statecraft; this is where practice is relevant, as warranting 
using dialectic on other, lesser objects.

6 Note that relevance and uninformativeness of distinctions is a quite different matter from that of 
the status of the target object. Weaving is simpler than statecraft, angling more trivial than sophistry; 
this question of status is rightly considered irrelevant to practicing dialectic well. However trivial the 
target object, proper analysis of it should illuminate its nature.

7 ‘Like all Platonic diairesis,’ writes El Murr (2014a, 195–196), ‘it should make us understand some-
thing profound, and often something unusual, about the object to which it is applied . . . It is not about 
understanding how to divide but about dividing in order to understand.’

8 In addition to Lane (1998) see also Gill (2006) and reply by El Murr (2006).
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provides in this exercise of division, not only along the more personable side of 
messengers and merchants, but also along the more recalcitrant side of potters 
and stonemasons, often ignored by commentators.9 It requires understanding the 
aition-sunaition distinction and how it fits with the sungenes-sunergon distinc-
tion, and how these together articulate the nature of their objects. Naturally a full 
account of statecraft cannot be elicited from this passage alone; after all, the 
inquiry into causes of statecraft continues to at least 305e. But this detailed ana-
lysis of the city and application of the weaving paradigm will have earned its keep 
if understanding the principle of selection and ordering of crafts within the city – 
which are merely subsidiary causes and why, and why others get to be called 
causes of the city – enables us to say not just something ‘adequate in its superficial 
outline’ (277c1) about the statesman, but also something clear, distinct (277c2-3) 
and more complete (277a5).

7.1 Outline of Statesman 287b4-290e9

Announcing the return to the topic of statecraft, the Visitor underlines the inten-
tion to bring the weaving paradigm to bear on it (287b1-2), specifically by draw-
ing on the paradigm’s distinction between causes and contributory causes 
(henceforth ‘co-causes’) – sunaitiōn and aitiōn of 287b7 picking up on sunaition 
and aitian in the paradigm passage (281d11-12).10 By starting here, the Visitor 
identifies the inquiry into the statesman (287a7) and the king (287b4) with an 
inquiry into the causes (and co-causes) of ‘the city itself ’ (287b6). This highlights 
just which deficiency in the previous inquiry is to be rectified here: the earlier 
unsatisfactory inquiry identified the statesman as a kind of herder (287b4-6), but 
it failed to articulate his activity as the cause of the city, which requires closer 
attention to the sort of thing a city is.

Having just re-introduced the cause/co-cause dichotomy, the Visitor empha-
sizes how difficult (287b9) and indeed impossible (287c4) it is to divide the causes 

9 Francophone scholarship is better served in this respect, with El Murr (2014a, 209–213), 
Delcomminette (2000, 284–286) and Ildefonse (2001), for instance, each treating even the miners and 
masons as contributing to the understanding of statecraft. But Rowe’s (1995b) summary of the dia-
logue, specifically intended to bring out its unity, misses out this passage entirely, from tool-making 
(287b) to priests (291a). Lane (1998) stresses the relevance of the paradigm in the Statesman’s pre-
ferred method of inquiry, but does not take up the specifics of paradigm application in the messy 
detail of this passage. Cooper (1997/21999) decides this passage reflects the application of only the 
first and less interesting part of the weaving paradigm, and offers little indication of how this passage 
might reveal something substantive about statecraft. By contrast, Miller (1980/22004) does devote a 
dozen pages to a direct consideration of this passage as a whole, with two pages (82–84) on the mean-
ing of the co-causes (287b-289c). Miller (2013) offers an intriguing analysis of the passage, mapping it 
onto the harmonics of the ‘Greater Perfect System’.

10 El Murr (2005, 312) identifies this as the primary structural parallel between the paradigm and 
application passages.
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of the city dichotomously, recommending instead dividing ‘limb by limb, like a 
sacrificial animal’ (287c3). Although only underlined here, this procedure is 
much like that which was in fact followed in the discussion of weaving, where the 
associated skills were gathered and distinguished, without weaving being placed 
in any one branch of a dichotomous tree. The limbs of the co-causes ‘of the city’ 
are enumerated as we go along (‘a different thing’, 287e1; ‘third’, 288a3; ‘fourth’, 
288b1; ‘fifth’, 288c1; ‘sixth’, 288d5; ‘seventh’, 289a1), and the seven items are listed 
in a different order in the summary (289a9-b2), where the Visitor acknowledges 
that this list may not be exhaustive, and some skills may need to be distributed 
among the categories of co-cause already identified (289b-c). These co-causes, 
though strictly speaking skills like everything under discussion here, are identi-
fied via their products, which are often called ‘possessions’ (287e2, 288a3, 288e6, 
e9, 289a7), and comprise in the order of the summary: raw materials, tools, ves-
sels, supports/vehicles, defences, playthings, food.

It is among the causes of the city, however, that the Visitor expects to find the 
rivals to the statesman (289c4-6) – those who, because their activities are indeed 
causes of the city, might try to lay claim to being that cause which is ultimately 
responsible for the city (statecraft itself), in the way that ‘intertwining of warp 
and weft’ is ultimately responsible for the cloak (and is, finally, what weaving is). 
The causes of the city11 are not numbered, and it is less clear how they should be 
grouped and divided; they are identified via role descriptions, though again they 
ought strictly speaking to be a division of skills. They include, in order of appear-
ance: slaves; merchants, money-changers, ship-owners, retailers (collectively, 
those who ‘place themselves with complete readiness at the service of all, for hire, 
as day-labourers’ (290a4-5); heralds, civil servants (those who ‘are very clever at 
working through many different tasks relating to public offices’, 290b3); diviners, 
priests, seers, priest-kings (290c-291a); and finally some ‘very odd men’ (291a6), 
‘a kind mixed of all sorts . . . quickly exchang[ing] their shapes and capacities for 
each other’s’ (291a8-b4) – identified at 291c3 as ‘the greatest magician of all the 
sophists’, nestling closely up against the statesman. The introduction of this wiz-
ard into the discussion interrupts the project of following the paradigm, for it 
introduces a need to distinguish actual from merely apparent causes. Such a dis-
tinction does not arise in the case of weaving, and so could not be part of the 
paradigm.12 It is needed here, however, to distinguish sophists – who merely imi-
tate proper causes of the city – from true statesmen, by appeal to the criterion of 
knowledge established at the beginning of the dialogue. This task complete 
(303e7-8), the dialogue returns to identifying the causes of the city which are not 

11 For so I take them, pace Cooper (1997/21999) – on the basis of 289c8-d2, and for philosophical 
reasons that will become clear below.

