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ABSTRACT

The fgJlowing discussion I1s a commentary on Plato s Llaches. According to
tradition the Laches 1s "On Courage  Yet the dialogue itself offers grounds for
questioning this opinion  for ’trrwe discussion of courage 1s brief and -apparently
inconclustve. and. stranger still. the conversation presented in the dialogue seems to be
occupied with other matters for fully half of its length. This thesis attempts to
demonstrate that the traditional understanding of the dialo e 1s correct that the Laches n
its entirety 1s indeed on cdlirage and to explcate the dialogue s teaching concerning that

virtue.
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How mych truth does a spirit endure, how much truthC
does it dare? . . . Error (fakh in.-the ideal) is not
blindness. error s cowardice. . . . Every attainment,
very step forward in knowledge, fo//ows from
courage, from hardness against oneself, from
cleanljness in relation to oneself.

‘ S
~--Friedrich Nigtzsche
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I. INTRODUCTION

Plato's dialogue the Laches has come down to us with the subtitie "On Courage”
(Per1 Andreias). this suggests that it is the Platonic considecation of courage. At first
glance. this understanding seems correct. for courage does seem to be the domunant
theme of the dialogue. Yet. if courage/ft/g indeed the theme of the Laches. it receives a
rather strange treatment. if we turn to \4-»? dialogue expecting it to tell us "what courage
1s.” we may welli come away\dmaﬁpoﬁﬂed and rather puzzled. For not only does the
dialogue hot directly answer the questigh which 1t poses. but the explicit consideration of
courage s rather brief, and appears to be ncompiete. and, perhaps strangest of all. the
question “what 1s courage.” to which this dialogue 1s supposedly devoted. is not even
rarsed until exactly half-way through the dialogue. Surely the thoughtful reader 1s meant to
wonder why the Platonic dialogue on courage ts cast in this rhost peculiar form.

The following discussion attempts to provide at least some illumination concerning
this and other questions posed by the dialogue. It proceeds on the assumption that the
Laches, n its en _is ndeed "on courage,” that everything that occurs in the dialogue 1s
meant to contrifjute something to our understanding of this virtue. Hence. it assumes that
a Platonic dialogu®constitutes a cohérent whole, and consequently, that everything that is
said and done--as well as what is not said and not done--has a philosophic purpose. In
short. it takes seriously what Leo Strauss terms “the law of logographic necessity”:
“Nothing is accidental in a Platonic dialogue; everything is necessary at the place where it
occurs. Accordingly, it is presented in what seems to be the form most suited to this
law of ‘interpretation, the commentary. It begins at the beginning of the dialogue, and
attempts to follow the movement, the /ogos, of the dialogue to its conclusion. It is
appropriate to begin with a few brief remarks about the dialogue's setting and

participants.

The Characters

Lysimachus and Melesias are presented as a pair in the dialogue, as old friends who

spend a good deal of their time together, and part of the reason why Plato chose to
present them in the Laches may be their similarity and the similarity. of their backgrounds.

We know almost nothing about them, other than what is presented in the Laches.* They
1]
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are presented as very old in the dialogue. and as about the same age. Both were the sons
of prominent Athemian statesmen Lysimachus of Aristides. still known‘to us as "the Just”
and Melesuas‘, of Thucydides. Although each father played a Ieacfmg rote in Atheman
polm‘cs mn his ttme each was overshadowed by a political rival.  Arnistides was a
contemporary and the principal rival of Themistocles (ca. 528-462 BC). the man who laid
the groundwork for the Athenian emgre_-. He %/gas'one of the Athemian stratego/ at
Marathon (490) and Salarmis (480), and apparently commanded the Atheman army at Plataea
{479). thus. he took part- in alt of the decisive bé.ttles in the Persian wars. He was alsql
partly responsible for the organization of the Dehan confederacy against the Persians in
478. As a result of his opposition fo Themistocles. he was ostracised n 482, and'
subsequently recalled from exile n 480 with the reappearance of the Persian threat. He s
thought to have died around 468.° o .

Thucydides, the father of Melesias. was the principal political rival of Pericles {ca.
495-429), p?rhaps the greatest Athenian figure of which we know. He éharged Pericles
with ‘misappropriatmgl tribute from the from the Delian confederacy for Pericle§' building
. progrém; the result was his o_stracu‘sm‘m 443. He apparently served the statuatory exile
of ten years; littlte i1s heard of 'r;im aftér 443, although he was apparently prosecuted as
late as 426. |

Bothof these famous fathers. then. suffered major defe'ats at the hands of their
: \

\

1

political opponents. = ..

. &
The Sons are al;o,bresented as a pair in the dislogue. they a;rga also explicitly inked in the
T héages. We know ‘as little about them as we know about their fathers. We gain no
ir?fc:rmation about them in the dialogue, exc;ept_ ~that they have both been given their
grandrf.athe'rs’ names, and that they are "about the age to be educated,r” hence, around

fifteen years old.
AN

Nicias (ca. 470-4 13) was apparently renowned for His piety, wealth, caution, and integrity.
He was a leading- general and statesman during the first " nineteen years - of the
Peloponnesian war; he is best known, of course }‘for his rple in the disastrous Sicilian

expedition, which Nicias himself opposed. He was prominent during the early years of the



war. and led the 'moderate oligarchic” party aganst Cleon. when Cleon died. he was
) looked to as the leading political man In Athens. Ciepn s death enabled him to pursue the
policy that résult'ed in the short-lived peaée with Sparta that bears his name. the "Peace of
Nicias” of 421. In subsequent years. he was rivalled by AlcnbaldAesT with whom he was
later, along with Lamachus. to taad the Sicilian' campaign. He and his troops were captured
in Sicily m 413 after he led an unsucces§fu| attempt to flee thé enemy. he was

-

subsequently exe.cu;ed by his captors

\ .
Laches is less known to us than Nicias, and this seem to be in, accord with the position
which he occupied in Athenian politics. tHe was apparently éonsudefed tobe a compgtent
general. and shared the command of several campaigns during the early years of the
Peloponnesian war. While Nicias died in retreat, Laches died in battle at Mantinaea in 4 18,
the battle ended in deféét for the Athenians, a defeat for which Laches was apparentw
'responsible.( We have no record of his date of birth, the di.alogue implies that he i1s about

the same age as Nicias .’

The Setting
The dialogue takes place during the miidle years of the Peloponnesian war-
sometime betWeen the battle at Delium in 424, and Laches’ death in the battle at Mantinaea
in 418. The martial virtue, then, is discussed with the fateful struggle between the two
Greek cities, Sparta and Athens.’as its backdrop. The conversation occurs in a public
place. a gymnasium, ¥mmediately following the disPlay of a certain novel téchni’que of’
fighting. in armour; the participants in the cénversation have just viewed the display. As
such, |t is pgssible that at least during part of the conversation, the participants are in the
.midst of other men, and perhaps other grOups of men who, like they are discussing the
merits of the novel fighting art. SThe conversation, with one. exception, is not the result of
chance, but has been.previously arranged: Lysimachus and Mglesias have in{vited Nicias an'd.‘>
Laches to observe the display with them in order to gain the generals’ advice as to whetr;er -
";t;e martial skill will make a worthwhile contribution to the education of their sons. The

fortunate exception is Socrates’ apparently unplanned participation in the discussion.

Since the conversation is occasioned by the purpose of viewing a display of the- fighting



art 1tis hkely that it takes place in the light ot day

‘The dialogue 1s not narrated but performed the Leader sees the deeds and

speeches of the participants rather than histemning to a speech about them



il. COMMENT ARY

178a-181d: Formation of the Deliberative Community

The tirst words in the dalogue are spoken by Lysmachus who with one
exception speaks on behalt ot both himself and his friend Melesias throughout the
discussion  He inttiates the consultation with the generals by informing Nicias and Laches
of 1ts purpose their reasons for approaching the generals and the circumstances behind
therr need of such advice He begins with what he labels a preface When they invited
the generals to view the display of the fighting art with them. they did not tell the generals
why they wished them to view it now however they shall. for they think that they should
speak frankly Lysimachus frankness 1s dictated by the end which he has in mind a man
seeking advice will, in his opimon gain the best advice by speaking frankly rather than
dissembling about h:s ntention. But the end may call for a lack of frankness as well
Lysimachus' frankness begins only ‘now” he was not frank prior to the display. although
he 1s now frank about that lack of frankness. The display was presumably amed at
showing "in deed" that the fighting art 1s one worth learning. Lysimachus said nothing so as
to let what the generals observed ."speak for itself -

Lysimachus. then. 1s willing to be frank to the extent to which his end seems to him
to dictate it. But his preface indicates that P;e is only willing to be f’rank with men whom he
regards as trustworthy, who are willing to- reciprocate tus frankness. For some men. he
says. ridicule such requests for advice. and if one consults with them they do not say
what they think. but second-guess the one consultung and say other things against their
own opinion. He and Melesias have approached the generals because they think both that
Nicias and Laches are capable of knowing and that they will state their opinions simply.
We may suspect that Lysimachus speaks from experience here perhaps he and his fraend .
have already approached others and have been met with such ;?dlcule if so, it selems that
this has not been sufficient to deter them from attempting to obtain the advice which they
desire. instead, 1t has led them to be forethoughtful not only about the advisor's
competence. but about his trustworthiness as well. In the old men's eyes. Nicias and

Laches satisfy both conditions, but Lysimachus does not say why he and his friend believe

so. His silence raises the question of the grounds upon which they have made these
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judgements how does one recognizing that he himself 1s in neegrot advice determine
that another possesses the knowledge which he lacks and that the knower 1s willing to
share with another the benefits of the knowledge which he possesses

The reasons behind both of these judgements become somewhqt’MOr.é clear when
Lysimachus turns to explaning the end ot the consultaton  The consultation s for the
sake ot the old men s sons whom Lysimachus now mtroduces to the generals making a
point ot mentioning therr ineage It 1s their opinion that they ought to take care ot then
sons as much as possible rather than acting ltke the many who when ther sons have
become lads let them loose to do what they wish  knowing that the generals also have
sons they thought that these men If anyone must h‘ave been concerned with how therr
sons should be attended to so as to become best. but (f they have not often turned ther
mind to this Lysimachus and l\/ielesms now remind them that it must not be neglected. and
they summon the generals to devote some care in common with them to young Aristides
and Thucydides. Lysimachus statements here reveal that he s not entirely confident that
Nicias and Laches will speak simply or rather they reveal that he believes that the generals
will speak simply once he has spoken in such a way as to ensure that they will do so
Agamn. his speech has not been entrrely frank for he said only that he thought that the
generals would speak simply the need for advisors who will speak 0 this way has called
not for frankness but for dissembling on Lysimachus part Though he clams that he
believes that the generals. "if anyone  are lkely to have pad attention to this matter his
undisguised opinion appears to be exactly the opposite of what he says. one ts tempted to
-accuse him ot ‘second-guessing” the generals by saying things agamnst his own opmion
For whether or not the many characteristically neglect their sons. Lysimachus apparently
think s that those who are conspicuous for doing this are not the many. but the few such
neglect, he tells the generals momentarily, 1s responsible for his own obscurity. and that
of his friend as well. Lysimachus attempt to ensure the generals frank speech rests
upon his assumption that these men too have likely paid little attention to the care of therr
sons. his aim is to give them some reasbn to begin to care. Hence. after indicating the
purpose of the consultation. Lysimachus informs the generals that it 1s necessary for them
to hear how he and Melesias came to have the opinion that they ought to care for their

sons as much as possible. Lysimachus says. without elaborating that this is necessary. as
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he earher sad without elaborating that he beheved the generals to know and to be
trustworthy  What follows 1s not mformation that an advisor would need in order to give
good advice it is necessary because it indicates the conseqguences ot taling to care tor
one s son If the generals rlweglect thenr sons then sons will end up like Lysimachus and
Melesias Lysimachus is frank about this. as he emphasizes ‘he speaks what for tvm must
be the pamful truth about his condition and in doing so levels a serious charge agamnst his
own father If Nicias and Laches neglect their sons he implies they will be open to similar
blame and mdeed will show themselves to share at least one characteristic with the many
But of equal or more mportance ther own names will be disgraced by their sons thesr
own reputations which they have made in managing the affars of others may well be
tarnished should they neglect the management of their own affars. Lysimachus pointedly
mentions what seems at first glance to be something utterly irrelevant to his account of
the old men's resolve he and Melesias take ther meals together (179b7-8 ¢ The
implication 1s that they do so n a public place. perhaps even at the prytaneum. in the midst
of men like Nicias and Laches ‘ 1t 1s here that they speak about their fathers noble deeds
and about theirr own :gn'oble condition. for which they blame their fathers. the disgrace to
their father s names. and therr father's responsibility for this, are common knowledge

The generals then. ought to be concerned about the education of ther sons, not
only for the sons sake--which according to Lysimachus. does not seem of itself to be
sufficient to induce such care on the part of most political men--but for ther own sakes
as well And the old men's request provides them with the perfect opportunity to turn
their minds to this by caring in common with the old men for Aristides and Thucydides.
NO\_N, Lysimachus’ tactics may well cause the generals to become concerned about these
things. if indeed they are not already. whether they are sufficient to inducing the generals
to join a community aimed at caring for his son 1s another question. Lysimachus and
Melesias are motivated by a concern not for all sons. but fo‘r their sons, for whom they
desire the ability to excell politically, to "accomplish noble deeds in war and peace.
managing the affairs of the city” (179c). But poiitics is inherently agonistic. indeed. these
men's own fathers spent a good deal of their political lives involved in factional struggles
with préminent opponents--Thucydides contra Themistocles, and Aristides contra

Pericles--and the records which we possess suggest that both fathers emerged only



second-best. The old men require a community such as Lysimachus proposes in order to
care for therr sons the generals whom the old men beleve to be capable of knowing
about education do not Can Lysimachus be sure that these men whom he is now
exhorting to care for therr own will be wilhng to lend ther aid to young men who may turn
out to be therr sons future competitors? The generals might be encouraged to do so by
an appeal based upon the needs or the good of the city the city s welfare requires the
capable men of which Lysimachus speaks But Lysimachus says nothing about the city s
good and much about that of hmself and hus own, his concerns are essentially private he
gves the generals no good reason not to show a corresponding concern for therr own  If
the generals turn out to be willing to advise Lysimachus. therr willingness may in the end be
based not upon the ‘compelling reasons which Lysimachus thinks that he has advanced
but on nothing so much as their public-spriritedness. and good will towards fellow citizens.

