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In the Statesman,’ the Eleatic Visitor argues that the four apparently

distinct arts of politics (mohtxh)), kingship (paoiuxn), slaveholding (deomotixy),

and household-management (oixovouxf) are in fact one and the same art.?

Aristotle rejects this thesis in the second sentence of the Politics (1252a7-

18), and spends the rest of Book One trying to substantiate the rejection.?

I thank the students in my Spring 2005 Plato course, and especially Amy and Don
Goodman-Wilson, for their reactions to an earlier version of this material.
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I cite Robinson's text in Duke et al. 1995, and the translations are mine, although I
borrow frequently from Rowe 1995a and occasionally from Waterfield (in Annas and
Waterfield 1995).

I do not much like "kingship" for Plato's use of pootiera or "politics" for moluxf), but I use
these entrenched renderings for want of better, despite the temptations of "statecraft"
and "city-management" for mohvtux).

See also Pol. III 6 1278b30-1279a21, EN VIII 10 1160b22-1161a9, and EE 1241b27-40.
There should be no doubt that Aristotle has our passage in his sights at 1252a7-9.
Simpson (1998, 16n4) evinces doubt but for no good reason. He suggests that Aristotle
might have had Xenophon's Memorabilia IIT 4 in mind, though Xenophon's Socrates
compares the household-manager, chorus-leader, and general. (That the household-
manager's knowledge is the same as the politician's is only implied at III 4.6 and III
4.12). Simpson also points to passages in the Politics in which Aristotle opposes




Recent commentators have sided with Aristotle and have judged Plato's

argument "more persuasive than strict," "extremely weak," or even
"flagrantly invalid."* I aim to rehabilitate Plato's argument. After I review
the apparent problem in it and consider three inadequate responses, I offer
rehabilitation. I do not show that Plato was right and Aristotle wrong. But I
do argue that Plato's argument validly achieves what it sets out to achieve,
and I clarify what is at issue in the disagreement between Plato and
Aristotle.”

The argument comes early in the Statesman. The Visitor and young
Socrates seek to define the expert politician or statesman (rohtx6g). They
first place their target among the knowers (258b2-6), and then, to begin
narrowing their search, they distinguish between practical and theoretical
knowledge (258b7-e7).

T1 258d4-6

anonymous thinkers who identify politics and slaveholding or politics and money-making
or kingship and slaveholding or household-management and slaveholding, though, of
course, nothing suggests that any of these anonymous persons identified the four arts of
politics, kingship, slaveholding, and household-management, which is what Aristotle
targets at 1252a7-9. Simpson does not mention it, but Aristotle might have also had
Lovers 137b-139a in mind, whether Plato or a follower wrote it. On the other hand, a
member of the Academy might have written the Lovers to respond to Aristotle's Politics,
although it would be a weak response since it fails to engage Aristotle's reasons. (I have
no firm views about the authorship of the Lovers, which is generally judged to be
spurious but without any knockdown arguments in favor of that judgment.)

In order, Rowe 1995a, ad 258e11; Schofield 2006, 167; and Cooper 1997, 169.

There is not much discussion of this argument in Miller 1980, Rosen 1995, Lane 1998, or
the many contributions in Rowe 1995b, although of course several contributors
(including Rowe [14-15 with 25], Dixsaut [257], Hirsch [188], and Accattino [203]
notice the argument's anticipation of 292e-293a.



Ap' 0V 0Ux GBuNTIRT nv %al Tive Etepa TOOT OVYYEVELS TEYVOL YLAOL TV
TEAEEMV €L0L, TO 0L YVAOVOUL TTAETYOVTO LOVOV;
Arithmetic and the other arts akin to it are disengaged from actions
and offer only knowing.
T2 258d8-e2
Al 8¢ ye el TenTovIXTY 0 %al cOUTacaY yeloveyloy Homep £v Taig TedEeotv
gvooav oLUEPUTOV TNV EMLOTIUNV REXTNVTOL, ROL OVVATTOTELODOOV TAL YLyvOueva Ut
aVTAV oduoT TedTEQOV 0V% HvtaL.®
The arts concerning building and all manual labor contain knowledge
as something that is naturally in actions and that completes the bodies
brought into being by them since they did not exist before.
So the obvious question is, is the politician a theoretical knower or a
practical knower?
But the Visitor does not ask the obvious question. Instead, he asks,
T3 258e8-11
[16teQ0V 0DV TOV TOMTKOV %0l Pacthén nol deomdTy %ai €T oixovouov Bfcouey (g Ev
TavTo Tod T TEOoUY0EEDOVTES, 1) TooaTag Téyvag aTdg elvou pOUEV SGOTEQ
ovouoto €N on;
Shall we set the expert politician and king and slaveholder and also the