12 This is a reason to see the ‘interruption’ to the application as starting here, and not at 289c 
(as advocated by El Murr 2014a, 213), where there is not yet any structural deviation from the paradigm.
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statecraft itself, but are ‘precious and related to it’ (303e9-10), namely the arts of 
the general, the judge, and the educator.

After an examination of the cause/co-cause distinction which frames and 
informs the discussion, we will consider each in turn, asking whether the discus-
sion has indeed made good the Visitor’s claims that dichotomous division is 
impossible here, and that this becomes clear in the doing; and that the application 
of the weaving paradigm to statecraft in fact illuminates the nature of statecraft. 
The aim will be to show what this procedure tells us about statecraft that could 
not have equally or more simply been brought out by dichotomous division.

7.2 Distinction Between Aitiai and Sunaitia

When the weaving paradigm introduces the distinction between causes and 
co-causes, it does so against the background of a different distinction, between 
crafts which are sungeneis and those which are sunergeis (280b2-4). Sungeneis 
skills are those which are of like kind in what they do, with some reasonable 
degree of specificity, while working on different objects or in a different medium. 
They do not, however, share a common task – they are not sunergeis. Herders 
of  cattle and of sheep are practicing sungeneis or kindred crafts (both care 
for  tame animals living together), as are weavers of flax, felters and stitchers 
(as well as house-builders, 279d, all involved with making protective coverings). 
Distinguishing weaving from its kindred arts reveals the distinctive task which 
belongs to weaving to be ‘the looking after and production of clothes’ (281b7-8), 
but it does not yet clarify what that task actually involves.

Although statecraft similarly has been adequately distinguished from its kin-
dred arts (it is ‘the care of the whole human community together’, 276b7; or ‘the 
caring for cities’, 279a2)13, this has not finally clarified the nature of statecraft 
(277c1-3; cf. 280a8-b4). As the Visitor reminds us before launching into the 
application of the paradigm to statecraft, ‘the king has been separated off from 
the many kinds of expertise that share his field’ (287b4-5); it remains to clarify 
the manner (tropos, 275a4) of his governance. As with weaving, this is done by 
examining the various activities that contribute to the same task (the sunergeis 
technai). These fellow crafts share a common goal, to which they each contribute 
in their distinctive ways; but they may be classed as either aitiai or sunaitia 
(281d11-12), according to whether their activity is a constitutive part of the pro-
cess of realizing the shared end (causes), or whether it is merely instrumentally 

13 See also ‘the kind of expertise we said was self-directing in the case of living creatures, but which 
took its care of them not as individuals but in groups’ (275c9-d1), but suitably revised in its under-
standing of ‘care’.
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necessary for the end to be realized, but no part of the process of realizing that 
end (co-causes).14

In the paradigm passage, the sunaitia are skilled activities ancillary to but non-
constitutive of weaving – ‘those which do not make the thing itself, but which 
provide tools to those that do’ (281e1-2). Spindle-making and shuttle-making are 
the examples given (281e). Without spindles, there will be no weaving, and so 
spindle-making is necessary for weaving; but making a spindle is no part of the 
process of caring for or making cloaks. Contrast this with spinning, which consti-
tutes a part of the process of production and care for woollen garments, and 
therefore is considered a cause of weaving, and not merely a co-cause. Likewise 
washing, mending, darning, and carding ‘look after and make garments them-
selves’ (281e10), and so are all counted as aitiai (281e10; cf. 282a). Including the 
preparatory skills (282a1-4) as causes emphasizes that the task of weaving is both 
production and care for woollen clothes; and it makes the important point that 
preparatory activities – unlike the skills of making materials and tools – are a 
constitutive part of the process of accomplishing that end for which they are pre-
paratory. These various constitutive components of production and care of 
 woollen garments do not engage in the same kind of activity as weaving; unlike 
stitching, which is kindred but not sharing in the common end of weaving, spin-
ning is nothing like weaving, and carding is even its opposite (280e7-281a1). But 
as causes, they directly participate in the process of creating and maintaining 
clothes, and thus raise the question of which such activity sharing this common 
task should count as the activity itself, and why (281b7-10). Although he raises 
this question, the Visitor does not attempt to answer it directly – except to dismiss 
as ‘true, but not clear or complete’ the observation that weaving is ‘the finest and 
the greatest of all those kinds of care that exist in relation to woollen clothing’ 
(281d1-3). As an argument for the superior claim of weaving to be the cause of 
cloaks, the Visitor offers just the careful specification of what all the rival claim-
ants actually are. This itself should make clear the basis for weaving’s superior 
claim to the title, by articulating what weaving’s specific contribution is, and how 
it relates to the other causes constitutive of cloak-making.

So when the Visitor opens the application passage by picking up specifically on 
the cause/co-cause distinction (287b7), we should understand already this much: 
sunaitia are instrumental contributors to a common end; they are skilled ac tiv-
ities necessary for the shared end to be pursued and accomplished, but unlike 
aitiai they are not constitutive of any part of the process accomplishing that end. 
Only those activities that are at least partially constitutive of the accomplishment 

14 This understanding of the distinction contrasts with that of El Murr (2014a, 208–209), according 
to which the sunaitia are responsible merely for the existence of the city, while aitiai are responsible 
for its unity. It is unclear to me how El Murr’s distinction would apply to the paradigm weaving pas-
sage from which it comes; more importantly, it requires a separability of unity and existence that I 
think Plato would reject.
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of the common end are aitiai, and their activities may differ greatly from state-
craft while still partially constituting the accomplishment of their common end. 
Here the shared end in view, we are reminded, has been set already by the isolation 
of the statesman from his sungenoi, the fellow herdsmen (287b4-6); and mirror ing 
the complex aim of weaving, it is conceived of as the production of and care for the 
city. Because causes, unlike co-causes, directly complete a part of the shared task, 
or constitute some part of the process of accomplishing that task, the particular 
challenge will be discerning among the causes which of them is the cause, or the 
activity properly so called. Comprehensively grasping together the various co-
causes and causes of the city will be the means by which we come to understand 
which of the causes ought be credited with being statecraft itself. There will not be 
some other justification for why one cause wins the title over the others, for, as 
with weaving, understanding the various causes of human co habit ation shows 
them each to lack the specific sort of contribution expected of statecraft.