Such considerations notwithstanding, Lysimachus appears to think that his speech
will be sufficient to persuade the generals to concern themselves wrth education. But
why does he think that they are knowing. or capable of knowing. as he puts 1t in the first
place? Lysimachus looks to Nicias and Laches as men who have themselves become best.
as such, he presumes that they will know how another can become ke them. A good
practitioner 1s /pso facto a good teacher if he simply wants to be. all that such a man need
do 1s "turn his mind” to the question of education. For Lysimachus, then, e mark of the
knower 1s possession of deeds. and In turn. the mark of the man with deeds Is reputatiqng
Like the many whom he disparages. Lysimachus looks to the reputable political men of .h|s
city as the bast men. and he does not regard the relation between-nobility and reputation
as in any way problematic. On the contrary: for Lysimachus reputation 1 an accurate
reflection of deeds or nobility precisely because 1t 1s the just reward for deeds or nobility
Lysimachus states that he feels shame not because he has no deeds. but because he has no
deeds to tell of. he expresses concern not that his son will lack deeds, but that he will be
without fame. Lysimachus’ failure to adequately separate both teaching and practice, and
reputation and nobility. sheds much light on his complaint about the response with which
he has been met by some of those whom he has approached for advice. Lysimachus has
approached these reputable political men with the opinion that because they are reputable.

they can be assumed to be knowing about education, and if what he says to Nicias and



Laches 1s any indication. he has made this opinion quite clear to those whom he has
approached Now this being the case might not such men be reluctant to admit that they
do not feel confident to advise about education? For to admit this wouid be to raise
questions about ther reputations 1f knowing how tQ educate 1s imphed by one's
excellence as a practitioner to deny that one possesses the former would be to c‘t'eny that
one possesses the latter as well Lysimachus because he fals to separate these things
does not see that this very view makes it hard for those whom he has approached to deny
with any grace that they are able to advise him, the second-guessing which Lysimachus
sees as an attempt to ridicule him might Wéll be an attempt by these men to extricate
themselves from the uncomfortable position in which Lysimachus places them.
Lysimachus s thus inattentive to the question of the relation between com#etence
to practice and ability to transmit that competence to another. His speech shows that he
' 1s also inattentive to another 1ssue which 1s Aecessarily raised by his project the role of
nature and chance In ‘becoming best.” Lysimachus s motivated to care for his son by the
stinging awareness that he himself has not lived up to his name or ancestry. he regards the
natural‘capacny for excellence as based in origins or descent and. faced with the ;-)erenmal
problem of the son of a famous father. who s expected to live up to his father's name
simply because he i1s his father's son, he can conceive of no other reason for his failure to
do so than that his father neglected the nurture which such a nature requires.®
Lysimachus' very origins--aided perhaps by an understandable reluctance to seriously
examine this question--leave him insufficiently aware of the possibility that his own nature
1s to a much greater extent a matter of chance. And. of course, the same belief apples to
his son’'s nature as well' Lysimachus can presume 'good blood” and hence focus entirely
on the question of the nurture required by such a nature. Yet Lysimachus also appears to
hold the contradictory notion that natural capacities apart from those based in descent are
required if a son 1s to benefit from education. He says that when he relates his own
circumstances and the cause behind \them, to his son, he points out that if his son neglects
himself and dQes not obey his father, he too may be without fame.” But @es this not
presuppose a certain natural disposition on the part of the boy, in addition to his hereditary
endowment?? Lyéimachus seems to treat it as sucﬁ in expressing a concern for the

possibility that his son may neglect himself: Thucydides' good breeding does not



guarantee that he will be willing to learn and to make the efforts which education calls
for *

Having explained these things to the generals Lysimachus now tells them the
immediate purpose of ther gathering. He and Melesias are Iooking into the question of
what ther sons should learn or practise so as to become as good as possible. "Someone’
suggested the fighting in armour as a noble learnable, praised the one whom they have just
viewed, and urged the old men to view hm They decided to do so and to take the
generals along both as fellow-spectators and as counsellors and partners. "if they wish "in
the care of ther sons. The generals part 1s the following to give counsel about whether
this learnable must be learned or not to indicate any other learnable or practice which they
are able to praise for a young man. and to say what they will do about the old men's
proposed partnership.

The generals. then. are to judge of the learnable’s nobility. and by this Lysimachus
means its utility in producing the ability to act n‘obly, the knowledge which this learnable
constitutes 1s not valued for its own sake. but for what will come from putting 1t into
practise. But what exactly are the generals to judge of? Lysimachus conflation of
practitioner and teacher suggests that he and Melesias view the man displaying his art as a
possible teacher for their sons. it is for this reason that they placed such a premium upon
viewing his display. But he asks the generals to advise not about this man’s abilities }15 a
teacher. but about the worth of learning his art. Again, Lysimachus i1s unaware of the
problems associated with the kind of request which he is making first. whether thig
praiseworthy practitioner is as praiseworthy a teacher, and second, whether this learnable
does not presuppose a certain level of natural ability, especially if one is to distinguish
oneself init. Now, military experts might well be expected to be capable of judging from
a display of this kind whether a martial art is technically sound, but such a display would
surely not provide sufficient grounds upon which to decide these other questions. Yet
Lysimachus has asked the generals to judge of the worth of this learnable on the basi's of a
single and, no doubt, carefully orchestrated display. But perhaps he intends that the
generals discuss these considerations, based upon their viewing. It seems not: his
expectation that the generals will speak "simply,” cambined with his request that they
praise any other iearnable or practise which they know of, suggests that he expects the

j



generals simply to state that this learnable should or should not. be learned by the boysgv
To the extent that these questions are obscured by Lysimachus, they would seem to pose
serious obstacles to his gaining the end which he seeks. and insofar as their clarification

requres some awareness and consideration ot them on his part 1t seems that frankness
/I

-

alone 1s not suf ficient in the.case of advisee as weli as adx{lsor
The old men do not ask the generals to advise simply about this learnable. but about

any other of which they are aware as well. The contribution of the fighting in &rmour to
the boys’ education 1s presumably a technical competence in combat, and the question of
the role of such ability in becoming best 1s unclear. Lysimachugaspeaks of noble deeds in
war and peace. managing the affairs of the city, how does a martial skill contribute to this?
Deeds performed in individual combat may bring a man a goo’é‘deal of honor, 1s such a
learnable valuable for this reason, or because learning 1t also or‘\prlmarlly contributes to the
ability to manage the affairs of the city in war. or peace. or both? Lysimachus seems
content to leave these queétnon‘s, if he 1s aware of them, to the generals, since they are
presumed to be examples of the best men. On that basis. they are also presumed to be
knowledgeable about the whole of education. including th\e roles and contribytions of the
particular learnables and practises which education comprises. And he might well be
content to do so. because what he s really after. as he mdicateé in concluding his speech,
1s not simply that the generals advise concerning the fighting in armour, amndf about any
other learnables with which they might be familiar, but that they form a community with the
old men devoted to t?e care of their sons. which 1s to say. that they in effect take over
responsibitity f'or the education of young Aristides and Thucydides.!* That Lysim'achus
proposes such a community would seem only sensible; after all, he 1s concerned with the
education of his son in its entirety. and in his view, Nicias and Laches are men who are
knowing about education as a whole; the alternative seems to be to provide for the sons’
education in a piecemeal fashion. But on the other hand, this must surely up the stakes
from the generals’ point of view: it is one thing to proffer advice concerning a particular
learnable, and quite another to accept responsibility for educating another man's son, and,

moreover, for educating his son in such a way that he becomes best or outstanding, which

is exactly what the old men expect will result from such education.
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Nonetheless both éenerals indicate ther readiness to jon the proposed
partnerstup. Neither sees fit to raise an;-/ questions concerning what Lysimachus has just
said. both apparently feel they have an adequate understanding of what i1t 1s that the old
men want. nothing prevents them from engaging in deliberation n common with
Lysimachus and Melesias.!! However neither offers any specific advice to Lysimachus at
this point Instead. each in turn comments on what Lysimachus has said and with these
mtial comments  we see differences between the two distinguished leaders begn to
emerge. Nicias simply praises Lysimachus intention. 1.e. the care of private things. But
rather than proceeding on his own to meet Lysimachus' request. he waits 1o see what
Laches intends to do his supposition about Laches intention calls for a response from
Laches about his ntention. Laches. on the other hand, praises what Lysimachus has said
concerning his father s neglect of the private things ' Whether Laches praises this as an
accurate prescription or merely as an accurate description 1s not clear. at the least. he
surely indicates that he 1s primarily. if not solely, concerned with the things of the city. He
extends Lysimachus’ judgement to “all those who are busy with the things of the city,” hg
r’ﬁajkes no distinction between this or that city. For Laches we may say that the primary
distinction introduced by the city is not the regime. but that between public and private,
between those who are busy with the things of the city and those who are not. But not all
who are busy with the things of the city are inattentive to the private things. although
Laches explicitly includes Nicias in his characterization of political men. Nicias will indicate
shortly that he has found time to care for his son.’ Laches appears to regard his own
attitude towards these matters as characteristic of all political men, and .m his mind, it
seems. the public things not only tend to replace the private thin‘gs” for such men, but

v
ought to.!*

Nicias' initial utterance was brief and hesitant: before proceeding. he waited to see
what Laches intended to do. Laches not only has much more to say than Nicias, but does
no: hesitate to suggest that a new member be brought into the community; indeed, he is
‘amazed” (thaumazo. 180c 1) that Lysimachus summons Nicias and he as counsellors a.head
of Socrates. The ensuing deliberation is one which none of its participants could have
foreseen. The old men did not tell the generals why they invited them to view the display;

now, Laches introduces a new eiement into the old men's well-laid plans. As for
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Socrates whatever has brought him &\o this gymnasium has happened to place him in the
midst of the old men’'s appeal to the g\énerals Indeed, Plato arranges things such that the
reader can only speculate regarding the particular circumstances which lead to Socrates
involvement in the deliberation. Is Socrates present at the display because he too wished
to view 1t? Or has he simply happenéd.to come to one of his many accustomed haunts on
a day when a display happens to be taking place? Or has one of the generals invited
Socrates along. perhaps having chanced to meet the philosopher en route to the display.
and 1f so did he mention to Socrates the reason for his attendance at the display’ And
how long has Socrates been present. has he heard (or overheard) what has been said thus
far?t®

Laches of-fers two reasons for his amazement Socrates 1s of Lysimachus' deme,
and he 1s always spending his time whergver there 1s any noble learmable or pr@&e of the
sort that Lysimachus and Melesias are seeking. Socrates appears to meet both of the
qualifications--competence and trustworthinegss--by which Lysimachus measures potentia!l
advisors. Lysimachus' response--"Has Socrates here indeed devoted care to such
things? "(180c5-6)-shows that tus interest Is clearly aroused; he also appears surprised or
taken aback by what Laches has sai.d Now, the cornerstone of the community which
Lystmachus has just established 1s, In hns_.‘eyes at least, the fact that its members all have
sons. Yet Laches does not suggest that Sgcrétes concerns himself with the education of
sons for the sake of a son. and his subsfltutlon of a common deme for a common concern

.

for one’'s son suggests that he is aware that Socrateks as yet has no sons. Nor do the
others see any nee@ to ask whether some such r'easoq is behind Socrates’ activity.'* Yet
the very fact that Socrates shows so much concern for these things when he himself has
no son to care for must suv;ely strike his interlocdters as strange. None, however, is
‘moved to remark upon Socrates’' remarkable pastime. |

Lysimachus is interested enough, however, to inquire as to whether Laches means
that Socrates has "devoted care’ to these matters (180c5f.). At this point Nicias
interjects. He can confirm what Laches says: Socrates recently introduced a man to hiree
as music-teacher for his son, a man to whom Nicias now gives high praise. Socrates
seems to concern himself with the whole of education:!” Laches has just said that

Socrates is always spending his time in gymnasiums, i.e., wherever there is "any noble
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learnable or practice of the sort that . lLysimachus] 1s seeking for the youths’
{180c1-3). Nicias now speaks of Socrates mtroduction of a teacher of music he twice
mentions the manliness (aner  180c9 d2) of this teacher and clams that he 1s worthy to
spend time with young men‘m whatever matters one might wish. Laches identifies himself
with gymnastic. Nicias with music. Now. we may wonder why Nicias did hot mention
Socrates earher. but again appears to be willing to speak only after Laches has introduced
him. He surely had grounds for doing so. for Lysimachus asked the generals to advise not
only agout the martial art. but a50ut any other learnable or practise of which they are
aware as well. Nicias seems to be much more cautious than Laches. for he hastens to
mention his familiarity with Socrates once Laches has done so. .

Nicias interjection must give further encouragement to Lysimachus. Laches spoke
only of Socrates public behavior. his concern wutﬁ the education of sons, Nicias now
indicates that Socrates has shown some care for another's son as well with what Nicias
regards as highly successful results. Lysimachus now turns to Socrates himself. He first
seeé fit to explain why the i1dea of approaching Socrates did not occur to him, people of
his age, he tells Nicias, Laches, and Socrates, no longer know the younger men, since they
spend so much of their time at home on account of therr age. Lysimachus seems to mean
that he 1s not familiar with Socrates’ character and ways; he 1s now .becommg acquainted
with them through what the generals have s.aid. But he has apparently just "become
knowing” about Socrates in another respect as well, for he now addresses Socrates using -
the patronymic. although he has not been told that this Socrates i1s the son of
Sophroniscys; he has also recognized "who Socrates 1s” {(cf. 181c2-3)." ‘What in the
generals’ comments has caused him this recognition? The surprise evident in his
response to Laches suggests that it was what the latter had to say about Socrates.
Lysimachus will in a moment "recall” that he has often heard the name Socrates mentioned
at home; although he says that he has never asked if the boys were praising the son of
Sophroniscus,' he does not say that it did not occur to hitn that this might be that man's
son. Lysimachus mentions this in attempting to induce Socrates to advise him concerning
education; he is suggesting that Socrates will receive praise should he be willing to advise.
s, praise and then turn to them with the question

Would Lysimachus mention the boy

whether the man before them is the éocrates whom they praised so frequently without



being reasonably sure that this was indeed the same man? One thinks not. Now. there is
good reason to suspect that Lysimachus mnitial reaction to the boys' pratse was very
dif ferent than he now makes out. Consider. The boys have at home been wont to extoll a
man whom_ f he 1s the son of Sophromscus. Is the obscure son of an obscure father
co'uld this strike Lysimachus as anything but an unhealthy influence. given his concerns?
Indeed, might it not be the case that the boys frequent praise of Socrates was the very .
thing which incited the old men to undertake the project in which they are now engaged7
Might not such continuing pratse of one whom Lysimachus must regard as a 'nobody." If
only because he does not seem to pass his time 16 the pursurit of "noble political deeds.”
have finally led the old men t&he conviction that “something had to be done”? We might
even suspect that Lysimachus and Melesias were at one time guilty of “letting ther sons
loose to do what they wished” (cf. 179a5-7), for the boys’ frequent praise suggests that
whfe the old men spend a good deal of time at home. the boys do not. And Lysimachus
erﬁphasuzed above that he and his friend have been given to admo;'ushmg the boys not to
neglect themselves or disobey their fathers--perhaps by way of attempting to change therr
ways? Now. if Lysimachus has indeed suspected that the boys have been praising the son
of his old comrade Sophrontscus, 1t 1s no wonder that he 1s so surprised at what Laches
says, for the mention of the deme together with Socrates’ habitual pastime brings him to
the realization that the man who has just heard his inittal words is ‘the very man whom the
boys have been spending so much time with, who Is in a sense the cause of those words!
And well might Lysimachus say that he does not "khoW" Socrates; the‘pratse of both
generals, which, as he will indicate in a moment. Lysimachus regards as éuthoritatnve,
surely presents a stark contra;t to what must héve been Lysimachus’ opinion of Sogrates
prior to this moment.

Based upon what he has heard. then. Lysimachus attempts to persuade Socrates to
benefit him with whatever advice he may have to give. It is "necessary” for S;.g,e\‘ates to
advise a fellow-demesman if he can; but more than this, it is just Ifor him to do §o, for he
also happens to be a paternal friend: his father and Lysimachus were com'radeS'and the
closest_of frietdg. This is the first time that Lysimachus has rﬁentioﬁéd jt.;stice; he
mentio6s it in connection with the private things. For Lysimachus, justice appears to
depend upon one's own, his horizon is formed (é;ﬁ.the comptex of concerns .arising from

- ’ .
\
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his famity and friends. We have alrsady seen this reflected in what he had to say about his "
father when he first mentioned that man s noble deeds he spoke of ‘'managing the affars
both of the alies and of this city’ (179c4-5). when he turned to his father s
blameworthiness. he sﬁbke of 'being busy with the affars of others” (179d1-2)
Lysimachus seems to view the political completely fromshe perspective of the privgte
possessuoh of noble pohitical deeds e worthy because |I'|'S the highest good for oneself
He says nothing that would indicate that his fathe.r s neglect might not have been due
entirely to the pursuit of his own good but due at least in part to a justice artsing from the
city ' Moreover, Lysumacﬁus‘ attempt t‘o induce the generals to give him the benefit of
therr knowledge did not include ari)appea‘zl based on the justice of benefitting one s
fellow-citizen. Instead his attempt rested upon persuading them that 1t was in therr own
interest to enter into Lysimachus' community. And this appeal reflected the view of
justlée which he here manifests the generals ought to be concerned about the education
of their sons. Does not Lysimachus’ attitude about this--as Teflected in his statements that
one ought to take care of sons as much as possible (179a5). that it is necessary not %
neglect this (179b4-5), and perhaps‘ most of all in his perceived need to prov:dei the
generals with thé fitiology of his own resolve to do so (179b6ff.)--overlook the obvious?
Men are surely motivated to care for their sons primarily by ther love for them. Yet
although Lysimachus does not entirely disregard this--he is surely now motivated at least in
part by such love-tus willingness to depend upon it has, it seems, been shaken. For he
clams that his father's concern wit'the affairs of others. with what would bring him
fame. was what led to the negiect of his soﬁ, Lysimachus. Hence, he speaks of caring for
sons in the terms indicated above. But his appeal to the generals is grbun‘ded most
fundamentally in that which he is sure that he Eﬁ\depénd upon: personal self-interest.
N .