household-manager down as one thing though we call them all these

®  This text is very much in question, but since nothing of substance for my purposes

hangs on the different proposals, I simply follow Robinson without discussion.



things [viz., names], or should we say that the arts themselves are as

many as the names they are called by?
So now the Visitor and young Socrates have two tasks. First, they need to
determine whether politics, kingship, slaveholding, and household-
management name four arts or just one. Second, they need to determine
whether politics is among the theoretical or practical arts.

They evidently try to discharge the first task with just three premises.
The second and third emerge in very short order.

T4 259b7-8

Kot unv oixovouog ye zot deomdg tavtov.

But a household-manager and a slaveholder are the same thing.

T5 259b9-11

Ti 8¢; ueydng oxfua oixfoewg 1) ouxEas v TOLews Gy*0g UMV TL TEOS ATV

dwoloetov;

OVdév.

Well then, will the apparent character of a large household differ at all

from the bulk of small city as far as rule is concerned?

Not at all.
There is room for quibbling about what exactly the Visitor and young
Socrates agree to here, let alone whether they should so agree. But since
the argument is supposed to show that four apparently distinct arts are the

same, it would be tidiest to take these premises to be that the arts of



household-management and slaveholding are the same and the arts of
household-management and politics are the same. Then, if the first premise
identifies the art of kingship with one of the others, the Visitor and young
Socrates should be prepared to draw their conclusion that all four arts are
one and the same.

Unfortunately, the first premise does not identify kingship with one of
the others. Instead, the Visitor and young Socrates say this:

T6 259a1-b6

e T¢) TIC TOV OMMUOOLEVOVTMV LoTE®MV ivovdg cupBovAevely idlwtedwy attde, do' ovx

AvoyROOV aUTd TEOOMY0RETECDHAL TOTVOUE: TS TEXVNGS TAUTOV e M ouuPovAelet;

Nad.

Tt 8'; Sotic faothetovl xMHEag GvdL TaQaVeTY dewvdg idudTne MV awtde, d' ov

grioouev Eyewv otov Ty Emotiuny fiv €0eL TOV doyovta aitdv rexTiodo;

drjoouev.

AMO uhv 1 ye alnBvot Baocthémg Poothux;

Nad.

Toitv 8¢ 6 reXTNUEVOS OUX, EVTE AWV GVTE LOLDTNG DV TUYYXAVY), TAVIOS RATA YE TV

TéEYVNV VTV Pootlndg 6p0dS TpoopnOnoeTa;

Ailrnowov youv.



If someone who is himself private is able to advise one of the public
doctors, mustn't the same art-name be applied to him as to the one he
advises?’

Yes.

Well, shall we not say that the one who is clever at helping the king of
a country, though he is himself a private individual, has the knowledge
which the ruler needed to have?

We shall say that.

But the knowledge that belongs to the true king is kingship?

Yes.

And the person who possesses this, whether he happens to rule or to
be a private citizen, will be addressed with perfect correctness as an
expert in kingship, on account of the art itself?

That is just.

The point here is that just as whether one holds the office of public doctor is

irrelevant to whether one has the public doctor's art, so too, whether one is

actually a king is irrelevant to whether one has the art of kingship.