That the basic procedure is one of justifying a superior claimant simply by 
detailing the nature of its rivals gives a broad justification to the rejection of 
dichotomy, as well as to the merits of applying the paradigm. For dichotomous 
division as so far pursued in the dialogue ‘separates off what is other’ (258c4), and 
does not investigate it further.15 But it is this consideration of what is other, and 
only this, that can settle the claims of weaving and statecraft respectively to be the 
authoritative and superior element within the multiple activities pursuing their 
respective ends of clothes-care and city-care. This demands a form of analysis that 
keeps all of the analysata in view – as in fact the Visitor explicitly does with his 
summary enumeration of co-causes (289a-b) – so that their respective contribu-
tions to the shared end may be collectively appreciated.

7.3 Co-Causes of the City

Co-causes are essentially instrumental to the common end. Examples offered in 
the paradigm passage were of making literal tools (spindles and shuttles). So it is 
no wonder that in the application passage these are first called tools, before the 
Visitor, observing that anything might be thought of as a tool in some sense 
(287d8-e1), demands distinctions among them. Providing tools is just one way a 

15 ‘[D]ichotomous division separates by halves, and then ignores at each step the branch that does 
not lead to the goal,’ writes Gill (2012, 191). Gill (2012, 190–192) sees the Eleatic Visitor in the 
Statesman using dichotomous and non-dichotomous division as needed for different ends, while El 
Murr (2014a, 75–83) argues that a single division can combine dichotomous and polytonic division, 
and thus interprets the unity of the dialogue. Grams (2012), by contrast, rejects the contrast between 
the two sorts of division, seeing all of the Statesman’s divisions as more ‘interwoven’ than neatly 
dichotomous. Mié (this volume, Chapter 3, C3.P4 n6) also doubts that there is a sharp methodological 
contrast between the initial and the final division, favouring more an adaptation of ‘the rule of cutting 
through the middle’.
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craft may be instrumentally necessary for a common end; collecting the necessary 
materials is another. Even though what is at issue (what is always at issue) is kinds 
of expertise, the Visitor persists in referring to sunaitia by their products, often 
called possessions. This emphasizes their instrumental and external relation to 
the production and care of the city, while allowing a distinction between the 
way  tools proper are instrumental in city-production and the way materials, 
nourishment, defences and so on contribute instrumentally.16 Perhaps these are 
distinguished here, and not in the paradigm case, because cities are more compli-
cated than cloaks; but it is certainly also because the city is the object of real 
interest. That is to say, we could have learned more about weaving by making 
these same distinctions in co-causes there (wool must be provided in order for it 
to be carded); but we are not that interested in weaving. This means conversely 
that, the nature of care for the city being our object of real interest, we should 
expect that making these further distinctions here does indeed contribute to 
understanding the nature of statecraft.

While referring to the different co-causes by their products, the Visitor also 
distinguishes them according to their ‘powers’ and what they are ‘for the sake of ’: 
‘tools’ proper are distinguished from ‘vessels’ by their different ‘powers’ (dunamin, 
287e4), which differ by being ‘for the sake of ’ (heneka, 287e5), different things; 
supports (vehicles, seats) are distinguished by what they are ‘for the sake of ’ 
(heneka, 288a5); walls and clothes are ‘for the sake of defence’ (heneka, 288b4-5); 
playthings are ‘to give pleasure’ (288c3; see also heneka, 288c10).17 Nurture (ther-
apeusai, 289a1) or nourishment (thremma, 289b2) is a ‘capacity to promote care 
of the body’ (288e10-89a1), while raw materials make possible the production of 
composite things out of non-composite things (288e4-5). Distinguishing crafts by 
their purposes serves two ends at once: it highlights the diversity of their internal 
ends taken separately, and at the same time fits them into a teleological system as 
functional parts of the city.18 As functional parts, the impossibility of dichotomous 
division gains substantiation; as parts of the city, the promise that this delineation 
of crafts will be informative about statecraft gets some substantiation.

Consider first non-dichotomous division. Seven functions are identified: (i) to 
provide materials for the production of artefacts; (ii) to produce artefacts; (iii) to 

16 It also serves, as Ildefonse (2001) observes, to underscore the necessary connection between an 
art and its object, a general point crucial to the current project of understanding statecraft by under-
standing better its proper object.

17 Lane (this volume, Chapter  10) picks up the connection between ergon and dunamis in the 
Statesman.

18 Delcomminette, (2000, 285–286) identifies both these aspects at work in this passage. See also El 
Murr (2005, 313) and (2014a, 209–210). El Murr (2014a, 209) articulates this with respect to his read-
ing of the dialogue as governed by a single, complex division: ‘The discrimination of the rivals to the 
political art is not the only objective, for in separating statecraft from these arts, Plato intends equally 
to coordinate them with the royal man, by inscribing them in the same division, structured by their 
relations of causality and finality.’
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contain and preserve artefacts; (iv) to support and transport bodies and artefacts; 
(v) to protect bodies and artefacts; (vi) to please19, and (vii) to nourish, nurture 
(make healthy) bodies. To investigate these as necessary preconditions of the city, 
all parts must be kept in view together, because these collectively are the instru-
mental causes of the city.20 There is no one among them, no half or portion to be 
separated off from the others as containing (or lacking) the aspect of particular 
interest. For what is of interest is what they all share in different ways, namely that 
they are responsible for this (but not that) contribution to city-making.21

Taken individually, these crafts will not reveal anything about the nature of the 
city. For as the particular crafts they are, the co-causes are not for the sake of the 
city, nor need they even be practiced in a social context. This is the point of grant-
ing them each their individual ends. Farming and stone-masonry and potting 
aim to produce products that serve specific functions; while these functions may 
be co-opted by the larger goal of city-making, the particular activities can be pur-
sued intelligibly quite independently of that context. Even Robinson Crusoe 
might plant some vegetables, or make himself a bowl and beautify it with orna-
mental figures. His planting and potting and painting need not have the end of 
human cohabitation in view in order to be successful planting, potting, or paint-
ing. The fact that taking the co-causes singly is possible, and uninformative 
regarding statecraft, explains why we need here a sort of analysis which will con-
sider them collectively, and as sunerga – that is, as collectively contributing to a 
common task in diverse ways.