What is at stake for the /generals is not only the fate ot their sons, but their own fate as
well: should they neglect this matter, their own names may suffer, because their sons may
disgrace them, or at least blame them for such neglect. X ‘

Lysimachus' appeal to Socrates is along similar lines. A community fodnded on
sons is replaced by a.community founded on fathers: though Lysimachus is encouraged by

\

the fact that they share a common deme, his hope that he may gain So\d%i\‘\eﬁ;advice and

his efforts to do-se rest upon the fact that he and Sophroniscus were friends. It is just

N R



for Socrates to ad Lysimachus because the keeping up or preservation of a father's
things. including his friendships. ts owed to him by his son. But again. Lysimachus appeals
beyond one's own" to ‘oneself’ he recalls that the boys often praise a Socrates. who has

turned out to be this Socrates. and he then exclaims that it 1s well that Socrates exalts his
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father both in other ways--i.e. the things for which the boys praise him--and especua/lly
since his own things will belong to Lysimachus' famity and thers to him a&tnons&vr{"{h

receive pratse, something which in Lysimachus' view, 1s worth receiving, exalt one’s

tather as well. and conversely. those actions which exalt the father ar& themselves worthy

A {
of praise. Lysimachus attempts to induce both, the generals and Socrates 10 'speak

simply” reflect the fact that men are not beings unto themselves. that they are incomplete,

and that out of this there arises a complex of loves, desires, and obligations which arise

s

with the greatest strength precisely towards those through whom one attempts to

complete oneself. This is perhaps nowhere reflected more strongly than in Lysimachus’

own case. Why is Lysimachus concerned to care for fus son? ‘Not sh‘npl% for his own

sake but just as much for the sake of both his father and his son: "and yet in a sense
pecuharly for his own sake, for what he is cannot be separated from.either tather or son.
Lystmachus blames his father for his own condition, yet he wishes nonetheless 'to_restore
his father's name. Hence, he wishes his son to become best. not only for his son’s sake
but his father’'s as well, tus “looking ahead” is conditioned by his "tooking behind.” "And his
concern for his son reflects concern for himself as well. by attending to his son’s
education, he too will be doing what exalts the father, which ié worthy of praise, and at

the same time will not be open to blame such as he gives his father, even shduld his son

somehow not become wor\thy of his name (179d4-5). Lysimachus’ own situation and his

attempts to persuade both the generals and Socrates, point to one dimension of the fact

that one's good Is a compiex of‘personal good and thé good of family and friends: how

and why men are avilling or moved to act for the good of another. And the emphasis -

which Lysimachus places upon these th‘ings, as exhibited by his mention-of justice and his

failure to mention the things of the city except from the perspective of individual good,

point to a crucial question: how and why are men moved to act for that which is beyond

.’

>
\

- the private, and especially for the good of the city?

P
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M Lvsimachus claim that Socrates has exalted tus father psompts Laches to testify to
such behavior by Socrates towards not only his father but the fatherland as well While
i

«  tus fellowrhoplites in the battle of Delum fled after the ranks were broken Socrates
~ ' "

. &retreated in a calm manner f the others had been wiling to act as Socrates acted the
. k ! ;

n

Atherfian deféat might not have occurred This 1s obviousty high praise in Laches eyes

Lysimachus also itreats 1t as such For him 1t removes the last doubt cofcerning Socrates
’ A}
suitabtlity as ﬁn advisor for 1t estabhishes that Socrates advice will be knowredgeable

Socratesqs capable of advising because he 1s capable of performing noble deeds That
,‘l;aches speaks only of a singlg such deed on Socratés part and moreover a deed
< performed n retreat does not matter. this te:tnmony comes from a man who s n:
Lysimachus’ eyes mdnsputably capable of judging these matters. Upon hearing these
things. LyLmachus says. he rejoices that Socrates enjoys h gdod reputation, Socrates has
‘made a rf%me" for himself entirely in speech. and this i1s all the more remarkable given the
‘name” which he prew;bu"sly made for himself through the boys speech Lysimachus is
now truly well—dnspésed to Socraﬂtes, and to the rq-estabhshment of therr fr:er;dsh|p, Now
/that they have recognized each other *he proposés that he. Socrates,. Melesias. and the

sans become acquamted by being with each other. Ang might not such fruendshup prov;de

the basis for trust with which Lysimachus 1s so concerned? However Lysimachus

* remains uncertain about the status of family and friendship Socrate:{'us again reminded by

Lysimachus that it 1s just that he regard Lysimachus as his own,vand he now includes
Melesias and his son within the purview of thé ;bstnce arlsnpgl from the paternal friendship.
Yet if Socrates is to be nduced to benefit another by the Juétvce of which Lysimachus
speaks, it woulci not seem to oblige hlﬂ"\ to advise 2 man to whom. on Lysimachus' terms,
Qﬁbfates himself has no ties. Lysimachus either does not - this, or he chooses é
ignore it; he is, after all. obligated to obtain advice for Melesuas'as well as hlmself
™ Lysimachus concludes by turning again to the matter at hand: what does Socrates
say about the Subject they began with? Is the fighting in armour suitable for lads, or not?
Lysimachus appears to defer to the claim made by his authorities. and particularly by
Laches, that Socrates is more qualified than they to advise about such matters. Socrates,
however, does not. In his first speech in the dialogue. Socrates indicates that he will try

to advise Lysimachus, and to do the other things which Lysimachus has proposed. if he is
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able to However he f&%ﬁ ddes not mmediately give counsel nstead he i turn defers to
~the generals— It seems I(; him “most just that he should first hear what they say and learn
from them since he 1s both younger than they are and less expertenced in these matters
Socrates speaks of a justice quite different than the one to which Lysimachus referred a
justice which depehds upon knowled_ge and the dictates of this justice appear to override
those invoked by Lysimachus Byt i1s this justice responsible for Socrates willingness to
participate In the deliberation” It may gtve him a clam to advise--albeit only according to
him afier the generals have done so does 1t require that he advise as well? It does not
seem to for while he does not deny that he 1s éompetent to advise about "these matters
he- s'ays that he will try to advise 'if he |5 able.” something other than his own iIncompetence
may make 1t iImpossible tor him to advise Moreover. Socrates will later deny that he is
knox:vung about matters of education, yet he dpes not do so here The grounds‘ of
Socrates’ participation ih the dellberattoﬂ are not clear for some reason he seems willing
to take part or at least 1s unwilling fg;, now to deny that he .ns able to take part. His
. participation at this point takes the form of subtly arranging the manner in which the
delberation will proceed. The gen(erals will speak first followed--perhaps--by Socrates.
Moreover . they will not advise by simply asserting that the learnable should or should not
be learned. or by engaging ‘m a discussion with each othef or with their interfocuters. but
by giving speeches Socrates will first hear what they say. and learn from them. he could
not learn anything from a simpie “yea” or ‘nay.” And the question with which he ends his
c/omments""So, Nicias, why doesn't either one of you spea;(7“prompts Nicias to speak

< first, by asking Laches the same question. he could have prbmpted him to speak first

instead. \

Socrates defers to the generals on the basis of age and exberrence. He thus
suggests two possible grounds for a clam to know. and since he says that he may "teach
and persuade” after hearing the generals, he implies both that there is at least one other
possibility and that the two which he has named may be defective.?*But why does Socrates
me.ntion two criteria? He speaks of the generals’ experience in "these matters’-"these
matter?‘ pre;umably being matters of war, regarding what, then. does age furnish a clam
to know? Experiencé in matters of war presumably incorporates age to some extent,

Socrates’ mention of age in addition to experience seems superflous if he is speaking only
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ot the generals competence regarding these matters Now Lysimachus seemed to mply
—
that the generals are to judge the techmical merits of the tighting art the basis ot this
judging ts presumably therr experience with such things But Lysimachus said nothing
concerning how this art 1if technically sound would contribute to a son s becoming best
By speaking ot both age and experience Socrates ponts to Lysimachus falure to do so
he also implhes that mihtary experience constitutes an insuf ficient basis for judging this
question.  In mentioning age does he mean to suggest that 1t 1s or must be the basis upon

N

which the generals will give counsel regarding this matter It so 1t cannot be on the basis
of age alone. Lysimachus and Melesias too are old mndeed are the elders in this
community and they have denied that they are knowing because they possess no noble
deeds Perhaps by mentioning age Socrates 1s hinting that something in addition to the
possession of noble deeds 1s necessary If one 1s to give competent advice about these
things after all one would not approach a young man such as Alcibaides for such advice
Yet if age 1s this additional something. it 1s not the only possibility  for Socrates says that

»
he may give counsel. and If he does so. we would expect hm to address something other
than the learnable’s effectiveness in combat. he is presumably not competent to make
judgements about this matter ' If these concerns are behind Socrates speech
however, he chooses for some reason not to make them explicit. at this point he raises no

questions either about the learnable s relation to becommg best or about the generals
g 9

competence to advise about this

181e-184c: The Generals’ Speeches of Advice

Nicias complies with Socrates request 'nothing prevents’ his speaking He
proceeds to give an ordered. eloguent speech about the learnabile. The speech s
“theoretical” in character Nicias makes no references to particulars. and does not
elaborate on the points which he cites in favour of the learnable. it is hard to say, .Judglng
from his speech, whethér his evaluation is based in his experience at all. In his opinion. the
iearnable 1s in many ways useful for youths to know. He begins .by saying that by
occupying their time in learning the art, the young will stay out of trouble. the learnable will
first of all prevent or at least hinder them from becoming any worse. The first

substantive benefit which Nicias mentions is the foliowing by spending their time in the



practise ot this gymnastic the young will necessanty be in better bodily condition and at
the same time will be exercised in a gymnastic which with horsemanship most befits a
free man For only they will be exercised in the implements of war the contest in which
free men are competitors This gymnastuc is superior to others however because 1t
enables the tree man to more effectively defend his freedom 1e the freedom of tus
city  This s the closest that Nicias comes to mentioning the city or pubhc things in the
dialogue and even here we see his concentration on the private or individual he speaks of
war which would seem first and toremost to be a contest between cities as simply a
contest between free men **
Nicias speaks next of the learnable s benefits in battle itself 1t will mpart skilt in
fighung Here agamn Nicias emphasizes the individual the learnable will be of "some help
when one must fight in the ranks with many others” its greatest help. however s
when the ranks are broken Yet in hoplite warfare a city's victory or detfeat depended
primarily on whether 1ts ranks remained intact (cf. 191b8-c6). Thisis not to say that a city
would not benefit were such a learnable to improve the abihty of its hoplites to fight on
ther own. Laches mention of Socrates behavior at Delium ponts to the value of such
ability.  But Nicias makes no mention of anything along these lines. tws focus s on the
individual, and moreover on the individual who finds himself in the situation where he s
presented with the greatest danger where he ts on his own. And from the point of view
of Nicias' city. such situations may well be ones m which the battle has gone wrong. in
which 1ts ranks have been broken. Now 1t 1s unclear from what Nicias says here whether
the learnable s greatest benefit in such situations hes in the security which it affords to
one who finds himself in the most dangerous of circumstances. or in the abihty which it
provides to exploit the unparalieled opportunities for glory which are presented by those
circumstances. Nicias speaks in such a way as to suggest both on the one hand. he
speaks of not only defending oneself in flight but also pursuing to attack as necessities,
and he claims that the iearnable will enable one to avoid suffering (patho, 182b3) anything
in both cases, on the other hand. he follows these statements by saying that one who
possesses the learnabie will be able to do more than avoid harm or defend oneself, that
one will be able to gain the advantage. i.e.. victories, in any situation. Or does what Nicias

says not rather reveal that he regards this techne as worth learning precisely because it

-
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does both’ The learnable brings both security and victories 11 does not require that a man
sacrifice one tor the other Nicias comments here reveal a concern which 1s evident
throughout his advice ébout the learnable a concern for a combmation of security and
nobihity

Nicias speaks next of an indirect benefit of the learnable 1t mcites a desire tor
other noble studies What he says In this regard suggests that there 1s a hierarchy of the
noble a hierarchy which1s ordered by honor  “Everyone’ who has learned tactics will be
moved to pursue the general s art by love of honor--1 e. by the prospect ot attaining
greater or finer honor one who has learned fighting |r§ armour will presumably be moved
to learn tactics for the same reason. Agam we see Nicias emphasis of the individua!l the
learnable 1s not only useful 1In those circumstances of battle which pose the greatest
dangers gnd opportunities to the individual but also leads to a desrre for that techne
which according to him. brings the greatest individual honor. What Nicias says about
generaltship has the effect of downplaying the noblest aspect of physical combat--fighting
on one s own when the ranks are broken--because 1t elevates generalship in relation to
such combat. And presumably. the techne of fighting in armour also provides the general
with the security necessary to pursuing the honor which comes from generalship **

Nicias next returns to matters of physical combat and makes "no small addition” to
his ist of the learnable s benefits *The learnable will make "every man (aner. 182c6) in war
not a httle more confident and more courageous than himself. This s the first mention of
courage in the dialogue. courage first comes to light in the company of confidence and
tearming. And from what Nicias says. courage seems to be confidence. or a well-founded
confidence Nicias appears to mean that the ability to "gain the advantage everywhere’
which this skill imparts also engenders a weli-founded confidence. and hence a willingness
to engage in combat. By making this "addition” to the 'learnable’s benefits. he implies that
something in addition to the training of the body 1s necessary to success in combat, at the
same time, he connects this additional element to the technical knowledge which he claims
_is necessary to such success. Nicias speaks of a courage which is produced or enhanced
through artifice; through a techne which instills courage not so much by training the soul to
face the risks of combat as by engeridering an awareness that one possesses a skill which

reduces such risks. Nicias' brief mention of courage. then, agains reflects the same
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combination of security and nobility for a willingness to engage i combat. upon which the
attanment of honor In the first instance depends. seems from what he says to artse from
or be increased by an awareness of one s ability to avoid harm in such engagements -

Having spoken of courage of what someone recently defined as “grace under
pressure  Nicias turns to the learnable s eftect on the body s grace In these his final
comments about the learnable he makes his concern with the duality secunity and nobility’
exphcit  The learnable will make a man appear more graceful where he must appear more
graceful and where at the same time he will appear more dreadful to the enemies through
his gracefulness = Some may consider this a 'small thing " Nicias says but it should not be
considered dishonorable. for Nicias. appearance Is no small consideration. On the
contrary from what he says 1t appears to be at least as /mportant to gamning honor as
technical skill in combat a man must appear graceful on the battlefield. merely gaining
victories s apparently not suffictent. And at the same time. this gracefulness increases
one’'s security, by making one appear more dreadful to one's enemies.’* Indeed. In
regards to security, this effect of the learnable may in Nicias' eyes be of greater benefit
than and certanty complements. the technical ability which it imparts. insofar as the latter
presumes actual engagements with the enemy. while the former tends, through the fear
which it inspires. to reduce such engagements. Gracefulness makes one appear noble to
one's friends or comrades, and formidable to one's enemies. it seems to be the perfect
combination of nobility and security.

Nicias, then, stresses the individual. technical artifice. and a nobility that does not
sacrifice security in his advice. He concludes his sophisticated speech on an urbane note
if Laches has something to say besides what he has said. he will hear it with pleasure.
Laches does indeed have somethukng to say, and he says it in not nearly so urbane a manner,
his speech 1s nothing less than a direct. frontal ?ttack against :Nhat Nicias has just said. His
speech differs from Nicias' not only in substance, but in form as well, one is tempted to
regard it as a dif ferent kind of speech. Nicias made no reference to his own experience,
or to particulars; his speech was abstract and "theoretical” in character. In contrast,
L;ches makes reference to "the authorities,” to the Lacedaemonians, whom, becausé of
their long experience with the things of war, he regards as experts, and to whom he

defers by giving them pride of place in his speech. to reputation; and to personal
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experience His speech 1s eminently ‘practical’ in character And Laches seems as much
concerned to take tssue with Nicias and what his speech “Fepresents, as to evaluate the
learnable he begins his speech by addressing not Lysimachus but Nicias

Laches begins by saying that it seems good to know all things. Perhaps this ts a
gibe at Nicias, at any rate. it 1s not Laches opmion tor he thinks that it 1s not worth
learning what 1s not serious (182e4 184b3) By a serious learnable Laches seems to
mean one that'ls useful for doing or attaiming serious things e g wvictory in war (cf
182e5-6 with 184a10ff) Laches judgement of the ‘business of armour 1s that it 1s
either not a serious learnable or that 1t 1s not a learnable at all. but a sham or deception. In
either case. 1t 1s not worth attempting to learn. Laches does not say which category he
thinks the learnable falls in, although he gives us some reason to think that his final optmion
ts that 1t ts a sham. It appears that he 1s not very concerned with the answer to this,
question, in practical terms. the question 1s not important or relevant. He has seen enough
to know that it 1s one of these two things. and that 1s sufficient for rejecting it.