This is plainly not enough to deliver the conclusion of the argument. If

we read optimistically, we have the following three premises:

7

Two readings have been proposed. According to one, the advisor is a doctor in private
practice and the advisee is a special public doctor appointed by the Athenian assembly
(see Plato, Gorg. 455b and Xenophon, Mem. IV 2.5, with Dodds 1959, ad 455b2 and
Skemp 1952, 124n1). Alternatively, the advisor is an amateur who knows medicine and
the advisee a publicly recognized doctor (cf. Gorg. 514d-e, with Campbell 1867, ad
259b, pace Dodds 1959, ad 455b2). I have tried to translate neutrally; for my
purposes, either will do.



(1P1) One can possess the art of kingship without being a king.
(1P2) The art of household-management = the art of slaveholding.
(1P3) The art of household-management = the art of politics.
From these, the Visitor and young Socrates clearly want to conclude that the
arts of politics, kingship, household-management, and slaveholding are the
same. The Visitor says,
T7 259c1-4
OUxzoDv, 0 vuvon dieoromovueBa, paveQov Mg Emotiun uia el tdvt' €oti tadta:
otV O€ elte Paothnn)v elte TOATIXTY giTe OlvOvOULRTV TLG OVOUATEL, UNOEV QOTD
drapepmdueba.
Thus, with respect to what we were inquiring into just now, it is plain
that there is one science concerning all these things; whether someone
names it kingship or politics or household-management, let us not
disagree with him at all.
As Cooper (1997, 170n7) says, "It flies in your face that the conclusion does
not follow (and never mind whether all or any of the premises are true)."
Recent scholarship offers two ways of covering up this embarrassment.

Cooper (1997, 169-170) himself has argued that Plato intentionally gives us

a "flagrantly invalid" argument "to place and hold a question mark over" the
claim that politics and kingship are the same art. On his view, the identity
of expert politics and expert kingship is the central thesis, and "the other

two alleged equivalents are brought in solely... as camouflage" (Cooper



1997, 168). Cooper (1997, 168-169) explains, "To any Greek reader the
supposition that what a king needs to know is precisely the same thing that
a statesman does—a politikos, one who knows how to rule in a polis, a free,
self-ruling community—must have been, to put it mildly, a great

provocation." The flagrantly invalid argument helps us to place a question-
mark over this identification, and thus prepares us for the rest of the
dialogue, in which, or so Cooper argues, Plato first over-inflates the expert
statesman into a king and then deflates a king into an expert statesman.
So, as Cooper explains (1997, 172), "the initial identification of the expert
statesman and king really paves the way for a reduction of kingship to
statesmanship—not the other way around, as first appears.”

I do not think that our argument is supposed to be "flagrantly invalid."
I have two general reasons. First, I think that Cooper's Plato is at best
confused. This author advances a "great provocation" and yet also designs
an invalid argument so that readers will question the great provocation. But
is the invalidity really necessary? I would have thought that great
provocations bring their own question-marks to the party. Also, Cooper's
Plato offers a flagrantly invalid argument so that his readers question its
central conclusion, and yet he also takes care to camouflage the central

conclusion. But if one were designing a flagrantly invalid argument to make

a point, why would one want to add camouflage? I would have thought that



the flagrant do not hide.® What is more, Cooper's Plato wants to provoke
great skepticism about the identification of the political and the kingly arts
though he ultimately means to defend the identity. I understand why he
would want to raise questions about one way of understanding the
identification, but what does he gain by making the very idea seem like a
non-starter? I would have thought that Plato would not want to stack the
deck against himself.

But these concerns do not unearth the roots of my disagreement. My
second general reason for rejecting Cooper's interpretation is that we can
make better sense of the argument than he imagines. It will help if we
diagnose the real challenge of the argument a bit differently. Cooper thinks
that the provocation is to identify expert kingship and expert politics. That
strikes me as the easy part. The hard part is to identify the public arts of
kingship and politics, on the one hand, with the private arts of household-
management and slaveholding, on the other.