Functional parts must, then, be understood in relation to each other, as con-
tributing to a common end. As the Visitor makes clear in his listing of them, 
the co-causes cross-fit and interleave in various ways: Raw materials are ma ter-
ials from which to make tools or defences or containers or nourishment; con-
tainers hold raw materials or manufactured goods; vehicles (made of raw 
materials) transport these. Tools are tools for making artefacts for containing 
raw materials, or for making supports or defences or playthings. Playthings are 
for pleasure, not for the production of artefacts, though any artefact might be 
ornamented to give pleasure. Walls protect food and tools and toys as well as 
human bodies. Each of these functionally defined activities has necessary ref-
erence to others, so that abstracted and isolated its nature would be less clear 
or intelligible.

Such weak holism is not tantamount to claiming that the constituent arts are 
unintelligible or impossible outside of their context in the whole – it is the city 

19 See below, p. C7.P21 n26.
20 In Miller’s (1980/22004, 82) evocative phrase, ‘the arts, as ‘limbs’, collaborate to make up an 

organic, self-caring whole’.
21 The same can be said about the causes to come: There are none to be discarded or separated off 

from the others, since they are all equally constitutive causes of the city.
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that needs them, and not they the city.22 Inasmuch as we are interested in them as 
co-causes of the city, our particular concern is with what is found in their being 
functionally related to each other to form that whole.23 What we would fail to 
understand if we took each severally is how any one of them contributed to city-
making; but, since these arts are not causes proper of the city, we might under-
stand what each is adequately without that. If the Statesman endorses a stronger 
kind of holism than this, this passage does not require it.24 The functional kinds 
here illuminate each other because, as is argued next, the functions were de lin-
eated in the first place according to what is necessary for a city.

To see which sorts of activities are instrumental, and how they relate to one 
another, is to understand better what a city is, and therefore what care of the city 
requires.25 Human beings need sustenance and shelter, and the tools and ma ter ials 
for making and protecting these; humans need bodily protection but also diversion. 
That all of the instrumental functions tend to the production and well-being of 
bodies, often human bodies,26 suggests that the well-being of human bodies is 
instrumentally necessary for, but in no way constitutive of, the production and care 
of human community. About statecraft, this tells us that the bio logic al persistence of 
human beings is instrumental for statecraft (it provides some necessary materials), 
but is not yet a constitutive part of the process of city-making.

But we can learn more than this general point about statecraft by considering 
just how odd the Visitor’s taxonomy of co-causes is when regarded as distinguish-
ing crafts – as we are supposedly meant to take it. For his way of identifying and 
distinguishing between ‘products’ individuates both product and skill in a way 
that no practicing craftsman would recognize. From the craftsman’s point of view, 
the Visitor’s categories are guilty of both splitting and lumping.

Splitting is admitted freely by the Visitor (289b2-c2). His divisions split (even 
‘forcibly’, 289b6) what practitioners would consider a single skill into different 

22 Thus Miller’s (1980/22004, 76) ‘organic totality’ as the fruit of non-dichotomous division goes 
too far. His subsequent claim to discern a hierarchy among the co-causes fits ill with the Visitor’s 
nonchalant introduction of remaining co-causes at the end of this section; it also undercuts holistic 
and plural relations, and reads the text unduly narrowly in order to do so Miller (1980/22004, 83–84).

23 We must ‘recognize both the interrelations of these kinds and the sense in which each, in being 
essentially interrelated with each other, implies or partially represents the well-being of the whole’ 
Miller (1980/22004, 76).

24 See Bronstein (this volume, Chapter 5, esp. §5.3.2) for discussion of epistemological holism in 
the Statesman.

25 Delcomminette attributes to the co-causes responsibility for the ‘complexification of society’ as 
well as a consequent necessity for a political art. While I agree that the delineation of co-causes makes 
our understanding of the city more complex, I do not think it yet follows that these arts themselves 
necessitate city-dwelling.

26 If pleasure is instrumental and not constitutive of human co-habitation, then the pleasures 
intended must be those that are not essentially social. Thus playthings are conceived of here as per-
taining to our biological, non-social, well-being. Delcomminette’s (2000, 284) suggestion that the 
sunaitia all have inanimate, as opposed to animate, products is compatible with understanding these 
objects as being for the sake of (mostly human) living bodies, but is undercut by the later inclusion 
among sunaitia of ‘things concerning possession of tame living creatures’ (298b7-8).
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contributory causes. Metal-working, for instance, or ‘the class consisting of coins, 
seals and any sort of engraving’ (289b4-5), belongs to tool-making if it is coins 
being minted, but to decorating (289b6) if the engraving is for the sake of beauti-
fying; if it is seals one is making then it belongs perhaps to defences. Similarly, 
notice how carpentry would be split between production of vessels, supports, 
toys, and defences, depending on what exactly one deployed one’s carpentry skills 
to make. Splitting will also show up among causes, in reflection on skills such as 
arithmetic, suited to both retail and civil administration.

Lumping is less conspicuous, but equally inescapable. The category of ‘defences’ 
lumps the stonemason together with the weaver; ‘containers’ might be made of 
wood or of clay. From the perspective of those doing the making, these are surely 
different skills. But as in the Theaetetus and the Philebus, Plato is refusing to give 
us a taxonomy of kinds of knowledge along these lines. So although we are trying 
to isolate the one distinctive skill or expertise of statecraft, we are not doing so by 
isolating other equally distinct skills. When the Visitor does call attention to his 
lumping, in the discussion of causes, his point is almost caustic: merchants and 
ship-owners are lumped together with money-changers and called ‘hired ser-
vants’ or ‘day-labourers’ (290a4-5) – an affront to pride as well as to skill.