Laches turns first to the attitude of the Lacedaemonians towards the learnable f
there were something to this, they would surely have noticed it because of what they care
for. The Lacedaemonians, then are the experts in this matter, their judgement should be
considered trustworthy. Whereas Nicias considered the learnable entirely from the
perspective of the individual. Laches appears to be judging 1t in light of i1ts usefulness to
the city. and more precisely, to a particutar kind of city, a city that favors warlike deeds
and what is useful to victory in war. rather than one that favors bea’Qtlful speeches about
warlike deeds (183a3-7). And Laches begins to evince a preference for the Spartans here
as well. Sparta 1s the city that takes the "serious things” most seriously. Laches will later
make this preference even more explicit. when he claims that the sole Greek f1armonia s
the Dorian (188d6-8) the Spartans are the most Greek of the Greeks. their city 1s the true
city. We have already seen Laches’ approval of wholehearted devotion to the city and its
activities, and to the fatherland (180b. 181af.).”” It seems that for Laches, there is in a
sense no separation of regime and fatherland in the true city: sincé the best way of lifeis
one devoted to the fatherland, the best regime is one which promotes this way of life,
which is "informed” by the fatherland. Sparta, then, is in Laches’ view the best or true city

because it promotes such devotion to the highest degree. And in turn, Laches appears to



manifest the view that indrvidual virtue 1s entirely subordinate to the requirements ot the
city that individual virtue cannot be judged apart from the poltical whole (cf 197d6-8).
Hence. while Nicias' speech suggested that what 1s useful or best from the city 's point of
view may not always be best from the individual s pont of view lLaches does not seem to
separate the two. He begins by speaking of the learnable s utility--or lack thereof--to "the
Lacedaemonians to the city in which nothing else 1s a care but to seek whatever wwill
conduce to advantage over others in war. and he then turns to an evaluation of the
learnable’'s worth from the perspective of the indivtdual practitioner nothing in what he
says suggests that city and man may not atways be in harmony

The "authorities.” then judge against this learnable. Laches next invokes reputation
against it. He speaks first of the evidence of his own eyes he has observed 'no small
number” of these men in battle. and he has seen "of what sort’ they are. However. instead
of elaborating upon this, Laches turns to the evidence of many eyes In all other matters.
those who gain renown come from those who have practised each thing. but none of the
practitioners of this learnabie have ever become of good reputation in war. Lysimachus
and Melesias need not rely upon the evidence of ther presumed expert Laches alone,
reputation is. regarding this as all other matters, a rehiable basis for judgement. Indeed. in
a sense It appears to be more reliable, for Laches 1s here disagreeing with the old men's
other authority, Nicias, the judgements of the majority of men support his judgement. and
contradict that of Nicias. What Laches has heard (or more precisely, what he hasn’t
heard) then, supports what he has seen. We may wonder. however, what Laches would
have done had the evidence of his eyes and ears conflicted. not to say the evidence of his
eyes and his view of the Spartan attitude .*

Finally, Laches cites the evidence of his own eyes; his personal experience
" confirms what others--both expert and non-expert alike--have found concerning this
learnable. Yet Laches has seen the dedds of a number of these practitioners; why does he
single out Stesilaus, and moreover, only part of what he observed of Stesilaus? First of
all, undoubtably, because this is the very man whom the deliberators have just witnessed.
and heard saying "great things” about himself. The worth of Stesilaus’ learnable should not
be judged by his speeches about it, nor by his display, his "drama,” but by his deeds. Itis

deeds or practise which should be the test of this learnable, because deeds--what Laches

«
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and others have observed--are self-evident they do not he or decewve But of equal
importance Laches relates this experience because 1t "stands out 1t most embodies what
Laches wishes to point out to the old men--and to Nicias  In regards to the practitioners
which he observed Laches said only that he saw "of what sort they are. and he supportéd
his observations by argumg that none oOf these men have become of good reputation in
war presumably what Laches saw indicated that this art i1s technically unsound. and hence
that one who attempted to practise it could never hope to win fame In war. Stesﬂwaus‘
mishap shows that this art in not merely useless but positivety harmful to its practitioner.
Stesilaus fought with an unusual weapon “a weapon as distinguished as he timself s
distinguished from others,” which 'somehow” became entangled in the rigging of the ship
on which he was serving. and as aresult gained him a good deal of ridicule. "This. Nicias
Laches in effect insinuates, 1s the sort of ‘grace’ fhat one gains from such a learnable "**
The point of the story, then, is not simply to demonstrate that Stesiaus’ innovative art s
technically unsound. but as much or more to indicate to the old men the likely
consequences of adopting the art. which Laches does in great detall. to the point of
mentioning Stesilaus’ reaction to being peited by a stone.?°

Having assessed the worth of the learnabie as a fighting skill--and. by implication,
Nicias' judgement on this question as well--Laches concludes his speech by turning to the
other matter which Nicias addressed. the learnable's effect regarding courage.’’ He
begins by speaking not of courage. but of cowardice. This 1s the first mention of
cowardice in the dialogue, Nicias spoke onlty gf courage and confidence. InLaches’ view
if a coward thought that he knew this learnable, he would simply become bolder, and
would end up revealing moré clearly what he was, presumably because the learnable would
fail him "in the clutch,” thus leading him to flee. Now, Nicias claimed that the learnable

would make one more\C0uragéous by increasing one’'s confidence if he does not think

that courage simply results from knowledge, he certainly thinks that a man’'s courage can.

be artificially enhanced. Laches claims that }is learnable, because it is not technically
sound, would make the coward not more confident, but bolder. Would he then agree that
genuine, as opposed to sham knowledge, of this sort would add to a man's courage, or
make the coward courageous? One suspects that he would not; by contrasting the

emboldened coward with the courageous man who attempts to employ this learnable,

k\;
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Laches implies that courage and cowardice are prior to any kind of knowmg. are a matter
of character. The coward in making use of this sham learnable. attempts to substitute
artifice tor something which the courageous man possesses and which he lacks by
nature (cf 192c1). What results in the case of the coward s surely just in Laches eyes
(cf 189b4-6) by learning it. he says the coward would simply be ‘'more clearly revealed
for what he 1s. For the courageous man however the result 1s quite the contrary The
pretense to such knowiedge according to Laches. arouses envy consequently no
courageous man who clams to possess 1t will escape becoming ridiculous  If he makes
even the smallest of mistakes. he will be slanderew ridiculed. and even If h@&vmanages
to avoid such errors, he will still harm his own name. for the mere clam will provide
people with the opportunity to attribute even hts courage to this knowledge. Only a man
who possesses "wondqmjl virtue.” who possesses something greater than courage. could
escape this fate, présl;mab!y because such virtue 1s so outstanding that it simply precludes
ridicule, and this virtue must by its very distinguished nature be rare. the courage of most
mer:, the courage which most men are capable of possessing. cannot be counted upon to
save one from such a fate.

This learnable, then. not only will not help a man to gain a good reputation, 1t will
not simply make a man look ridiculous, 1t will bring slander and ridicule even to the
courageous man, to the man who deserves a good reputation.. Therefore, Laches implies.
one must attend not only to what will lead to a good reputation, but also and equally to
what will harm one’'s good reputation. to what will arouse people’s ever-present envy.
Now, what Laches emphasizes here may well cause us to wonder whether such envy Is
reflect” in the judgements which he made based upon reputation and his own
experience. Concerning the former, Laches implied that war is no different than other
things N regards to reputation; he has surely now given us some reason to think that war
constitutes a ;pecial case. And while we need not (and, | think, shouid not) regard Laches’
recounting of his own observations as reflecting envy on his part, he seems, judging from
his story, to have observed not only Stesilaus’ deed, but a response to it by other men
which may well have arisen from their envy. Indeed, Laches appears to have judged
Stesilaus' novel weapon as much on the basis of the ridicule with which it was greeted by

friend and foe alike, as on the basis of his own observation of Stesilaus’ use of the
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weapon. Perhaps in poth cases then the judgements of other men upon which Laches
own judgements were based at least in part reflected the very envy which Laches says
the pretense to this sort of knowledge evokes But this may in a sense serve only to
further underscore Laches point this sort of thing IeaVeé a man vulnerable to the slander
and ridicule of envious human beings What Laches 1s concerned to emphasize to the old

men s precisely this a man who wishes to win a name for himself and to maintan his

good name. must be cognizant of the dangers posed by this all-too-human envy **  And in

—

emphasizing this. Laches seems to indicate that it 1s ho small concern for him as weill
Laches concludes his advice by exhorting Lysimachus not to let Socrates go. but to
sohcit his opinion. Thts 1s the second time that Laches has urged Lysimachus not to let
Socrates go. Laches himself refers to the first use by speaking of what he sad at the
beginning. There he recommended Socrates on the basts of behavior which he observea
SOcrates displaying in battle. and moreover., observed while retreating and 'sharing the
danger” with Socrates (189b5-8. cf. Symp. 221a1-5 b7-8 and context). Laches. in his
own eyes at least, displayed the same deeds at Dellum, does he again urge Lysimachus to
gain Socrates’ opmion not so much because he thinks that Socrates may have additional
advice to give as|because he thinks that Socrates will agree with Laches rather than with
Nicias, that becau‘se the two men displayed the same deeds, they will also give the same
speeches? Laches entire speech has been a response to that of Nicias, he seems to

conclude his speech with a proposal aimed at defeating the speech of his counterpart. a

defeat which would be based in majority.

184c-189b: Reconstitution of the Deliberative Community

) At any rate, Lysimachus takes lLaches’ advice and turns to Socrates for the
deciding vote. If the generals had agreed, he says. there would be less need of such a
one; he does not say that there would be no need of such a tie-breaker. Pgrhaps the
disagreement which Lysimachus has just seen (horao, 184d2) has caused some doubt in his
rﬁind as to whether the generals really do know. Socrates expresses surprise that
Lysimachus is going to rely on the praise of the greater number, and he proceeds to

separate knowledge and majority: noble judgements are made by the former, not the

latter. The generals’ disagreement may have caused Lysimachus some doubt, but he can
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see no other course than to registet the Qote of his third advisor  and this does not seem
unreasonable the advisors have votes 1e. they are presumed equal because they are all
presumed to know. Socrates however chooses to mte-rpret the disagreement as
indicative of ncompetence on the part of at least one of the generals yet it 1s not clear
that one should expect any council of "experts’ to mantfest unanimity at all times
Furthermore Socrates proposes that they examine which of the advisors ts knowing
without saying what they wiil do should all gf of the advisors turn out to have clams 1o
expertise Socrates actions here make more sense when we realize that his criticism of
obeying the greater number 1s imphcitly a criticism of the basis upon which the old men
have looked to the generals as experts.*’ for reputation depends at least in part upon the
praise of the greater number

Hov\}ever, Socrates does not attempt to elicit an alternative to \what"Lysnmachus has
proposed through continued discussion with Lysimachus. instead. he turns to Melesias.
This 1s the first and only time that Melesias actively participates in the discussion. Why
does Socrates draw him in only at this point? One reason may be found by considering
the subject that Socrates discusses with Melesias whom should the non-knower obey?
Lysimachus initiated the discussion with what he labelled a preface (179c 1), which outlined
the reasons why he and his friend had approached the generals for advice. In turn, we
may surmuse, Lysimachus’ preface. and indeed the deliberation itself was prefaced by a
deliberation and agreement between Lyéumachus and Melesias concer«sj@ng the very subject
which Socrates now discusses with Melesias, viz.. whom to approach for adyice. As
well, the old men likely had an agreement--perhaps explicit, but more likely
implicit--concerning who would conduct the deliberation. Lysimachus has done all of the
speaking to this point, he seems to be the more dominant of the old men. his direction of
the deliberation is presumably in accord with the way the old men act in each other’'s
company. But Lysimachus has now failed to gain what he and his friend wanted from the
deliberation; the generals have disagreed. Now. in a new preface, Socrates turns to
Melesias-in order to gain an agreement with him which parallels--and dissolves--that which
exists between the old men. The old men's agreement a;bout whom to approach for
advice is replaced by an agreement between Socrates and Melesias that it is necessary

first to examine who is expert. And through this new agreement, Socrates replaces
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Lystmachus in deed though not yet in speech as the leader of the deliberation Thus far
Lysimachus has directed the course which the deliberation has followed--with one
exception Socrates first words in the dialogue n which he deferred to the generals
We now have some reason to suspect that this deterence was intended to promote the
disagreement between them’ He did not then‘ raise the question which he now
raises--whether the advisors are knowing--but instead steered the deliberation n a
direction that might indicate 'in deed’ to the old men that there was reason to doubt or to
examine the competence of theirr advisors '* Doubts about the generals expertise would
be most effectively raised 1f they disagreed for if they disagreed. the grounds upon
which, according to Socrates. therr knowing s based would be suspect. even regarding
that subject. 1.e.. combat, about which they would seem most likely to know. To facilitate
such’ disagreement, Socrates arranged things such that, first, the generals would each
speak at length, and second. Nicias would speak before Laches Laches being more likely
to disagree with Nicias than vice versa. Socgates’ participation in the discussion has thus
turned upon chance In two respects f:rst, the chan of circumstances behind his
introduction by Laches. and second, the possphty that the generals would disagree. a
possibility which was enhanced but of course could not be ensured by Socrates’
forethoughtful arrangements. Presﬁmably, if the generals had agreed, it would have been
difficult for Socrates to raise the question whether the advisors are knowing, this being
the case. we may assume that if they had agreed. Socrates Would have been “unable to
advise” (cf. 181d2). or more precisely, to "teach and persuade.” But they have now
disagreed: and their disagreement provides the opening through which Soc;ates enters the
deliberation. With the disagreement betweenALysnmachus and Melesias, he takes over the
direction of it. The argument which Socrates addresses to Melesias may well have
persuaded Lysimachus, had it been addressed to him, but if Socrates had reached this
agreement with Lysimachus, Lysimachus would have retained the responsibility for
directing the discussion. By turning to Melesias, Socrates is able to "seize the initiative.”
From this point on, it is Socrates alone who guides the discussion; with the exception of
the dialogue’'s conclusion, Lysimachus will speak (again, speaking for both himself and
Melesias) only to ratify what Socrates proposes and to hand the deliberation over to

Socrates, i.e., to complete in speech what Socrates has already effected in deed. .
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Socrates does not obtam this new agreement without some hersatatuon’on Melesias
part he 1s 1t seems somewhat reluctant to disagree with his friénd to break with therr
habttual manner of dealing with each other '* Socrates overcomes Melesias reluctance
first by using an example which plvays upon the concerns of Melesias and his friend--the
fighting in armour ke athietics, aims at victory and the kinds of deeds which Lysimachus
and Melesias want for therr sons surely include victories--and second. by speaking of
~those concerns. and the great risks which tusn upon the correct choice of expert. If 1t
has not been made clear already, Socrates here leaves no doubt about what is motivating
the old men therr sons are to become best for the sake of and in hght of their fathét s
house or the family name. The old men's concern here comes to hght as completely
private as an aspect--perhaps the most important aspect--of household management.
care for one's own as the education of sons cannot be separated from care for one's
own as the preservation of the 'whote house of the father".