Cooper is of course right that the Greeks saw an enormous gulf
between Athenian politics and the Persian king, but the Visitor does not
encourage us to think of Athenians and the Great King. When members of
the elite talk in Athens about kingship, they might well have the Spartan

kings in mind (e.g., Alc. I 120e-124a), or merely some possible, ideal kings

Cooper might mean that Plato wants the invalidity to be flagrant but lets the Visitor hide
or even miss the invalidity behind what is to young Socrates or even to himself
camouflage (cf. Cooper 1997, 169). There still seems a problem for Plato's aims in this
baroque scheme.
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(e.g., the Republic). In the Statesman, the Visitor has focused our attention
not on ordinary politicians and statesmen but on experts. In the

Euthydemus, which similarly focuses on knowledge, Socrates reports to Crito

that he and young Cleinias "thought that the politician's art and the kingly
art were the same" (291c4-5), and there is no hint that either Cleinias or
Crito found this controversial. Nor should it be controversial at least if we
are accepting some Socratic assumptions. Whether there is one political
ruler or many taking turns, the art political rulers should have is wisdom,
and it should benefit the ruled. Of course, in the Statesman, the
conversation is being led not by Socrates but by the Eleatic Visitor, and while
we might be prepared for an intellectual from Elea to over-unify things, we
cannot assume that he has Socratic thoughts in mind. Still, Socrates is
hovering nearby, and the Visitor and young Socrates have quickly agreed to
focus not on what actual statesmen or politicians do but on the expert.®

What Cooper dismisses as mere "camouflage" is the harder part, of
identifying the private with the public arts. The Visitor himself hints that this
is more difficult when he first raises the question (at T3), because he uses

"also" (¢1) to emphasize whether household-management should be joined

to the others. A wider view begins to explain why, since there is in Greek

political ideology a strong contrast between those who engage in politics and

those who live a quiet life. The latter are ridiculed as "useless," "unmanly,"

’  See also Weiss 1995.
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"fools," and "nobodies to their friends."!® Socrates challenges this ideology
when he paradoxically characterizes himself as a "busybody" who avoids
traditional politics (Plato, Ap. 31c) and when he insists that he is one of few
Athenians, if not the only one, to try to engage the true political art (Plato,
Gorg. 521d).'' To say that those who are expert household-managers and
slaveholders have the same knowledge as those who are expert kings and
statesmen is provocative in just this way.!?

So let us consider a second response to the Visitor's failed argument.
The argument lacks a premise identifying the arts of politics and kingship.
Two scholars have independently proposed rectifying this by moving three
lines of text.!®> In the manuscripts, the lines come at the very end of our

passage, just before the Visitor suggests that the make a second division,

By, respectively, Pericles, in Thucydides' version of his funeral oration (Thuc. II 40.2),
the philosophically withdrawn father's nagging wife in Plato's Republic (549d6), those
around that same man's son (550a3), and Zethus, in the fragments of Euripides' Antiope
(fr. 187 TGF).

The Gorgias passage is often misunderstood; see Shaw (forthcoming).

See also Meno 71e-73c. And for discussion of the ideas in this paragraph, see Brown
20009.

See Sandbach 1977 and Robinson 1995, 41 with 37nl1. Robinson's proposal is enshrined
in Duke et al. 1995, and is adopted in Annas and Waterfield's edition. Actually,
Sandbach and Robinson propose moving three different lines, but the difference is
trivial. According to the line numbers in Duke et al. 1995, they both want to move the
Stranger's sentence at 259d4-5. Sandbach would also move the preceding response
from young Socrates and locate 259d3-5 immediately after 259b5. Robinson also
moves the following response from young Socrates and locates 259d4-6 immediately
after 259b6. Sandbach (1977, 51) reasons that Aixawov yoiv (at 259b6) is an
unparalleled and infelicitous response to a question concerning whether something is
said 6pbdg, since "to say anything 6p6dg must be dixawov." This seems to me to fear
redundancy more than Plato in fact did, and above I consider Robinson's proposal. But
nothing philosophically important hinges on this particular difference. Nor does much
hinge on the emendations that Sandbach (1977, 51-2) proposes for the would-be-
moved text (for which see below).
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between two kinds of theoretical knowledge. But the movers, and they
include the editors of the new Oxford Classical Texts edition, place these
lines between T6 (the longer first premise) and T4 (the short second
premise). Here are the lines:

T8 259d4-6

Thv G0 TOMTLRTY RO TTOATIXOV Rail BOCLAXNY ROL PACIMKOV €IC TAVTOV MG £V TAVTAL

todto ovvOfoopev;

Afjhov.