There may even be cross-over between causes and co-causes within what a 
practitioner would consider the exercise of the same expertise: those skilled in 
remembering others’ words accurately, and reproducing them loudly and dis-
tinctly, may be purveyors of entertainment in theatres or they may be heralds – 
which it is depends upon how they fit functionally into the city.27 Attending to 
this splitting and lumping of crafts thus reveals that the functions by which our 
categories are defined are determined by the shared end of city-making. The cri-
teria for individuation were all along determined by the purpose of the whole (to 
make a city), and not by the respective purposes internal to and definitive of each 
particular discipline (e.g. to make a good shoe), still less by similarities in bodily 
motions in the creation of particular artefacts. The co-causes may each have their 
specific end, but that end is not the particular product that the hand-worker mak-
ing it sets as her goal – a wagon, say, or a table. The end is rather specified as it is 
relevant to city-making, according to what sorts of things are necessary for co ord-
in ated human cohabitation characteristic of a polis.

Nourishment, defence, vehicles, containers, raw materials, amusement, tools, 
are categories into which statecraft divides human activities in order to make vis-
ible what sort of role they can and ought to play in the production of the city. This 
gives us substantive information about the nature of statecraft – about what it is 
the business of the state to do. The state is not concerned exclusively with protect-
ing property and monopolizing violence. Rather, keeping the human animal alive, 

27 The example is from Susan Sauvé Meyer, in conversation in Oslo, August 2018.
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nourished, healthy, protected from the elements, and even amused, is the proper 
concern of the state. This may only be a precondition for human cohabitation, not 
constitutive of it. Nevertheless, these are the materials without which there is no 
state, and so it is the proper concern of statecraft that these tools and materials be 
in good working order, where that order is ‘good’ which is best suited to the fash-
ioning of a city.

In spite of the rubric of expertises, then, we should think here not of appren-
ticeships but of the Ministry of Agriculture, Ministry of Transport, Ministry of 
Defence, Ministry of Culture, and so on. The Ministry of Agriculture would, we 
hope, be staffed with people who know what conditions lead to crop failure or to 
higher yields, what practices exhaust soil or discourage pests. But the interest 
toward which they turn this expertise is the reliable nourishment of the persons 
of the city. They do this by organizing the farming and ancillary industries so that 
each specialist pursuing their particular activity cumulatively furthers the inter-
ests of the state in nourishing its people.28 Perhaps we today find it odd that the 
Housing Board and the Weavers Guild should come under the Ministry of 
Defence. Until we have political expertise ourselves, however, we cannot know 
whether that is the most useful way of organizing and addressing the concerns of 
the city. There may after all be something in the Visitor’s idea that a wider under-
standing of ‘defences’, beyond the merely military, would better serve the end of 
creating and maintaining a proper city.

The implicit role of political expertise in these divisions explains a certain 
looseness in the Visitor’s classification, his lack of concern about whether any-
thing was overlooked, or where exactly it might fit (289b-c). The skills related to 
owning tame living creatures (289b7-8) may seem like a substantial item to have 
missed out; even if it has been divided exhaustively (289c1-2), it was never fitted 
into the co-causes of the city.29 This is especially perplexing if the whole point of 
non-dichotomous division is to allow each class to stand in relation to the others. 
But if the categories themselves are determined by the demands of statecraft, then 
what we see in this final indeterminacy is that, while the Visitor is confident about 
the broad outlines of the main co-causes of the city, he does not pretend to have 
the knowledge the statesman himself has of how all this is best classified and 
coordinated in detail. Perhaps herding would be split into nourishment (milk and 
flesh), defences (war horses, skins, hair), tools (plough oxen, manure), supports 
(pack mules, horses); or perhaps it would be lumped into one or another of the 

28 ‘Provided they submit themselves to the direction of the statesman,’ argues Delcomminette 
(2000, 286), ‘the function of these auxiliary arts is essential, for it allows a gap to be filled between the 
art of herding and the art of care.’

29 This need not mean that the conception of statecraft as the herding of humans is abandoned, and 
indeed my reading of the sungenes/sunergon distinction suggests that it is not. The herding identified 
here as co-cause of the city is specifically of non-humans. Herding humans is only sungenes with 
sheep-herding; they are not sunerga. Herding humans could be neither co-cause nor cause of the city, 
for it is a way of conceiving the whole art of statecraft.
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existing categories. The Visitor does not speculate. So far as the current inquiry is 
concerned, it is enough to know that these products will belong among things 
necessary for a city. Whether animal husbandry is best included in the Ministry 
of Agriculture, or of Defence, or of Natural Resource Management – or whether it 
warrants its own brief – will be a matter for the statesman himself, with expert 
knowledge of care for human community, to determine.

7.4 Causes of the City

Setting aside the finer details of the co-causes of the city, the Visitor turns to the 
causes, which will here be only incompletely listed as slaves; merchants, money-
changers, ship-owners, and retailers (collectively ‘those who hire themselves 
out’); heralds and civil servants; diviners, priests, and priest-kings; sophists. As 
the co-causes had a collective characterization, as ‘tool’, which also served to 
name one of its parts, so too with causes: they are collectively characterized as ‘the 
class of slaves and all those who are servants’ (289c4), within which servants in 
the conventional sense are just one sort.

It is perhaps surprising to find causes of the city tout court – of which statecraft 
is one, and the principal one – called ‘subordinates’ or servants.30 Yet this class 
designation is reinforced in the descriptions chosen for more advanced roles in 
this passage: diakonountas for minister (290a8) means ‘those who serve’; those 
good at writing became so through ‘having repeatedly given their services in this 
respect’ (290b2), where hupēretēsantes is very word used at 289d7 to pick out 
‘those who are subordinate in the greatest degree’. And the Visitor leaves no doubt 
that these should be understood as causes, immediately going on to say that it is 
among these that he:

strongly suspect[s] that those who dispute with the king about the woven fabric 
itself will come into view, just as in the case of weaving we found those con-
cerned with spinning and carding and all the other products we mentioned dis-
puting with the weavers over their product (289c4-7).