Socrates gains Melesias’ agreement, in contradistinction to what Lysimachus has
Jjust proposed, that fine judgements are those made by knowledge, but not by majority.
He seems to treqt knowledge and majority as mutually exclusive, and thereby undermines
the basis upon which the old men have hlther.to judged knowledge reputation. ) Once
Socrates has gained Melesias' assent to this, he persuades him that what follows 1s that
they must examine for experﬁse, does it not also follow from what Socrates has just
asserted that judgements about expertise must be based in'knowledge? The old men--the
non-knowers--then, will have become knowing themselves, or find an expert in the
judgmg of experts (which of course seems to result in a reductio ad infinitum), there
seems to be no other alternative. Yet When we notice that S‘ocrates, in speaking of who
Melesias ought to obey, pointed to the man educated and trained by a good trainer, and
further, that he gains Melesias’ agreement by speaking of a certain kind of knowledge, i.e.
of techne, one has reason to question Socrates’ claim. For the technical expert is judged
largely, if not solely, by his reputation, and it seems that the judgements which give rise to
this reputation do reflect a certain kind.of knowing. Ihdeed, lthekonfidence which most
pedple feel about the technai is due at Jeast in part to their ability to judge the technical
expert, to “see” that he is competent because they themselves are able to evaluate with

sufficient accuracy the results of his knowledge (cf. 185e9ff.). Concerning this kind of
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knowing which Socrates has himselt introduced knowledge and majority do not seem to
be as completely distinct as he clams Indeed with certan technas the reliance of the
non-knower on reputation is especially important in the case of the doctor for example
one can to a large extent judge of the expert s work only through the speeches of others
who have been successfully (or unsuccessfully) treated by him. And when we notice an
example such as the doctor we realize that reputation provides & way m which to judge
not only the expert s competeﬁce but his trustworthiness as well Now at the beginning
of the dialogue. Lysimachus said that he and Melesias had approached the generais for two
reasons competence and frankness Socrates here says nothing about the latter yet
even If some means other than reputation 1s needed to evaluate the expert s competence.
will this provide some basis upon which to trust the expert who proves to be competent?
Socrates seems to introduce techne. and to speak as if what they are looking for i1s a
technical expert and. simultaneously to undermine the grounds upon which the technical
expert 1s usually judged--and trusted. Why he introduces techne. and the extent to which
what they are concerned with constitutes a techne. at this point remains unclear

Hévmg persuaded Melesias that 1t 1s necessary to examir\w\e for expertise that
forethought concerning the "house of the father” calls for this. Socrafes turns to such an
examination. He asks. using the example of athietic competition which he has just
introduced. how they would examine in order to determine which of the interioctiters Is
most expert "Would it not be he who had learned and practised 1t. and had had good
teachers of this very thing”? When we compare this formulation to what Socrates said
concerning whom one ought to obey regarding athletic competition, we notice that only
here 1s learming mentioned. in regards to obeying another--which may or may not be based
on examination of the kind which Socrates has proposed--he spoke only ;f trgachers. The
possessndn_of good teachers is not sufficient ground for such obedience. the one who ts
to be obeyed must have learned as well. Socrates here raises the question of the

prospective practitioner's ability to learn, a question which has not and will not be

discussed in regard to the sons. Hence. Socrates subtly calls into question the old men’s

_belief that finding adequate teachers will ensure their sons’ success. their claim that their

own lack of success is simply due to a lack of teaching, and indeed, their very

deliberation. Consideration of a son’s nature would seem to be necessary prior to a

]
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Jdehberatuon amed at determining what they should be taught in order to becgme
best--however reluctant fathers might be to examine such things And Socrates here
raises questions about another aspect ot nature as well Lysimachus and Melesias
approached the generals on the basis of ther reputation for deeds as practitioners
Socrates bomts to this by asking who 1s most expert {185b2) in the same breath he
mentions two possibilities--the athlete and the tramner ** Is the athlete the r‘nan expert in
using his own body or the trainer the man expert in preparing many bodies more capable
of judging how another shourd train for a competition” The answer segms obvious  But
. 8

there i1s a further 1ssue and one whith makes Socrates choice of examples seem
pecuharly appropriate. The old men want ther sons to become best and hence have
turned to men who they beheve. have already become best in practice. In the case of
athletic competition, the best practitioner and the best teacher are not necessarity and
perhaps only rarely the same man Athletics seems to be the most visible of cases where
a techne cannot 5ubsi|tute for®nature where the requirement of “expertise’ is natura!
abihty the outstanding practitioner. as we say has a gvft.‘ On the other hand. the traner
need not be an outstanding practitioner in order to be an outstanding teacher Valghough itis
probably necessary that he 1s or was at one time capable oé practising the competition
which he teaches. Who. then 1s most expert about such competitions the one ‘most
expert’ in deed. or the one "most expert” in speech? And s the same division found

regarding the sort of excellence which Lysimachus and Melesias seek for therr sons?
Having persuaded Melesias that they must examine the advisors for expertise. and
through that discussion having reordered the Ieader‘shlp of the deliberative community,
Socrates returns to its business. However. instead of continuing the discussion of how
one would examine for expertise. he rather abruptly raises another question what 1s the
thing for the sake of which they are seeking teachers (185b6f.)? Socrates’ first action as
leader of the deliberation i1s thus to rase what is truly the first question for any
deliberation- what is the end about which deliberation is to take place? |f this is not clear.
deliberation is difficult, not to say mpossible. Socrates question evokes a bewildered
response from Melesias. For him there is no doubt as to the end: he and Lysimachus want
their sons to become best. But as we saw in our consi.deration of Lysimachus' opening

speech, the learnable's contribution to this end could be conceived in a number of ways,



which varied according to how ‘becoming best was substantively conceived  Nicias 1s
also uncertamn as to what Socrates means are they not he says examming whether or not
the \)ow\g ma&n should learn fighting m armour 7 Socrates agrees that they are but
employs two examples to show Nicias what he 1s pointing to this learnable 1s bemg
considered for the sake ot some 'thing and what that "thing s has not been made clear
Socrates gains Nicias agreement--and no one else objects--that the thing with which they
are concerned 1s the soul specifically the soul of the young men That the old men had
the soul in mind at the beginning of the dellberatnoﬁ 1s questionable to say the least
Lysimachus appseared to be asking the generals to evaluate the learnable as a technical skill
a skitl for the sake of the body And both Nicias and Laches addressed this question
Nicias claimed that Stesilaus’ art would impart fighting ability indeed outstanding fighting
ability Laches that jt would not  But both generals discussed the learnable s effect on the
soul. and they agreed that a certain state of soul. which each called courage 1s necessary
to the use of the body In comb‘at what each said about courage however miumated that
they disagree abput its nature as well Socrates then turns to the soul becau]se what has
been sad thus far points to 1it. But given the character of the disagreement between the
generals. ts 1t possible for them to have deliberation in common? Socrates ensures that
they will be able to. or rather that their disagreement will not break up Lysimachus
community by speaking of "the thing” for the sake of which they are deliberating without
saying anything substantive about that “thing.” by doing so. he s able, at least for the
present. to preserve the deliberation

We may ask. however, whether Socrates abstraction is conducive to effective
deliberation from the point of view of the old men, the ‘non-knowers.” Socrates has ]uét
said that they have been attempting to aellberate without being clear about the end of the
deliberation. once he gains agreement that the end i1s “the soul,” he proceeds as if their lack
of clarity has been dispelled. But has it? The very examples which Socrates uses to gain
this agreement suggest several w;ys in which it has not. In both exampies, he also speaks
of "the thing itself" the eye. and the horse. But deliberation about a drug for the eye is
not concerned simply with the eye, but with the specific power of the eye. its sight.
Deliberation about, say. a cosmetic for the eye would not be concerned with its sight but

with its appearance. [n his speech, Nicias spoke both of a power of the body and of the



body s appearance both he mamntained contribute to a man s success. Now the expert
concerned with drugs for the eye 1s the doctor Socrates has just moments ago
mentioned the gymnastic art as well there are two arts concerned with the body
Wher eas medicine ts primarily concerned with restoring the body s health gymnastic ams
at maintaining and improving it and gymnastic concerns itself with the form or beauty of
the body as well Furthermore medicine promotes an excellence or condition of which
many bodies can partake gymnastic while being a techine and hence also apphcable to
many bodies also promotes an excellence that s attanable by relatively few
men--excellence in athletic competition ' This difference between gymnastic and
medicine reflects one aspect of the difference which emerged between Nicias and
Laches the latter spoke of an excellence which appeared to be much more common than
that which the former mentioned Is the art which attends to souls concerned to promote
an excellence attanable by many or few souls? Or does this art somehow incorporate
ends analogous to those of both gymnastic and medicine ?

The example of the eye raises questions about another aspect of the techine of
attending to souls as well Socrates speaks not simply of the body. but of a part of the
body One need only consider medical specialization today to see that the attendance of
the body 1s highly divisible. that a part of the body can be attended to with Iittle regard for
the rest of the body. Moreover medical experts specialize not only in parts but also In
types of bodies witness gynecology. pediatrics. geriatrics. How is it with the attendance
of the soul? Are the participants looking for one expert in the attendance of the whole
soul, or a number of experts. each competent in attending to a part of the soul?*
Lysimachus himself introduced this question when he spoke in such a way as to suggest
that education has parts (180a); do these parts correspond to parts of the soul. or to
divisions arising from the complex of body and soul? And is there one expert in the
attendance of all types of souls {including those of young men). or many, each attending to
a specific type? Additional questions are raised by the example of the horse. Socrates
asserts that when someone examines whether or not, and when, a bridle should be put on
a horse, he is "presumably” deliberating for the sake of the horse. and Nicias agrees.
Would it not be more accurate to say that the deliberation is really for the sake of the

rider, or about the horse's a means to the rider’'s ends, the use that he wishes to make of
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the horse? Now the horse is a standar d Platomic metaphor tor the city " and are these
men not now engaged n deliberating about the future leaders of the city or m terms of
the metaphor about the riders of horses” Lysimachus as we have noted seems to be
concerned exclusively with the good of the rider with tus use ot the city to attan ‘nobie
deeds in war and peace And Socrates has just ganed Melesias aggeemem that the
whole house of the father will be governed in a manner corresponding to whether the
sons become good or the opposite ** Now it may be the case that the good of horse
and rider harmonize that the good of the horse the end to which ti1s naturally suited. 1s
its use by the rider. and in turn. that the good of the rider--the ends tor which he uses the
horse--1s best promoted by attending to the horse's health proper bridling etc. Butis the
case of city and ruter analogous In this regard? |s the city's good defined in terms of its
usefulness to promoting the ends of the ruler? On the contrary. the city defines the
ruler 's good in hght of what 1s good for the city. What then 1s the true relation between
the good of the ruler and the good of the city he rules’ The ruler does not seem to
necessarily promote the city’'s good by pursuing his own since these things do not
automatically harmonize, what are the 'mplications for the techne of attending to souls?
How does it reconcile the tension between the good of the ruter and the good o% the city?
Perhaps such questions can be left to the expert. after all. Socrates has claimed
that they need to examine for expertise. not the subject of the expertise itself. Butn the
first place. one needs some substantive notion of what 1t 1s that one 1s after before one
can begin to look for thegexpert concerned with that thing for exampie. we all have some
notion of what health is, and that a part of us can be unhealthy, to take the case which
Socrates mentioned, when our eyesight begins to deteriorate, we "know" that we should
seek out not a gymnastic trainer. or evén an otologist. but an opthamologist. And in the
second place. to leave such matters to the expert presupposes that the non-knower is
sufficently able to identify the expert, 3 /a the technai: but whether the knowledge with
which the deliberation is concerned constitutes a techne 1s still open to question.
Nonetheless, Socrates treats their agreement as sufficient grounds upon which to
begin Iooking for experts. What must be examined, he says, 1s which of them is expert
concerning the attendance of souls and able to attend“nobly, and which of them has had

good teachers (185e4-6). They are thus concerned with special kind of techne. one in



which the business of the practitioner 1s to teach or educate. But there 1s something odd
about Socrates mention of teachegs at this point  He states that they need to examine
which of therh s expert and which of them has had good teachers Now when Socrates
asked Melesias how they would examine for expertise in athletic competition he asserted
that the expert would be he who had learned and practised and had good teachers. All of
these things are collected by the notion of expertise. Would 1t not now be sufficient tor
Socrates to say simply that they need to examie which of them i1s expert--or which of
them has learned practised and had good teachers? The mention ot teachers n addition
to expertise seems superfluous. Socrates emphasizes teachers. | betieve in order to
draw out the response which Laches now gives some men become more expert in certam
things without teachers than with them (185e7f) Socrates agrees with Laches but
reminds him that he would not be wiling to trust those who claimed to be good craftsmen
(derniourgos. 185€10) unless they could show him some well-made product of therr
techne. He thus elicits one criterion by which the technical expert may be judged, and he
does so by appealing to the craftsmen. those experts whose products are most "visible.~
most easily judged.* But rather than treating this as the sole cruter.non for such
judgements, Socrates proceeds to speak as if they now have two criteria teachers.
and--for those who claim no teacher--works. Now, 1t 1s surely the case that we would
require some display of works if a technical expert clamed to have no teachers or
professional training, but would we always be satisfied as to the expert's competence if
he merely cited his teachers? We can think of at least one case in which we would not f
such an expert had a reputation for infertor workmanship. Yet Socrates treats teachers
as sufficient grounds upon which to validate another’s clam to expertise.

That Socrates is not unaware of the problems in so doing, however, is indicated by
the speech with which he follows Laches' interjection. He first restates the subject of the
deliberation: Lysimachus and Melesias are "eager” that their son's souls become as good as
possible. The advisors, therefore, must display their teachers. or if they had no teachers,
their works. In regards to teachers, Socrates mentions three criteria: they must
themselves be good, have attended to the souls of mény youths, and have "manifestly
taught us.” Now, in what way could the expert prove that his teachers had "manifestly

taught him” except by displaying the results of such teaching, i.e., his works? The very
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qualifications which according to Socrates the expert s teacher must possess undercut
teachers as an adequate sign of expertise the expert s works alone reman Why then

does Socrates nonetheless treat teachers as well as works as an adequate proof of

N\,
\

expertise?
.

In regards to works 1.e.. to the expert who has no teacher to speak of Socrates
says that he ‘must show whatever Athenians or foreigners whether slave or free have by
general agreement become good because of him' (186b2-5 Now. there seems to be
something peculiar about the 'works of this practitioner With the other techina: and
particutarly those of the demrourgor one may evaluate the expert s works either directty
or by relying on the opimons of others who have done so. 1.e.. on the expert's reputation
This expert's works. however, seem to be essentally connected to reputation a
‘well-made” work 15 a "well-reputed’ work. one judges the work itself by looking to
‘general agreement” concerming it Yet though Socrates suggests this here. we have a
short while ago heard him assert that "what i1s to be nobly judged . . . must be judged by
knowledge. not by majority” (184e8f.) We suggested then that in regards to the other
techna/. knowledge and majority opinion do not seem to be as mutually exclusive as
Socrates would have them We are able to judge of the doctor s work because we know
something about health. and in particular. we know (within certain imits) when our bodies
are healthy, and when they are not. But is this the case with the good of the soul? Do
most men know what a good soul 1s, and a bad soul. both in therr own case and that of
other men? Is this knowledge as common as that concerning health? Or was Socrates’
séparation of knowledge and majority aimed at suggesting that this techne diverges from
others on precisely this point? If so. this would seem to pose special problems for the
expert in this techne. For if only he who possesses the art of education truly knows what
a good man is, how will he be able to‘ practise his techne in the face of divergent and
possibly hostile opinion regarding these things? Will not his "works” be viewed not as
good, but as bad or corrupt? in particular, to what extent will he be able to supplant those
to whom most men look as educators? Socrates’ introduction of techne as a means by
which to judge educative expertise seems aimed at raising a problem which sets education
apart from the other techna/. For if the way in which the non-expert usually judges the

expert is inadequate to juddihg those who claim to be able to educate, how is the political
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community to provide tor the education of its sons” And how s the true expert to
overcome the problems raised by his disagreement with any common opinton concerning
the end of tis art?