So shall we place all these things—the political art, the expert

politician, the kingly art, and the expert king—into the same thing as

one thing?

Clearly.
Cooper calls the decision to move these lines "a stunning example of
editorial hubris and ignorance" (1997, 168n4). Those are not my words, but
I tend to agree. There needs to be outstanding reason to move text around:

problems had better get solved. Unfortunately, this particular move solves

no problem and creates a new one.

' sandbach (1977, 51-52) suggests two emendations. First, he notes that manuscript T

lacks »ai before moMtnév and Bfaoxév and suggests bracketing »ai mohtnév and zai
pacihxdv, since if the archetype lacked xoimohtinév and zoi facthxév, moltxév and facthxdy
could have crept in from explanatory marginalia (explaining T) and then conjunctions
would have been added to "correct" the error in T (explaining B and W). Second, citing
conversation with Richard Hackforth, he troubles about &g &v ndvra tadrta since "even if
four terms precede it there are in reality only two entities to be identified," and so
suggests that "the phrase had been wrongly repeated" from T3, "as an explanation of ig
tovtov ovvBnoouev.” This is more worrying than there needs to be, as I argue in what
follows.
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It creates a problem by depriving our passage of its effective
conclusion. Recall that the Visitor and young Socrates have two tasks. They
reach their conclusion for the first task in TZ, agreeing that the arts of
politics, kingship, household-management, and slaveholding are the same,
and then they take up the second task by considering whether this single
political art is theoretical or practical knowledge (259¢c6-d3). To do this,
they agree that "any king"—anyone with the single political art that can be
called the kingly art—has power that rests not on his (own) hands but on his
mind (259c6-9), and so the art of kingship must be theoretical (259¢c10-d3).
This reasoning, even more than the reasoning for the first task, treats the
agent who possesses the art as nothing but the art itself, embodied. That is
why inferences are made from what the artful king does to the nature of
kingship's activities.'®> The completion of the second task also sets up the
double conclusion that the apparently various political arts all belong to the
category of theoretical arts and are all one and the same art. T8 states this
double conclusion, by concentrating on just politics and kingship: these arts
(embodied or not) belong to the same category (they are theoretical

knowledge) as one art.’® If T8 is moved, there is no clear conclusion to the

" sandbach's worries about T8 (see the preceding note) miss the way in which the

argument before 259d5 licenses the identification of an artist with his art, in part
because Sandbach has committed himself to moving the crucial question in T8.

Cooper (1997, 168n4) sees the double conclusion clearly, and Waterfield (in Annas and
Waterfield 1995) translates T6 for the double conclusion but unfortunately misplaces it.
Rowe 1995a under-translates eig tatov... cuvbfioopev in T6: "In that case shall we put all
these things together—the statesman's knowledge and the statesman, the king's
knowledge and the king—as one, and regard them as the same?" (For cigtaltov...
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two tasks the Visitor and young Socrates took up before the Visitor
introduces a further division within theoretical knowledge.

But perhaps the more serious problem with moving T8 is that it does
not help the Visitor's argument. Notice that T8 is an inference (dpa). In its
original location, it is clear how it is an inference: T8 draws together two
earlier conclusions into one, just as a person can always validly infer the
claim p & g from the claims p and g. In its new home, however, what are
the grounds in T6 for T8? Let us consider this dilemmatically. Either T6
gives good grounds for T8 or it does not. If it does not, then moving T8
hardly helps the Visitor's cause. Yes, the Visitor now has a premise he
needs to infer that the arts of politics, kingship, household-management,
and slaveholding are the same, but unfortunately, he infers that premise
invalidly. One invalidity has replaced another.