The invocation of weaving here is explicit and unequivocal: spinning and carding 
are among the causes of weaving (282a1), not the co-causes. So if, as the Visitor 

30 Cooper (1997/21999) finds it so surprising that he denies that this passage deals with causes of 
the city, in spite of the Visitor’s explicit contrast of this broad class with ‘all the others, who have been 
described as “contributory causes”, [which] have been disposed of along with the products we have 
just listed’ (289c8-d1). El Murr (2005, 314) endorses the view that slaves, ship-owners and merchants 
are not ‘direct causes of the care for the city’ after all (cf. 2014, 213–214); this is perhaps not unrelated 
to his view that calling causes tout court ‘subordinates’ is primarily polemical (2005, 113–114; cf. 2014, 
214). See also the chapter by Lane (in this volume, Chapter 10, p. C10.P12 n10), and Meyer in the 
Introduction (p. C1.P44 n30).
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says, this is like that, then ‘slaves and servants’ are likewise causes of the city, not 
co-causes.31 Furthermore, it would be difficult to understand the Visitor’s claim 
that statecraft’s nearest rivals are to be found here if statecraft simply differs from 
this class in the very respect that is used to designate causes as a class. Nevertheless, 
it is admittedly odd to suppose that the quintessentially autepitaktikē technē 
(260e6-7; 275c10), or even its nearest rivals, will be found in the class designated 
as servants. This incongruity is, I suggest, no accident; it is, on the contrary, delib-
erately designed to signal something important about the nature of statecraft.

The apparent oddity may be ameliorated somewhat by its parallel in the para-
digm case. When the carder was placed definitively among causes rather than co-
causes, the Visitor specified that this ‘person who puts his hand first to the 
production of clothes seems to do the opposite of weaving’ (280e6-281a1); now 
he picks up this parallel explicitly by observing that ‘those who are subordinate to 
the greatest degree . . . we find in a kind of function and condition which are the 
opposite of what we suspected’ (289d6-8) – not possessions, but causes of the city. 
This reminds us that the sunerga need not be remotely similar in how they go 
about making their particular contributions to the common goal. It is, in fact, no 
bar to something’s being a constitutive part of the process that its specific activity 
is quite the opposite of that contribution which will be accounted definitive of the 
activity as a whole. A constitutive part of cloak-making – the first step in a pro-
cess which is essentially a matter of weaving together – is the separation of the 
fibres; so similarly, a part of city-making – which is essentially about ordering – is 
taking orders.

So much may assuage concerns that the servants listed here cannot be causes 
of the city, just because of their subordination or servitude, which is so conspicu-
ously the opposite of statecraft. The further claim that statecraft’s nearest rivals 
will be found among servants, however, suggests that the opposition between 
statecraft and slave may in fact be less stark than first appears. The statesman may, 
after all, turn out to look very much like a servant – or indeed, to be a servant, in 
a sense. In fact, the dialogue’s elision of ‘causes of the city’ with ‘care for the city’, 
has set up this very point, for it implies that – just as the paradigm suggested – 
whatever makes a city for which one might care is reckoned together with what-
ever takes such care as its explicit end. But to care for something is to do a kind of 
service.32 The statesman may not be a servant to another human being or god, 
nor is statecraft in the service of any other craft; nevertheless, statecraft is a kind 
of service, which is why his most credible rivals will be found among the servants. 
Characterizing the causes of the city and the nearest rivals of statecraft as 

31 As both Delcomminette (2000, 286) and El Murr take it.
32 Recall Euthyphro 12e-14b, or Republic 341d-347e. ‘[T]he statesman is master,’ writes Lane (this 

volume, Chapter 10, p. C10.P50), ‘Yet his mastery is directed solely to caring for – or one might fairly 
say serving – the good of those over whom he rules.’
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‘ser vants’ invites us to see the statesman’s ordering as a kind of serving and, fol-
lowing the heavy repetition of teleological language that has immediately pre-
ceded, to consider what that end is which statecraft serves.

The characterization of causes of the city as servants brings with it a shift from 
identification of crafts via their products to their identification via personae, or 
roles. Constitutive causes of the city are human activities which essentially put 
them into relation with one another. This is why slaves find their place here, and 
not among products or tools. A mule may be a living tool; but a slave, even if he is 
owned and exchanged as property, is still a human being standing in relation to 
another human being. Owner-owned is, regrettably, one possible relation between 
humans and is thus – if it obtains at all – instantiating a mode of human commu-
nity. Likewise, a day-labourer might be helping with the harvest, and his farming 
as such is merely a contributory cause of the city (food being a product and pos-
session of the city): but qua day-labourer, he is set in relation to other humans, 
from whom he takes direction and with whom he cooperates. His activity may be 
defined not by its proximate goal (bring in the harvest), but by the relations it puts 
him in to other human beings. Similarly the merchant and ship-owner and 
money-changer, and even more evidently in the case of the herald, the civil ser-
vant, the prophets and priests: all of these are role descriptions that essentially 
relate human beings to one another. For this reason, their very activity under that 
description constitutes human community, rather than being merely a necessary 
precondition for it.

Unlike the laundry-list of co-causes, there seems to be a hierarchical order 
among the causes. A scalar notion of service is implicit in the initial reference to 
slaves as subordinates in the greatest degree (megistous hupēretas, 289d6); retail-
ers and shippers are, presumably, subordinate in a lesser degree. If this tacit slid-
ing scale continues throughout the passage, then heralds and administrators 
come out higher on the list, prophets and priests still higher. Since this upward 
trajectory runs alongside increasing proximity to statecraft, it should be substan-
tially informative regarding statecraft to articulate what exactly greater and lesser 
subordination amount to here.33 It cannot be a question of whether one serves, 
since the whole class of causes is described as serving. It may then be a matter of 
how one serves, or of who or what end one serves.