Nonetheless Socrates proceeds as if the two criteria which he has articulated are
adequate to identifying the expert in attending to souls He turns to his own case and
asserts that because he cannot satisfy either he cannot claim to possess this art. First. he
denies that he has had a teacher of this techine--although he has desired it from youth
What has prevented him from acquiring a teacher 1s his poverty he cannot pay the
sophists’ fees. Nor can he clam to possess this techine on other grounds he has as yet
been unable to discover 1t on his own. Socrates does not say that he has no works to
display. but since the assumption underlying the discussion s that the knowledge in
question constitutes a techhe, and since works and teachers have been separated. the
reason for alack of works can only be that one has not discovered how to produce them
Being taught and discovering oneself then. are the alternatives Socrates says that he
would not wonder if Nicias or Laches have discovered the art or learned it from another .
Yet Socrates himself. while speaking as if this knowledge ts a techne, points to an
alternative. In denying that he has been taught the tecsine, he explains that he doesh't have
the wages to pay the sophists, “the only ones who proclaim themselves able to make me
noble and good” (186¢3f.). Should he not rather say that the sophists are the only ones
who proclaim themselves able to teach him this techne? Socrates i1s not here concerned
to deny that he possesses the product of this art, but the art itself. Now. he may only say
this by way of indicating why he looks to the sophists as teachers of the techne. one
naturally looks to find teachers of an art among its practitioners. But are the sophists the
only men who claim to be able to educate? Do not at least some gentlemen claim to be
able to as well?*?  And does not Socrates point to the gentleman (ka/oskagathos, literally,
‘noble and good,” 186c4) by speaking as if the end of the sophist’'s art is to make one
noble and good? Socrates does not explicitty mention the gentlemen as possible
educators, but he says something in the third part of his speech, his advice to Lysimachus,
that points to them. He suggests that Lysimachus ask the generals who their teachers are,
and who are expert in the same art with them, in order that if the generals do not have the

leisure to educate, Lysimachus and Melesias may go to these other men and persuade them
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with gifts. \favours or both to educate both therr own sons. and those of the generals
(187a) Now Socrates has already mentioned that the sophists charge fees they are
willing to teach anyone who can pay the price there 1s no need to persuade them-with
gifts or favours. Who else then could Socrates have in mind than those who do not
educate on a professional basts. 1.e. the gentiemen’

Does the gentleman s clam to educate then depend upon the possession of a
techne perhaps the same as 1s possessed by the sophists? It does not seem to rather
the ability to educate itself sgems to be part of gentlemanliness. or to come to the
gentleman througﬁ his practise of gentlemanliness  Laches doubtless had something such
as this iIn mind when he asked Socrates whether men become more expert in some things
without teachers than with them, ;ndeed, we may suspect that he had himself in mind. He
surely was not pointing to the conclusion which Socrates drew from his inter jection--that
such a man would have to display his workgs‘, and that such works would in turn mply that
he had discovered the art--for Laches has indicated that he has not shown much care for
education (180b2-7). and what Socrates says about his own case implies that discovery
presupposes care he has “as yet” been unable to discover this art. though he has desired 1t
from youth. His interjection, then. reflected the view which has held to this point in the
dialogue, that the man who has been educated to gentlemaniiness, and has practised on the
basis of that educatron, will in turn be capable of educating another to gentlemanliness.
Now, by introducing techne. Socrates has opened this view to question. Indeed, he says
nothing explicit about the gentlemen in his speech at all. in particular. he does not say that
he considered them as possible teachers of the art of education. Apparently the only
alternative to going to the sophists was attempting to find the art on tis own. By treating
education as a techne, Socrates undercuts the claim of th(!se who by general agreement
are considered to be competent to educate. Yet Socrates has also given us reason to
think that education does not constitute a techne. In particular, he asserted that the
teacher of this art must himself be good. must possess the product of his art; thus far,
excellence has been said to be the possession of "noble deeds in war and peace.” Can the
sophists satisfy this requirement? Or do they not simply claim to be able to transmit the
ability to perform such deeds to another? The sophist and the gentieman seem to

advance claims which manifest confiicting views of the character of the knowledge which
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the educative art incorporates Whereas the sophist seems to treat this as a matter of
theoretical knowledge as something which can be attamed simply through reason the
gentleman s claim imphes that what s algove all necessary s experience and this
presupposes the abihity to gain e*persence, 1o practise which may require more than
knowledge alone Furthermore this conflict would seem in turn to reflect a conflict
regarding the character ot the excellence which each claims to teach We may infer from
. LA
what Socrates says that the sophists clam to be able to make almost anyone noble and
good--well anyone who Is able to pay their fees *' does this not assume that this too 1s
entirely a matter of kncwledge? And. in opposition to this, does not Nthe gentleman s
clam imply that education presupposes certain natural qualities t.e.. good breeding. that
what 1s required above all 1s the ability to put what one learns into practise? The contrast
mn these two positions might well be encapsulated as knowledge versus virtue or
character. And in hght of these considerations, the use of teachers as a criterion by
which to judge the expert in the art of education will be problematic from another
perspective as well. For there are now two groups who claim to be able to educate. and
whose clams about these things conflict. In fact. what-has happened thus far in the .
dialogue portrays this in deed. The old men have consulted two reputable Athenian
political gentlemen about the education of therr sons. In therr view. part of gentlemanliness
1s the ability to .educate. They have asked these men to examine a novel. innovative
fighting art professed by a man who. if not simply a sophist.** shares a number of their
traits--or at least appears to vt':é;o‘ge";gf the advisors: Laches took care to note that the
‘teachers of this techne. which Lache§ labells a "sophism”, are itinerant, and \‘1e rejects the
learnable on the basis of its novelty, and its attempt to supplant nature with artifice.
Nicias, on the other hand. ¢laimed that the art would be useful to know in many ways, and,
it his comments about the learnable in relation to courage are any indication. he seemed to
treat this art as something which could be taught to almost anyone (182¢5-7). Now, if
these two gentlemen were able to point to teachqrs, would this not simply illustrate the
problem which Socfrates has now raised? The generals’ speeches concerning the8
learnable have already provided some reason to identify Laches with the city’'s traditional

educators. andeNicias with those who would introduce the new, the sophists. Socrates’

emphasis on teachers, and his identification of the sophists alone as teachers of the
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techne of education confirm what the generals speeches mphed. Indeed by mtroducing
techne and teachers Socrates appears to be directing his comments primarily at Nicias
Socrates seems to be suggesting that the search tor competent educators should begm by
d:§regard|ng the city s traditional educators. throughout his speech he seems to pomnt to
the sophists alone. In regards to works he speaks of displaying the Athenians or
foreigners whom the advtsor has educated would an Atherian citizen be likely to have
many foreigners to display? Or does this not remind us of the sophists t-hose 1tinerant
‘cosmopohtans'? When he advises Lysimachus concerning how to question the generals
Socrates tells him to ask them ‘not only whether they know through learning or
discovering. but also with what man who s MOst clever (de/notatos 186e4d),concerning
the rearing of the young they have assocuated: Ans not Socrates pointing at N|C|a§m@, who
has already indicated that he has associated with th.e sophist Damon?  With the
introduction of sophistry. Laches seems to be disqualfied as an expert in attending to
souls, Nicias alone remains as a possible educator
Morgc‘:)ver‘ Socrates’ speech might be taken to be implying something even more
radicat tM’?wﬁdequacy of the city’'s traditional educators. He advises Lysimachus to
question the generals as to whether they know through learning or discovery. If they
know through learning. they are to say who I1s their teacher. and who else are
fellow-experts in order that the old men may approach these colleagues 1f Nicias and
Laches are not at leisure. If on thé other hand. they know through discovering. they must
. give an example of those whom they have made noble and good instead of base. Now,
whereas Socrates provides for a course of action should the generals have this
knowledge through learning but be "unavailable,” he makes no such provision should they
have discovered the art but not be at leisure to educate. For if the generals have learned
this art from another, they will presumably be able to recommend other experts on the
basis of knowledgeable evaluation--i.e., since they themseives know, they will be capable
of judging whether another knows. But would this not be the case if they had discovered
as well? Socrates seems to be suggesting that it would not, that if either of the generals
has discovered the art, it will be imperative that he find the time to educate, because he
will literally have "dis-covered” it, he will constitute its sole possessor. Socrates has just

said that he has been unable to discover this art, although he has desired it from youth;
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presumably he has spent a good deal of tme searching for 1t to the neglect of other
concerns (cf 180c2-4)1 And while he clams that the only thing which prevented hm
from hiring a sophist to teach him the art was his poverty he does not say that the
sophists are able to make another noble and good. but only that they proclam themselves
able to do so

Yet although we may infer these things trom Socrates speech he certamnly does
not make them explicit. On the contrary. Socrates ts concerned throughout his speech to
warn of the dangers ghat attend the educative enterprise. and insofar as he emphasizes
those who would introduce new ways into the city's education his warnings must be taken
to apply primariy to these men. Inregard to the possibility that the generals possess this

art through discovery Socrates abruptly 3dds the requirement that they have practised

for if you are now beginning to educate for the first time. you must watch out
lest the dangerous risk that 1s run should be not’with some Carian. but with
your sons and the children of friends and lest what 1s said in the proverb
should simply happen to you--to begin pottery on a wine-jar (187b).

Is there such a thing as a "Carian” In the educative enterprise? It would seem not, all of the
educator s works are ‘wine-jars.” How then does the educator gain such experience? dr
1s thrs not provided by the traditional ways of educating in the city? Socrates speaks of
the dangers associated with innovations in education In such a way as to emphasize the
peculiar importance of the traditional ways. Moreover, Socrates speaks of dangers not
onty to those being educated. but to the educator as well the advisors. he says, must not
run the risk of corrupting the sons of men who are comrades and thus getting the greatest
blame from the nearest relatives; we cannot help th be reminded here of Socrates’ own
fate. lndeedffsgfrates himself, even th0ugh_he denies that he possesses this art, seems
to have drawn suspicion by even attempting to discover it; we have already taken note of
what Lysimachus must have thought of Socrates’ unusual activity prior to his reputation
being "rehabilitated” through the expressed opiniongyof two reputable political men. Now,
Socrates himself has stated that he is concerned_’!é discover the art of education. . And
although he denies that he possesses ih,@e cerfainly appears to know something about it.
Indeed, if he does not, we might wonéer why he did not simply deny that he was
competent to advise concerning matters of education when Lysimachus asked him to give

his opinioQ concerning the fighting art. Socrates has been presented with the opportunity

\/’
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to influence the education of two young men whose fathers desire that they become
best that they excel in the activities which according to the city are those proper to a
man.  Socrategh speeches and deeds thus far ncluding the speech at present under
consndeninon a sp\eech which seems concerned to point to the dangers associated with
innovations 1N a city's traditional education even as it casts doubt upon the city s
understanding of these matters. surely reflect these considerations. Socrates bhas
proceeded cautiously but has participated nonetheless, to the point of gamning effective
control over the course of the deliberation. His reasons for so doing are as yet unclear
but we mig peculate at this point that one of the reasons why the Platonic d»alogué on
courage s pe\(\: harly prefaced by a practical discussion of education which occupies fully
half of the da<ogue 1s that such a discussion provides an appropriate context in which to
exemphfy the 'courage and. what may be inseparable. the caution of the philosopher. the
polnf:cal philosopher, and particularly hus attitude towards preserving the things or opinions
of the city.

Socrates concludes his m;jor speeéﬁ‘ in the dialogue by urging Lysimachus to
‘inquire of these men about these ltt‘jlngs, and . . . not let them depart” (187b6f.).
Lysimachus, apparently. i1s to carry out this exammation. Socra?os "denies that he
understands the affair.” Butis Lysmachus any more-knowing about them than Socrates?
He too has denied that he understands the affaur (179bff~\>)_ If Socrates is truly interested
in helping the old men to gain what they seek-.-\as he ear[nér said he was--it seems that ge
will not do so by urging Lysimachus to examine the&}generals by criteria which, from what
he has said. appear to be flawed. Does Socrate§ thery really intend that Lysimachus
undertake such questioning? That he does not is indicated by the very form in which he
casts his advice to Lysimachus: he literally "speaks for” the man. \Socrates here defers to
Lysimachus as the nominal leader of the deliberation, nand at \fhe same time shows
Lysimachus that he is able to take over Lysimachus' position, to "speak for” him, in the:
most direct manner possible--by doing so.

In response, Lysimachus saf@that in his opinion, what Socrates has said is fine (or
noble, ka/os, 187b8); he and Mele#ias would be pleased if the gen\9rals are willing to do

these things. Lysimachus has indeed seen that Socrates is more capadble of conducting the

deliberation than he; but he has not fully understood the change in the form of the
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deliberation which Socrates has proposed. The generals. he says are to respond to
Socrates questions by giving speeches, the deliberation will not. In his eyes. consist of
questions and answers but the exchar(g?ﬁ_gypf speeches. But though he has certainly seen
that Socrates appears to know somethmg!‘about these matters. his response shows that
Lysimachus 1s now above all uncertain as to the course which he should foliow. And in
pértncular, he 1s uncertain whether the generals will be wilhing to undergo such examination
as Socrates has proposed. Hence he seems primarily concerned in this speech 'to
encourage the generals to continue. Whereas Socrates bade him not to let the generals
depart. Lysimachus 1s quite solicitous of their wishes, he ends his speech by asking them

whether it seems to them that they should do what Socrates suggests. He approached the

generals on the basis of the opinion that they would be able to educate or advise about

education because they are reputable practitioners, not. as he now says, because he

thought that they had likely shown some care for these things, on the contrary, as we
argued above. Lysimachus thought it more likely that they had not cared for_ these things.

Yet what Socrates has just said implies that such care is necessary to knowing about

education. deeds alone are not enough. And Lysimachus has seen the generals disagree:;

this alone was sufficient to cause him some doubt tha{feputation for deeds guarantees
competence concerning matters of education. Thus. hé appeals to the generals for_their
opinion; perhaps they have something to say against what Socrates has said; Lysimachus is
not convinced that they do not know. Nonetheless, he has clearly found Socrates’
comments persuasive. And he seems concerned that the generals may be unwilling to
continue, shoug Socrates’ proposal be the best course to follow; should one of them be
moved to withdraw, Lysirﬁachus' community will be broken up. Lysimachus has made
much of the generals’ reputations. he seems to think t;at the .adm)séion by Nicias or
Laches of a lack of credentials will entail a loss of face--barticularly if only one of them
should turn out to be lacking, and hencebe forced to admit this in front gf his counterpart.
Hence, he again reminds the generals of what is at stake: their sons, too, are "pratty much
of an age to be educated” (187c8f.), and they are indeed deiiberating about the greatest of
their things, about those who will be responsible for maintaining their names; their own
possible loss of face, he implies, should be outweighed by these cgnsiderations. As well,

if one of them should turn out not to know, he too will be in need of .an educator, which

4
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he may tind by contimuing to take part in the deliber ation

In the speeches which follow. both generals profess ther wilingness to
participate in the deliberation under its revised terms--or rather and more generally to
pass time with Socrates however he wishas (188c 1f  183a2)- just as at the beginning ot
the discussion both generals proposed that Lysimachus alter the initial conditions éf the
deliberation by including Socrates Nicias agan 1s the first to respond to Lysimachus
proposal what he says sets the subject which Laches speech addresses for Laches
speech i1s again a response to Nicias  Nicias speaks of Socrates character or ‘ways’
Lysimachus clearly does not know Socrates does not know what to expect from a
discussion with Socrates such as he has proposed In turn. Laches describes that aspect
of Socrates character with which he 1s famihiar The speeches add to and reflect the
dif ferences between the generals that have emerged thus far. Nicias speaks of Socrates
speeches, Laches of Socrates deeds and of the right which his deeds give him to make
speeches. Furthermore. each speaks of the relation of speeches and deeds. respectively.
to education. for both speak of Socrates as a teacher. Apparently neither takes
Socrates’ denial that he has ability to attend to souls at face value has Socrates not been
completely frank about‘either his lack of teachers or discovery or about some other way

.

in which one might gain this knowiedge? Be this as 1t may. the generals’ remarks about
Socrates as an educator serve to confirm what we suggested above viz. that Socrates’
emphasis on teachers was amed at bringing out differences between the generais in
regards to education. Nicias speaks only of Socrates' speeches. these somehow stand
apart from déeds. Socrates is able to teach. and Nicias is able to learn, simply through
épeech. Laches’ view, on the other hand, is more ambiguous. but one thing at least
becomes clear a worthy teacher .is necessarily a man.with deeds.