What if, on the other hand, T6 gives good grounds for T8? In this
case, paradoxically, we do not need to move T8 at all. If T6é warrants the
conclusion that the kingly and political arts are the same, then we can give

the Visitor this as an implicit premise to get to the conclusion in T7.

ouvvBfoouev, Cooper (1997, 168n4) aptly cites 276e2 and the related parallels of 260e6,
263d7-8, 266e9, 281c9-d1.) Rowe's rendering makes T6 repeat T5 needlessly, as
Cooper (1997, 168n4) notes. Rowe (1995a, ad 259d3-4) pretends otherwise, saying
that T5 established "the identity of kingship and statesmanship" whereas T6 "confirms
the identity of kingship and statesmanship with the knowledge which the true
king/statesman will possess" since now it is clear that "kingship/statesmanship is a
matter of knowledge only." But this defense misrepresents T5 and confuses the issue of
identifying the arts of kingship and statesmanship (done in T5) and identifying the
single art of kingship or statesmanship as a theoretical art (only done in T6, but actually
obscured on Rowe's translation).
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Let's consider this our third approach to the argument. If we prefer
not to call the argument flagrantly invalid for dubious gain and prefer not to
shuffle the text for no gain, then perhaps we should try to extract from T6
the grounds for an implicit claim that the kingly and political arts are the
same. Unfortunately, there are two potential problems with this approach.

First, Cooper (1997, 168n4) argues that it would question-begging for
the Visitor to assert the identity of expert kingship and politics as a premise.
But let us be clear. The argument so conceived is perfectly valid:

(3P1) Politics = kingship (implicit in T6, we are assuming)

(3P2) Household-management = slaveholding (T4)

(3P3) Household-management = politics (T5)

Thus, (C) Politics = kingship = household-management =

slaveholding.
Still, one might note that a perfect valid argument schema can be used to
beg the question if the real question at issue is not answered by any
inference from multiple premises but is only asserted by one of them. Since
Cooper thinks that the real question at issue is whether the arts of politics
and kingship are the same, he thinks that this particular argument begs the
question. But I have already explained why I think this misconstrues the
hard part of the argument, which concerns the identity of public and private

arts.
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But a second problem with this approach is harder to shake. The
problem is that we need to extract P1 from T6, and I can see no reasonable
way of doing that. In T6, there is no mention of the expert politician or the
art of politics at all.’

So I turn now to a fourth approach to the argument. I propose that
we take our start from two points. First, as I have suggested, the Visitor is
primarily exercised to show that the public and private arts are the same.
Second, he is primarily intent on doing this by abstracting from practical
considerations, on which the four arts differ, and insisting on theoretical
learning, on which the four arts might agree. This explains why he turns
immediately from the implicit question of whether the expert statesman is a
theoretical or practical knower to the explicit question of whether the arts of
politics, kingship, slaveholding, and household-management are the same.
If we approach the latter looking for shared theoretical learning, then we will
also be answering the former.!2

As I see it, the argument has four premises. Two are backed by
reasoning, and they serve to bridge the gap between the private and the
public. One is merely asserted, and the other left implicit. These are the
identities of household-management and slaveholding, on the one hand, and

of politics and kingship, on the other.

7" I am thus confused by Sandbach's (1977, 51) assertion that "the preceding argument

[that is, before 259b5] has shown that mohuxdg is equivalent to pacihnods.”

'8 5o, too, Campbell 1867, ad 258e.
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The first reasoned premise (from T6) is that the criterion for
possession of the kingly art depends not on acting as king acts but on
knowing what a king needs to know. Notice that this premise already
encourages the thought that the kingly art at least can be "disengaged from
action" and "offer only knowledge" (see T1), unlike the practical arts, whose
knowledge is naturally embedded in actions (T2). We are shifting away
from what the king actually does and considering what he needs to know
apart from acting in order to act well. The Visitor does not make the roster
of such knowledge explicit, but he does suggest the analogy with medicine,
which calls to mind old Socratic reasoning. Just as a doctor needs to know
the good of the body, the possessor of the political art needs to know the
good of the soul. This knowledge can be characterized as justice (cf. Meno
73a), what is good for human beings, and how to produce agreement and
friendship among human beings (Alcibiades I, esp. 127a-b). In addition, the
Visitor says that a private citizen can possess the knowledge that the expert
king needs. So the criterion for possessing a putatively public art can be
satisfied in private. Nor is it a stretch to put the point in terms of private
and public: the Visitor reaches this conclusion by explicitly considering the
relation between a private doctor and public doctor and again between a
private individual and king.