One can see, for instance, a movement from material to mental or spiritual – 
from co-causes (all defined by reference to physical products) through slaves to 
servants, merchants, heralds and priests.34 Slaves are not themselves physical 
products, but they serve immediate bodily needs, or like literal day-labourers 

33 As the Visitor has insisted regarding weaving already, we want something more specific than the 
observations of ‘vulgarity’ and ‘nobility’ can supply.

34 Miller (2013) sees such a trajectory and even extends it into the co-causes, setting them into 
hierarchical relation with each other along the same dimension; see p. C7.P18 n22, above.

0005042643.INDD   150 3/10/2021   4:20:00 PM

C7.P33

C7.P34

C7.P35



OUP UNCORRECTED AUTOPAGE PROOFS – FIRST PROOF, 10/03/21, SPi

Dictionary: NOSD

Amber D. Carpenter 151

their service is a physical, bodily one; retailers do not themselves provide bodily 
service, but they trade in goods that supply the body; heralds and administrators, 
on the other hand, work in words, in order to appeal to humans qua intelligent 
creatures, and in the case of civil servants for the purpose of law and order, and 
not to provision human bodies with the requisites. Prophets not only ac know-
ledge our intelligence, but connect us to the divine; priests engage us in commu-
nity with gods, albeit in a transactional way, for the benefit of both (290c8-d3). 
Continuing this trajectory, we might say the statesman relates humans to gods in 
a better way, along lines of virtue rather than according to our worldly interests.35 
Or perhaps gods are just a stand-in for the good, and the statesman has the higher, 
more ‘spiritual’ task by forming our souls in such a way to be able to engage in 
virtuous relations, with humans as related to the good. This is admittedly specula-
tive, though we might see the basic spirit already at work in the dialogue’s initial 
distinction between handicrafts and mental labour, whether theoretical or 
directive.

Such an understanding of the trajectory from ‘most subordinate’ to less so 
mingles differences in how one serves (with one’s body or with one’s mind), and 
the end which one serves (goods of bodies or goods of souls). But the char ac ter-
iza tion of this trajectory as material-to-spiritual is overly broad. Since this is an 
investigation into causes of the city, the increase in esteem should be tied quite 
precisely to increased responsibility for the (care of) the city – and that measure is 
a complex one. That is, the increasing proximity of rivals to statecraft should track 
an increase in how directly, how completely and how accurately the specific end of 
statecraft, namely ‘the care of the whole human community together’ (276b7), is 
served. The inquiry being conducted in terms of persons, this will be expressed in 
terms of who one serves; the point, however, is not so much whether one serves 
men or gods, as what end one serves in so doing.

Merchants, money-changers, and ship-owners ‘we see placing themselves with 
complete readiness at the service of all, for hire, as day-labourers’ (290a4-5). This 
indiscriminate subordination shows a singleness of purpose. For the sake of 
money, the merchant and the money-changer will make themselves subordinate 
to any person or purpose, because their actual goal is money and what it can buy 
for themselves. Private interest is their only goal, and their causing the city is sim-
ply a feature of the pursuit of this end necessarily relating persons to one another.

Messengers generally might be equally undiscriminating in who or what they 
serve – that is, they could be essentially day-labourers; but some messengers may 
serve the state directly. Heralds who disseminate information in obedience to 
civil servants or other instruments of state are putting their skills in the service of 
the public good (even if they are doing so for their own private good). The Visitor 

35 Consider the ‘divine bond’ (309c5-310a6), discussed in El Murr (this volume, Chapter 12), esp. 
§12.2 and by Betegh (this volume, Chapter 4, §4.5-4.7).
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thus associates heralds with civil servants, who exercise their mental skills in the 
interests of the state. This is a turning point, for all those listed from this point 
subordinate themselves only to the demands of the city, to the human good or to 
the gods. Civil servants (some of whom in ancient Athens were in fact public 
slaves) are bifurcated into those who are accomplished (sophoi, 290b2) in general 
skills such as writing, but put these skills in the service of the state, and others 
whose skills lie precisely in being ‘very clever at working through many different 
tasks related to public office’ (290b3). The implication is that the former are good 
insofar as they are directly pursuing the ends of the state, while the latter serve the 
state non-substitutably: skill in working through the tasks of public office cannot 
serve a lesser end.36

Civil servants serve the state, perhaps using skills specific to civil administra-
tion. They are more directly serving the end of caring for human community, and 
they are reasonably accurate in their aim. But it is by definition not the function 
of any one sort of civil administrator to have care and concern for the whole com-
munity, nor for the whole of their good. It is the rôle of the civil servant in the 
Ministry of Housing to have care for the shelter of humans, not for their nurture. 
Prophets, priests and especially priest-kings begin to make a more credible claim 
to be exercising statecraft because they increasingly explicitly aim to serve, non-
substitutably, ‘the whole human community’, since each individual is within the 
scope of their concern, and their care is not restricted to any one aspect, but takes 
in whatever goods might be had from good relations with the gods. If they are not 
in fact exercising statecraft, this will be because they do not in fact have the whole 
of the good of human community in view. So if they dispute the title of ‘Carer of 
Human Community’, then they have mistaken a partial concern for the whole. 
They have all humans in the scope of their concerns, perhaps, but not the whole 
of the good of the human community,37 and perhaps not even the community of 
humans, at least not reliably.38 When the identification of causes of the city 
resumes at 303b, the expertises ‘precious and related to’ statecraft make no such 
pretence to be serving the entire care of human community. Generals and judges 
recognize that they each contribute to one aspect of care for the whole human 
community. Priests who were so modest would not lay claim to be exercising true 
statecraft.

36 Doctors and personal trainers are not explicitly considered here. If they were, their serving of 
bodily well-being would have them essentially relating humans, but as producers of a necessary co-
cause of the city. Whether they served private or public ends (whether their contribution to city-caring 
was accidental or direct) would depend on whether they worked for the National Health Service.

37 This would be a mistake of accuracy. The scope for mistake here is unparalleled in the paradigm 
passage, as is dissimulation; it is this that sets us off on the detour necessary to remove the sophist 
from the mix. El Murr puts the point sharply, ‘Nothing in the paradigm can correspond to this differ-
ence, essential to all politics, between the actual and the ideal, the real and the normative’ (2005, 215).