Nicias begins by asserting that from what Lysimachus has said, he indeed appears
to know Socrates only through Sophroniscus, and not to haVe associated with him except
when he was a child. perhaps in the temple or some other gathering of the deme.
According to him, "blood” has had littie to do with what Socrates has become. Nor, Nicias
implies, would Lysimachus have much chance of becoming familiar with Socrates through
meetings occasioned by duties arising from the deme. apparently, one is unfikeiy tcs run

into Socrates in such places. Instead, Socrates passes his time with his “true kin"--those

-



nearest to twm m speech  What Nicias says about these relations suggests that the kinsiyp

of which he speaks ts at least m tis own case more that ot father and son than that of

brothers does Nicias think of himself as a "true son of Socrates’® Socrates of

necessity ' leads rhose to whom he 1s nearest in speech to give an account of ther way ot

ife he tests these thuings and apparently pomts out what 1s not noble about them\
Socrates speeches then are corrective he educates his kin about the noble or at least
about what 1s not noble According to Nicias Socrates speeches are for the sake of

deeds for the sake of his interlocuter s way of hife Nicias 1t seems. puts Socrates

speeches into practice (o1 so he would have us behevel Nicias seems famihar enough
with Socrates to know that Socrates spends much of his time in speech. what then does
he to think of Socrates way of hfe? From Nicias characterization of 1t, Socrates

generous. not to say selfless. activity might itself app’ear to be noble.** yet can this be
the case If the noble consists In putting these speeches into practice. If speeches about
the noble are for the sake of deeds? .Nicias apparently has not considered the
implications of Socrates’ peculiar pastime. ang especially of the fact that Socrates seems
only to pomnt out to him what the noble Is not. In particular. he has not considered the
possibility that Socrates speeches are also or even primarily for ther own sake. that
Socrates spends his time examining and conversing with others not in order to "correct’
their practice but by way of attempting to come to know what the noble 1s  Though Nicias
regards himself as Socrates’ "kin" in speech. he does not show this “in deed,” because he
does not conceive of the possibility that the noble way of life may consist in passing one’s
time in speeches about the noble.*” Nicias certainly doesn t think that Socrates converses
for his own sake. 1.e.. to become knowing about the noble. for according to him, Socrates
points out those particulars of a man’'s way of life which are not noblg. Socrates. he
thinks, knows what the noble is.

Nicias' speech aiso provides further illustration of the cau'tion which we have
already seen him exhibit. He is, it seems, primarily concerned with guarding against what
is not noble; he does not say that Socrates teaches him what is noble, but points out te him
those actions which are not. and hence makes him more forethoughtful. It is aimost as if
the noble consists entirely in avoiding what is not noble. Nicias' speech does‘not reveal

whether or the extent to which he believes this to be the case; it does show that he is very
' Q
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concerned with avoiding such actions and it pomts to the reason tor tis concern
Through Socrates testing MNicias tells Lysimachus one necessarily becomes more
torethoughtful tor one s hte afterwards Nicias does not seem to mean simply one s
future worldly ife but i addition and primarily the fate of one s soul atter death ** Nicias
quite possibly has the terrors of Hades the punishment ot the gods in mind  His concern
with what s not noble 1s not for the sake of the noble. but for the sake of the gods or not
offending the gods for Nicias the noble may simply be whatever does not offend the
gods Hence. one ought to be willing--as Solon. the lawgiver ot democratic ‘Athens
said--to learn as long as one lives One should not think that nous will come forward of
itself in old age--the time of life when men s thoughts turn to the question of the Iite
afterwards. and to the question of how to best provide for that Itfe ** Hence too Nicias
speaks not only of the way one now lives but also of the way one has hved in the past not
only of what one 1s doing but what one has done that 1s not noble. This "looking behind” ts
not simply amed at avoiding what 1s not noble in the future but. more importantly at
providing for the hfe after in another way 1t 1s incorporated by forethought for that life
because 1t 1s necessary to propttiate the gods for those offenses which one has already
committed as well as to avoid committing such of fenses in the future

If Socrates exammations truly prov;de'one with forethought concerning these
things. they would indeed be of great benefit. Well might Nicias ‘rejoice at keeping the
man company” (188a6). Yet. we may wonder Can a man who says that it 1s necessary to
suffer these things” from Socrates (188a4f.). that one "who does not flee these things but
I‘S willing” to undergo them (188b2) really rejoice at keeping hm company? Nicias says
that there is nothing unpleasant in being but to the test by Socrates. we suspect that he
finds it positively painful. It all seems to be something which one ought to unaergo for the
benefits which accrue from it. but which one would in no way desire for its own sake.

Nicias here expresses his willingness to undergo it, although for a iong time he has "
“pretty much” known that with Socrates present, their discussion would not be about the
sons but about themselves. Nicias, then, .thinks that the deliberation 1s about to move
away from the subject which it has hitherto been concerned with, and that it was mevi}able
that this would happen. This is surely questionable; we were given reason earlier in the

dialogue to think that Socrates would have remained silent had the generals agreed about
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the learnable. Moreover although the generals are to speak about themselves therr
speech nonetheless seems to be for the sake of the sons Or does Socrates proposal
that the generals show that they possess the art of education constitute what Nicias claims
all of Socrates discusstons necessarily lead to--a test of their nobiity? Be this as it may
Nicias says that he 1s ready to continue on whatever terms Socrates wishes but his
actions here and previously belie his words  Socrates examinations will necessarily mahke
one forethoughtful according to Nicias. one can be educated in speech to nobihty  or to
avord what 1s not noble--if only one i1s willing to undergo Socrates’ testing. Nicias' actions
make us doubt his willingness. His entire speech seems aimed at Laches. at providing
Laches with a picture of what s in store for him should he be willing to continue the
discussion with Socrates Perhaps Nicias hopes that Laches will dechne to continue. and
as a result. will break up Lysimachus partnership. Nicias no doubt believes Socrates
speeches to be beneficial. but seems reluctant to endure the pain which goes with them
He thinks that Socrates speeches enable him to avoid what he fears, viz.. offense to and
consequent punishment by the gods. they do not seem to bring with them the ability to
face or to overcome what he fears from Socrates speeches-the pamn which accompanies
them Perhaps Socrates speeches presuppose the ability to face these pains. perhaps his
speeches alone do not ‘necessarily’ make one more forethoughtful. Indeed. Nicias has
implied as much by speaking of those who are truly akin to Socrates. does this not
suggest that Socrates’ speech alone 1s not necessarily beneficial. that one must have a
certain disposition in order to benefit from it. and in fact to be moved to "be near’
Socrates in the first place? Now. Nicias says that he has known “for a long time” that the
discussion would take the turn which in his eyes it 1s presently taking, i1s there not now
some reason to think that he has "known” or suspected that this would happen since the
beginning of the deliberation, and that his behavior at the start--his initial silence about
Socrates’ qualifications as an advisor, and his reference to Laches’ intention. which he
again does at the end of his present speech.* rather than simply proceeding to fulfill his
own professed intention--was aimed at avoiding what Nicias thought would necessarily
occur should Socrates enfer the discussion?

'Nicias may think that he has reason to hope that Laches will decline to continue,

that, uniike himself, Laches is both unaccustomed to and uncomfortable with speeches of
- .



this kind  Laches however turns out to be anything but reluctant to continue  What
Nicias hopes will persuade Laches to leave off 1s responded to by Laches as if 1t were a
direct challenge Nicias hopes to avoid discussion without overtly declining to continue
and hence has mentioned how ctose he and Socrates are i speech that he 1s Quite
accustomed to this sort ot thing and ends by saying n e:ffect what about you Laches”
The tenor of Laches response indicates that he cannot resist taking up this challenge the
challenge of a man who has )LJSt endorsed speeches without any reference to deeds and
who has previously spoken hughly of both a sophist and a sophistic learnable--all of which
are more than enough m Laches eyes to establish Nicias as an opponent  Whereas Nicias
thinks that the business of the deliberation has 'of necessity changed. Laches presented
with this challenge. simply forgets the earhier business. his entire gpeech IS addressed 1o
what Nicias has just said. and in particular to Nicias' ‘companions” the sophists the men
who are “all talk ©~ The upshot of his speech 1s that he--unlike Nicias--1s willing to engage in
speech and associate only with good men. not with all men. and especially not with
sophists.

Laches attitude towards speech s indicated as effectively by his first statement as
by anything else that he says. His clever speech indicates "n deed” the cleverness of
speech. Speech 1s deceptive. and more mportantly, can be used to deceive. The only
proof of virtue which can be trusted. the only just proof 1s deeds (189b4-6). Hence.
Laches attitude towards speech i1s double, hke\ speech itself, but al‘so single. because 1t 1s
based on that which 1s single, that which truly reflects a man’s virtue, his deeds. Deeds,
uniike speeches. cannot “teign” virtue. accordingly the authenticity of speech derives
from the demonstrated competence of the speaker. Hence. Laches’ attitude towards one
who speaks about virtue or wisdom s dictated by the character of the man who is
speaking: if he is "truly a man and worthy of the speeches.,” i.e., if his deeds match his
speeches, Laches rejoices. such a man i1s genuinely harmonious, truly musical--unlike, say.
Damon the music-teacher--and his music is artless (atechnos, 188d6) and Dorian, which is
to say, is truly-Greek.* On the other hand, the speaker who does not have the deeds to
match his speeches pains Laches, all the more so the better he seems to speak.

Laches' attitude towards speeches, then, is determined by the deeds, of the

speaker; speeches do not stand on their own. Furthermore, his assessment of a man's



virtue 1s determined by deeds as well Hence although Laches claims to (and surely does)
rejoice at the speeches of the "harmonious’ man 1t s clear that n his view a man s virtue
does not depend upon such harmony but on one element of that harmony. A man may be
virtuous without being harmonious Laches 1s not experienced in Socrates speeches but
he has observed Socrates deeds. and this s sufficient for estabhishing Socrates virtue in
his éyes A man cannot prove’ his virtue in speech alone. and indeed the attempt to do
so Is ke as notto be boasting (cf 183c8-d4) white if one proves it in deed there s no
need to prove it in speech Speech s clearly subordinate to deed.

Moreover 1t seems from what Laches says, that the virtue manifested by deeds is
self-evident and stands by itself  that deeds which "look” the same are lndéed the same,
and do not e.g.. reflect very df ferent motives, which could perhaps only be revealed
through speech. And not only ts such virtue easily recognized. it 1s also easily captured in
speech. Both men with deeds and those without, are capable of speaking about virtue.
and they will not differ in what they say--- except insofar as the speaker 1s Greek or
Phrygian or Lydian--but only in how well they speak It 1s easy to know what virtue is. and
to speak about it. what s difficult 1s to truly possess it. to manifest itn deed. and in this
way too, speech 1s subordinate to deed. Indeed Laches seems 1O think that the one who
1s truly manty will not pay much attention to speech, if only because speech contributes
Iittie or nothing to what 1s worth paying attention to. In the end. Laches seems 10 view a
concern with speech as such with suspicion. perhaps in s eyes, #0ch concern 1s
motivated by a lack of deeds. by the desire to usurp through artful speech the ground
properly occupied by deeds. Men all too easily speak about virtue, in attempting to make
a clam in speech to what they lack in deed. That a man as concerned with political things
as Laches professes to be., and moreover a military leader, could have this opinion about
speech, and particularly about artful speech or rhetoric, i1s surely surprising: is it not the
case that part of a general's virtue consists in speech. that part of his virtue is, for
example, the ability to speak "bravely” to his troops. to "encourage’ them to virtue in deed
through his virtuous speech? Laches seems to regard speeches about virtue as primarily
or solely speeches about deeds: such speeches either harmonize with deeds, or "unjustly”
attempt to manifest ‘courageous deeds” in speech. Since these speeches therefore

reflect deeds, it seems that the scope of Laches' musical theory is limited ta these sorts
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ot speeches alone It cannot accomodate certain kinds of speeches such as those
belonging to the general nor can it accomodate speeches that ask questions such as what
s virtue?”

Laches seems to regard his musical theory as applicable to all of the virtues to
virtue as a whole However his theory seems to work much better in regards to courage
or manliness than any other virtue Of ali the virtues. courage seems to be the most
difficult to feign and in this respect courageous deeds may N a sense be self-evident
Indeed 1t 1s questionable whether Laches theory can be applied to the other virtues at all

N

are not ptety and moderation, for example much less self-evident in deed and more easily
feigned. than courage’ Now although Laches speaks of virtue. he seems to have
primarily courage n mind, he speaks of hearing the speeches of one who s "truly a man”
with pleasure. And he speaks not of the eourage, but the virtue which Socrates displayed
at Dehum. We might be inchned to assert that Laches equates virtue and courage. or
views all virtue in hght of courage.** Yet Laches cannot smply equate the two, for in
speaking of Socrates’ virtuous deed. he names a virtue other than courage. justice.
Laches' view of the relations between the various virtues i1s unclear. indeed, his musical
theory raises further questions in this regard Does he view the virtues entirely through
courage. or does he mean to mply that a man who possesses one of the virtues will
necessarily possess all of them?

Other questions are raised by Laches’ mention of another of the virtues by name
wisdom. Wisdom too. apparently, must be judged with reference to deeds. But what
sort of deeds reflect wisdom? Laches will later claim that wisdom has nothing to do with
courage, in arguing for this claim, he will make reference to the techna/ (195aff.).’* By
wisdom, Laches appears to mean nothing so much as techne. What then is the relationship
between wisdom and virtue in his view? At this point it is hard to say. but Laches seems in
this speech to be separating the two: he speaks of hearing a man discussing virtue or
some wisdom. s it the case that, in Laches’ view. wisdom has little to do with virtue. or at
the least with the virtue which he emphasizes in this speech, courage?

Once he has outlined his attitude towards speeches, Laches applies it to Socrates.
Laches has had experience of Socrates’ deeds--he knows Socrates to be a virtuous

man--hence Socrates is worthy not only of noble speeches. but of "complete frankness”



as well (189a1) The possession of deeds apparently not only makes one worthy of noble
speeches but also gives one the right to speak them’f;arﬂﬁy to ignore the dictates of
pohteness Indeed Laches clams that Socratic scrutiny will cause him great pleasure  He
too accedes to Solon s saying but unhke Nicias not without qualification Laches 1s willing
In growing old to be taught many things but the teacher must be a good man. What
Laches expects to learn 1s not clear given the directton which the conversation has taken.
perhaps he expects to learn something about how wvirtue 1s instilled he deferred to
Socrates on this matter in his opening comments. But this much 1s clear he does not
expect to learn what virtue 1s--he 1s, after all. only wiling to learn from good men. which
presupposes.-knowledge of what a good man 1s. nor does he anticipate that Socrates will
pomnt to any lack of wirtue or nobility n his way of hfe--after all. he "shared the danger”
with Socrates at Delum.** QOne suspects that the pleasure which Laches expects from
Socrates examination arises from nothing so much as his anticipation that he will not be
found lacking in his nobility or way of life--and that Nicias will (cf. 197d6-8). He has again
m this speech been waging war agamst Nicias. might he not be anticipating that Socrates
will stand with him in speech aganst Nicias. just as he earher expected that Socrates
would stand with him in regards to the worth of the learnable?

Socrates replies to the generals' speeches not by repeating his earier denial of his
competence to teach, but by noting that the generals can’'t be blamed for not being ready
to consult and examine together. Does Socrates think that the generals would be open to
blame if they were not ready to continue, and iIf so, why? His reply seems to indicate that
the deliberation has not changed into an inquiry regarding the generals’ ways of life, they
are going to both consult and examine, the examination will be part of, v(AH be governed
by. the subject of the consultation. At any rate, the generals have both agreed to continue
in whatever manner Socrates wishes, and with their agreement, the uncertainty which
Lysimachus exhibited in his last speech has now been dissolved. Lysimachus now
explicitly hands the deliberation over to Socrates, telling him to "examine in my place, on
behalf of the young men” (183c4f.); he thus completes in speech what Socrates has
already effected in deed. But this relinquishment is accompanied by a reminder of the
work of the deliberation; what the generals have just said, and particularly Nicias' speech,

suggests that Sotrates’ participation in the conversation will lead it away from the subject
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*
with which 1t began. Lysimachus thus hastens to mention that subject he tells Socrates
that on account of tus age he forgets many things that he intends to ask--hence Socrates
1s better equipped to lead the descussicfr--and that he does not remember what he hears
very well espeéially if other speeches come up In the middle--hence Socrates should take

care that the deliberation stays “on track

189c¢-190e: Second Reconstitution of the Deliberative Community

Socrates accepts the role which Lysimachus has just handegd to im and apparently
accepts the terms upon which Lysimachus hands 1t over he says that he and the generals
"‘must obey” Lysimachus and Melesias (183d4f.) Yet rather than gomng through what has
been proposed. as Lysimachus enjoined him to (189d1f ). Socrates immediately proceeds
to once again reset the course of the deliberation: Perhaps 1t would not be bad. he says.
to examine what teachers the advisors have had. or what others they have made
better--i.e.. the very things which Socrates himself proposed that they examine--but he
thinks that a different sort of examination would also lead to the same result, and would
be somewhat more from the beginning (189d5-e3). Socrates explains what he has In
mind they are to examine whether the advisors know ;Nhat virtue 1s.  Such knowledge
would indeed seem to be ‘more from the beg/lnmng,” one must presumably know what
virtue 1s in order to know how to produce 1t. Yet Socrates’ proposal must seem suspect
to the old men at least. and we might wonder whether Socrates 1s now breaking the
obligation which he has just moments ago entered into. The oid men are not interested in
"the beginning.” but In "the conclusion,” and if, ‘as Socrates says, this kind of examination
will lead to the same result as the previous one, that it is more from the beginning would
seem to be not mor‘e but less reason to prefer it to the other. Furthermore, it not clear on
the surface at 'Jeast that this examination will lead to the same result as the other, for
knowledge of what virtue is is only a condition of knowing how to proguce it. Such an
examination would only lead to the same result i: the examinges turn out to not know what
virtue is. Socrates appears to have proposed a test that he is confident both of the
generals will fail.