The second reasoned premise (from T5) is that the number of persons

managed cannot be the decisive criterion to distinguish the art of city-
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management from the art of household-management since the largest
households rival the smallest cities in size.!® This reasoning moves more
quickly, and it seems to miss much. After all, it is not just the number of
persons managed but the kinds of persons managed that matter to
Aristotle's distinction between household-management and city-
management. But the Visitor can afford to move more quickly, since he has
already focused attention on the general knowledge an expert must have in
order to act well and not the knowledge naturally embedded in the action.
He can concede to Aristotle that the actions one takes with a slave or
children differ from those one takes with fellow-citizens. He wants to insist,
instead, that the general knowledge of what is good for a human being that
should guide all such action is the same.?® Here, I think, is the real root of
the disagreement between Plato and Aristotle. For Aristotle, the good for
women and slaves is not the same as it is for citizens. The Visitor has
certainly not done anything to support the Platonic alternative to this
Aristotelian assumption, but if the argument has not achieved everything, it
is not exactly achieved nothing, either.

In sum, then, the argument can be laid out as follows:

¥ With this paragraph, contrast Cooper's (1997, 170n7) reckoning of the premise at T5.

2 If this were not the knowledge essential to the classification, then it would be easy to

object that politics, kingship, slaveholding, and household-management differ in
empirical knowledge of what exactly needs to be done. The Visitor here is taking the
political arts to be theoretical here, though it begs questions against his classification to
assume that such a theoretical politics cannot be politics (as is suggested by Rosen
1995, 21, and Lane 1998, 140).
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(4P1) Whether you are a king is not relevant to whether you have the
kingly art but whether you possess the knowledge the king needs
is. (T6)

(4P2) Whether you are publicly engaged in some work managing
human beings is not relevant to whether you have the art of
managing human beings but whether you possess the knowledge a
public agent of such managemente needs is. (implicit generalization
from 4P1)

(4P3) Household-management = slaveholding. (T4)

(4P4) Politics = kingship (assumed)

(4P5) Whether the number of people managed is large or small is not
relevant to whether one has the art of managing people. (T5)

(4P6) The difference between being a private individual who knows
what a political manager needs to know and manages people and
being a publicly engaged citizen who knows what a political
manager needs to know and manages people is not significant.
(from (4P2) and (4P5))

Thus, (C) Politics = kingship = household-management =
slaveholding. (from (4P3), (4P4), and (4P6))

This argument is not flagrantly invalid, and if we take the primary obstacle
to the conclusion to be the identity of private and public arts, then the

argument begs no questions. There is more to say than this argument says,
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of course, and there are reasons to resist the conclusion. But these are not
grounds to declare the argument "more persuasive than strict" or "extremely
weak," let alone "flagrantly invalid."

One could perhaps lodge a serious objection by pointing to the implicit
premise (4P4). Even if this is not the hard part of the conclusion, the
identity of the kingly and political arts is surely the principal part of the
conclusion as far as the rest of the dialogue is concerned. This is true, and it
explains why the Visitor stresses the kingly and political arts when he sums
up our whole passage in T8. But this point does not show that (4P4) begs
the question. What matters is what question this argument is supposed to
be answering. I take the burden of the question to be to establish the
identity of the public and private arts. This burden is met by general
considerations in favor of identifying the public and private arts. Those
general considerations also tend to support the identification of the kingly
and political arts, since the argument's first reasoned premise gives a
remarkably abstract and general conception of the kingly art that the second
reasoned premise applies, implicitly, to the arts of politics and household-
management. But as far as this argument is concerned, the identity of the
kingly and political arts can be hypothesis for further examination, extracted
from the conclusion of the argument (in the move from T7 to T8) and

considered at great length later in the dialogue.
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