38 The transactional model could suggest serving the good of each person’s relationship with the 
divine successively, without regard for the good of the community as such.
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What is implicit and foreshadowed in this first discussion of causes becomes 
explicit in a summative remark from the resumption of the application exercise:

the one that controls all of these, and the laws, and cares for every aspect of 
things in the city, and weaves everything together in the most correct way – this, 
embracing its capacity with the appellation belonging to the whole, we would, it 
seems, most appropriately call statesmanship’. (305e2-6)

Notice that we have here (i) the object condition (who or what is served?); (ii) the 
completeness condition (does it care for every aspect of the good?); and (iii) the 
correctness condition (has it got it right about what care requires, or what is actu-
ally good for the thing served?), each of which is relevant in distinguishing the 
initial set of non-statecraft causes of the city at 289c-291b.

Non-dichotomous division among the causes enables us to see that there are 
constitutively relational activities animated only by mutual selfishness (each serv-
ing their own interests by putting themselves in the service of others for the sake 
of money); others which relate persons to one another for the good of some but 
not all persons in community, and others still which consider the whole of the 
community but not the whole of the good of that community. Some essentially 
relational activities may presume to be truly responsible for the care of cities 
because they serve whatever aspect they happen to hold most valuable, not seeing 
that they have lost sight of the whole, or are mistaken in what human community 
actually is and what good forms of it look like. The spelling out of the statesman’s 
rivals thus makes clearer what it would take to be able to lay claim to be truly car-
ing for the whole of human community.39

7.5 Conclusion

Taking the analysis of weaving as a guide indicates what we ought to be able to get 
from this analysis of statecraft. The weaving paradigm tells us that it would be 
inadequate and uninformative to simply assert one part of a process as ‘finest and 
greatest’ (281d1). Instead of baldly claiming that interleaving warp and weft is 
authoritative in weaving, the wealth of detail about the whole process served to 
bring out more precisely what exactly weaving is. It is this that sufficed to dispatch 
the claims of activities constitutive weaving to be weaving itself. So similarly here, 

39 Statecraft, as Miller (1980/22004, 78) says, is the ‘fullest realization of just the care and responsi-
bility for the polis which the other arts, albeit in lesser degrees, themselves are’. Thus contrary to Mié’s 
claim that ‘the statesman does not share any area of responsibility with the nurturers of animals’ (this 
volume, Chapter 3, p.C3.P10), the present reading rather endorses Gill’s observation that the states-
man ‘resembles other herdsmen after all in that he too cares for all the needs of his herd – he oversees 
their marriages, their education, their health and safety’ (2010, 196).
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we should expect, in virtue of the detailed longer way that eschews dichotomy 
and enables the object of the statesman’s care to stand out in all of its structured 
complexity, to better understand what real statecraft is.

In weaving, the process of separating the co-causes and the non-weaving 
causes of weaving was what revealed warp and weft, their different natures, and 
their intertwining as the activity of weaving proper. This stage of the application 
of the paradigm to statecraft does not yet contain these details. Only after the 
interlude to dispatch the sophist will the analysis of statecraft bring out the two 
different but complementary temperaments of persons as sōphrosunē and andreia, 
and identify statecraft as concerned with integrating these two types so as to cre-
ate a strong polity sharing the advantages of both. These details are not even 
implicit in the non-dichotomous divisions of co-causes and causes thus far.

However, the detailed examination of co-causes has left us with a far richer 
picture of what it means to care for the whole human community. Statecraft is 
concerned not only with each individual, but also with all the aspects of human 
life that are required for humans to live at all, to live together, and to live well. 
Keeping human beings intact and in a state capable of becoming fellow-citizens, 
or living in community, requires attention to food and shelter, defence from 
nature and from enemies; it also requires attention to manufacturing, to the tools 
and materials necessary for manufacturing, to the trade of these manufactured 
goods; to leisure and pleasure. ‘Care for the whole human community’ does not 
despise or neglect the necessary conditions for living together well, but rather 
makes them valuable to the city by turning them to that end, which they do not, 
by default, serve. Dichotomous division is impossible here because all of these 
activities are overlapping and intersecting when humans live together. Caring for 
the city requires identifying each in relation to the others, determining which 
relations between them are most conducive to a flourishing community.

Dichotomous division of causes is likewise impossible, and limb-wise division 
informative, though for a different reason. Where we want a hierarchy along a 
certain dimension, we cannot use dichotomy, with its implication of further ana-
lyzing one limb while discarding the other. Classifying causes collectively as ser-
vants casts the statesman’s work in that light, and highlights the dimension along 
which servants are to be arranged hierarchically, along which dimension the 
statesman will come out on top. It does that by considering what each servant 
puts himself in the service of. Those higher-ranked causes of the city take the 
good of the city more directly and non-substitutably as their end; they are more 
correct in their understanding of what that good consists in; and they pursue 
more nearly the whole good of the whole community.

This exercise enables to us to appreciate why, and in what respect, statecraft 
will deserve to be ‘the greatest and finest’ among causes of the city, and indeed 
authoritative over the others. For what serves and has care for the whole of the 
real good of the whole city is rightly authoritative over – gives orders to and 
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orders – those with partial concern for the public good, and indeed all others. 
Thus it is no surprise, but rather follows immediately from this passage, that when 
the study of causes of the city is picked up at again at 303e, Young Socrates and 
the Eleatic Visitor rapidly and emphatically (304c6) agree that the knowledge that 
decides ‘whether one should learn or not should be in control over’ the specific 
knowledges learned (304c4-5). The sort of serving that statecraft is has gained its 
evident authority over others by serving no human, or even divine master, but by 
serving exactly and exclusively the complete care of human community tout 
court. Pretenders to that title may only apparently serve that end, as sophist; or 
they may serve what is only apparently that end, as priests (should they presume 
to claim kingship for themselves). But we can also allow that, conversely, each of 
these activities – and many others besides – can indeed contribute constructively 
to a flourishing community, provide they pursue their respective ends in a way 
ordered by and informed by the expertise of statecraft with its view to the whole 
good of the whole of human community.
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