Socrates first outlines in broad terms the sort of examination that he has in mind,

and then attempts to clarify by making use, for the second time, of the example of the
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eye This example falls in the exact arithmetic center of the dialogue. 'If we happen to
know '~ he says ‘that sight. when present in eyes make those'™ in which it 1s present
better and if we are futhermore able to make 1t be present in eyes 1t 1s clear that we
know what sight tself 1s concerning which we could become counsellors as to how
someone might obtain it in the easiest and best fashion’(190a1-5) Therefore. since they
have been summoned by the old men to a consultation on the souls of their sons on the
way in which virtue might be present to them *  they must know what virtue 1s. Here. at
last. Socrates speaks concretely about the aspect of the soul with which they are
céncerned. They are concerned with virtue. which, following the analogy of eye and
sight. 1s the soul's specific power The experts are not to drectly demonstrate
knowledge of how to produce virtue--which i1s presumably still the knowledge specnf-uc to
them as experts--rather than displaying signs of that knowledge. but instead. are to show
that they know what virtue 1s. The examination has thus departed from the ~model of the
technas the experts are now to show that they possess the knowledge that was earler
assumed to provide the basis upon which the non-expert judged the expert. And If this
knowledge 1s common to expert and non-expert alike, the exammation which Socrates has
praposed would seem to be irrelevant, his proposal suggests, as he has already intimated.
that the non-experts are not knowing about these matters as well. But this seems to pose
a problem how are the ‘non-experts” to determine whether the expert speaks knowingly
about virtue? - Is it the case that the non-experts will have to become knowing about virtue
themselves? If so, this in turn raises the question whether the non-knowers are capable
of becoming knowing about these things. to say nothing else, Lysimachus and Melesias are
old men (cf. 20 1a2-b8)--indeed, Lysimachus has just claimed that the debilities of old age
have affected his capacity for learning. And Socrates himself indicates that this is no
small undertaking: to examine the whole of virtue, he says. "would perhaps be rather
much” (190c8f.). Yet perhaps there is an alternative to this: what Socrates has said thus
far suggests that he may possess a kind of expertise, an expertise in the judging of
experts,®* which seems somehow to be between the old men, who by their own
admission do not know. and the generals, the supposed experts; perhaps a man such as
Socrates is what the old men need. Moreover. perhaps Socrates’ practice of his

expertise will provide the groundwork for the old men's project, which presupposes that
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théy know what virtue I1s  Yet Socrates expertise may only be able to determine that

g
another 1s not knowing **  can it provide the old men with a competent educator or 1s Its
competence bmited to this negative function’? And again the search or examination for
virtue I1s an imposing work, and the sons are pretty much of an age to be kducated
(187c¢9f . cf 179a5-9) might not the moment be lost if therr education must wait for the
concluston of an examination such as Socrates has suggested or of a search for
knowledge of virtue?

Be this as it may. Socrates asserts. and Laches agrees that if they do not 'at all
know what virtue happens to be they will be unable to gtve counsel as to how to obtain it
Therefore he says to Laches. they assert that they know what it 1s Laches rephes that
they assert it Indeed. And. Socrates continues. since they know 1t, they could doubtless
say what it 1s. Agamn Laches emphatically agrees. since saying what virtue 1s 1s to be the\
test of knowing what it 1s, presumably the reverse holds true as well if they are unable to
say what it 1s, they will be unable to claim that they know what 1t 1s. Socrates responds
with a further revision to examine the whole of virtue would perhaps be too great an
undertaking. 1t would be easter to examine whether they are knowing about some part of
it. To'this, too. Laches agrees. What part,.then, Socrates asks, should they choose--or
should 1t clearly be that which the learning about armour seems to am at? Socrates
declares, and Laches agrees, that to the many it presumably ams at courage, therefore,
they will try to state what courage 1s. -

Courage has finally assumed center stage, 1t does so at the center of the dialogue
which, according to tradition, is the Platonic dialogue on courage. And of the virtues,
courage at first glance appears to be the obvious choice for discussion. However, upon
reflection, the choice of courage becomes less obvious. The dialogue has certainly been
concerned with matters that seem to involve courage. Yet Socrates has also moved the
discussion beyond such matters to a consideration of who is expert in attending to souls,
in producing virtue as a whole. Should they not consider the whole of virtue? Socrates
offers one reason for not doing so: to examine the whole of virtue is a great work; it is
easier, he says, to examine a part. But thkis surely questionable: it would only seem
easier if virtue is simply the sum of its individual parts, and this has not been established;

indeed, stating what courage is would seem to dictate that some consideration be given to



this very question. On the other hand since the specific business of the deliberation is
sull presumably to decide whether Stesidaus learnable 1s suitable for the young men
perhaps courage 1s the most relevant virtue to consider Yet courage 1s not chosen for
discussion by consideration of whether 1t 1s the virtue at which the learnable seems to am.
or even by the interlocuter s agreement that this seems to be the case but by agreement
that to the many thfs seems to be the case. Why then does Socrates move the discussion
to a consideration courage and why in the mannér in which he does so?

We may say first that based upon what we have seen of the generals thus far. a’n
examination mvolving courage seems the most hkely of all the virtues to reintroduce and
perhaps crystathze therr earlier disagreement. The generals first disagreement was about

o

means, about the usefulness of the fighting in armour _ But in the course of that
disagreement, both mentioned what Socrates has now mtroduced as the end of the
deliberation. Socrates followed their disagreement by taking over the leaderstup of the
discussion, but he prevented or postponed further disagreement between the generals by
speaking n formal terms--of "the thing itself"--when he suggested that since they were
deliberating for the sake of the soul. they ought to examine who was expert in attending
to 1t. Do not the generals’ initial brief comments about courage provide us with some
reason to think that they will disagree as much about courage as they did regarding the
learnable’s worth? )

Whether Socrates wishes t(; provoke further disagreement between the generals,
and why he might wish to do so. 1s at this point not entirely clear. But he also seems to
have a more immediate reason for suggesting that they discuss courage. Socrates
chooses this virtue by referring to the opinion of the many. Now, Socrates in fact seems
to adopt the many's perspective throughout the present discussion. Socrates begins by
separating the "thing itself” and that which makes it better  he speaks of one who "happens
to know" that sight makes the eye better. But everyone knows that sight makes the eye
better, except, perhaps, those who are congenitally blirlq, although even they are likely
aware that they lack something; what slse could make the \'\e, the organ whose work it is
to see, better? And do not most people know this because they know what sight is on
the basis of their possession of it? Such being the case,\’turvould seem that one who

claimed to be a doctor would have to demonstrate his competence not by showing that he
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has knowledge of what sight ts. but that he has knowledge of the eye and 1ts structure for
his ability to attend to eyes depends upon this knowiedge And following Socrates
analogy. it would seem that they should be examming for knowledge of the soul for the
ability to attend to souls depends upon this knowledge. Indeed. until Socrates introduced
his latest revision to the course of the deliberation they were concerned with the soul
and with the art of attending to souls. And his pr’oposal that they consider not virtue but a
part of wirtue, of necessity raises questions about the soul. Socrates himself indicates
that this issue should come to our minds when he compares virtue to sight. He illustrates
the sort of examination that he has i mind by repeating. almost word for word his
general outhine of 1t. using the example of eye and sight (cf 189e3-7 with 190a1-5) But
then he adds the ear and its specific power to the example “for 1f we do not even know

this thing--what sight 1s or _what hearing 1s--we would hardly be counsellors and doctors

worthy of mention concerning either eyes or ears. as to the way in which someone might

obtain hearing or sight in the noblest manner” (19036-b1). While Socrates 1s ostensibly
comparing “virtue and soul” to "sight and eye.” his mention of hearing. and the subsequent
agreement to examine a part of virtue, raise the question of the nature of the parts of
virtue and therr relation to the soul. Sight and hearing are the powers of eye and ear,
réspect:vely, that 1s to say. of parts of the body, Socrates’ example suggests that the
parts ot virtue belong to parts of the s.oul,"0 Does not the notion that virtue has parts
require consiqeration of the nature of these parts, which 1s to say, some consideration of
the soul itself? Why then does Socrates not propose that they examine for knowledge
of these matters? In infflating the déliberatnon, Lysimachus and Melesias made two
fundamental assumptions: first, that the best man i1s able to transmit his excellence (and
hence that they, lacking distinquished virtue, lack the ability to pr‘oduce it in others), and
second. that the advisors and the advised share a'common knowledge of what the best
man is. On the basis of the generals’ disagreement, Socrates undermined thé first
assumption by introducing techne. However, as we have seen, the model of the techne
presupposed tHat expert and non-expert alike know virtue when they see it, and hence
that the non-expert is able to judge the work of the expert in attending to souls; it left the
deliberation’s second assumption intact. But Socrates has intimated--indeed, did so in the

very act of introducing techne®--that this assumption, too, is questionable; the examination
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based in techne ts flawed There i1s. then a need for an examnation that corrects this
tlaw which 1s to say. an examination that undermines the delberation s second
assumputon It s for thus reason that Socrates separates virtue from the soul, and then.
using the opinion of the many separates courage as the part to be examined. For courage
seems to be the most “visible” of the virtues. Courageous acts seem 1o stand out to be
immediately evident, what courage ts seems to be plain “to those who have eyes to see.’
Socrates turns to the question of courage in discussion with Laches. who has expressed
the view that virtue by which he seems above all to mean manly virtue, 1s something that
almost anyone can capture in speech. And when Socrates asks him to try to state what
courage is, Laches apparently finds this request so easy to meet that he 1s moved to utter
an oath "By Zeus, Socrates. it is not difficult to state” (190e4). To the "visibility” of virtue
corresponds the fact that most men feel utterly confident that they know what courage 150
they surely do not base therr clam to such knowledge in the clam that they possess
knowledge of the soul. By separating virtué from the soul, and then courage from virtue,
Socrates provides for a discussion which ts on the terms of the many--and in particular,
the old men. a discussion which Ilustrates the difficulties involved i knowing what
courage 1s is much more lkely to shake ther confidence that they possess such
knowledge than a discussion of the soul itself ¢

We might well wonder why Socrates 1s concerned to do this to the old men.
After all, as we noted earlier. it would seem that they are educable only to a imited extent.
In a somewhat similar situation n the Republic, Socrates questions the elderly Cephalus jn
such a way as to induce him to excuse himself from further discussion. rather than in a
way that would undermine his beliefs about the pvirtue justice. What good will it do to
shake the old men’s beliefs about the virtue courage? Socrates himself points to‘a
possible reason. Once he and Laches have agreed to discuss courage, Socrates proposes
in passing that after they examine this--presumably, after they have stated what courage
is--they shall examine in what way it might be present in 'young men, to the extent that it
can be present from practices and learnables (190d8-e2). -After speaking about coura.ge
they will turn to a matter which. to this point, has not been consi.dered_. Yet, as we have
pointed out, a consideration of the extent to which virtue is brought into. being through

learnables and practices, which is to say, of the respective roles of nature and nurture in
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becoming best seemed to be required from the outset because 1t too 1s more from the
beginning than the pomnt fram which the deliberation proceeded Now Socrates intiated
the present discussion because 1t would be ‘'more from the beginning ~ and he illustrated
the sort of examination that he had in mind by speaking of eye and sight. of the man who 1s
able to ‘make sight be present in eyes Now. strictly speaking. no doctor is able to put
sight” Into blind eyes the extent to which he is able to treat eyes depends first and
foremost. oh the condition that the eyes themselves are in.*'  The example of the eye
raises the question whether the sons like eyes can be profitably “attended to.” To this
point. one might easily have forgotten that the sons are even present By making mention
of these things. Socrates indicates that he has them very much in mind.

&
190e-194‘b: Lagbasbn Courage
L;\c.bés/ responds to Socrates without any hesitation. nothm\g in Socrates’ request
gives him any pause_ or: the contrary, it moves him to utter an oath. Laches defines
courage as follows ’If someo‘uld be willing to remain in the ranks and defend
himself against the enemies and should not flee. know v;ell that he would be courageous”
(190e5f ). Laches. the practical political man, offers not a universal defimtion. but an
instance of‘courage, the courage of a hoplite. He speaks of the courage which he has
presumably most often observed. i.e.. of a courage that 1s common. His defimition
reflects the city's definition of courage. the courage expressed by the city's laws the city
requires that atthe least. its hoplites remain in the ranks and nét flee. That this is the case
1s indicated by Laches’ earler, rather perplexing statements about Socrat\es‘ behavior at
Delium. Laches has twice referred to those actions in terms of high praise. but while he
has called those actions virtuous. he never referred to them as courageous. although they
surely have a claim to be regarded as such. |aches recognizes that Socrates’ actions
deserve to be regarded as virtuous--indeed, he regards them as of outstanding virtue: for
while his fellow-hoplites fled, Socrates did not; once the ranks were broken, Socrates
was wi'lling to caimly retreat’, to stand on his.own.¢* He acted beyo_nd the call of duty or
what the city calls for, and in doing so, distinguished himself from his fellow hoplites. But *

while Laches recognizes the outstanding nature of Socrates' deed, he cannot "name” it.

Socrates appears to Laches to possess more than ordinary or hoplite courage, which for



Laches 1s courage ** Socrates deeds at Delum did not move Laches to think about
courage to question his understanding of 1t nor does he pause here tor reflection betfore
responding to Socrates questioning speech about courage. This general apparently sees
nothing incongrous m the fact that he defines courage as something which belongs to the
hoplite alone and moreover which only arises when the hophte 1s ‘acting as a hoplite
when he 1s in the ranks
Socrates responds that Laches speaks well but has not answered what he
intended him to answer perhaps Socrates says -he i1s to blame for this  The man of
whom Laches speaks he continues. ts presumably courageous Laches replies that he at
least says this Sdcrates. we should note. says that he does as well But whereas Laches
spoke of one who 1s wiling to remain in the ranks. Socrates speaks simply of one who
remains In the ranks Are these equatable? Is the fact that one remains in the ranks of
itself sufficient indication that he 1s willing to do so? Laches does not notice Socrates’
alteration. and in faing to do so. he agan reflects the city's perspective. for what is
important to the city is "the deed itself " 1.e.. stmply that its hoplites remain in the ranks.*
Socrates now cu>tes three counter-examples to what Laches has just sad. These
are ostensibly concerned to widen Laches' defimtion one may show courage In fleeing as
well as remaining. Socrates speaks first of the Scythian horsemen. and then of the
horses of Aeneas and Aeneas himself. Laches is not convinced. these are not Greeks. the
" courage ofwwhncﬁ he s speakuﬁg 1s Greek courage. and the Greeks fight as he has said. In
response. Socrates turns to an e);ample which 1s sure to persuade Laches, for it involves
the Lacedaemonians. who are. as we have seen. the most Greek of the Greeks in Laches’
eyes. Socrates relates what "they claim” happened at Plataea the Lacedaemonians "were
not willing” to remain and fight against the Persian troops who carried wicker ;hields, but
fled. when the Persian ranks were broken, they turned around like horsemen. and thus
were victorious. Apparently, Greeks do fight fieeing as well as .remaining; Laches’
definition of even Greek courage is insufficient.
However, if Socrates’ examples are intended to do oniy this, they must surely
strike us as odd.¢’'Indeed, we may wonder why Socrates empioys ﬂwpée examples rather
than what Laches himself has repeatedly emphasized: Socrates’ﬁé;\a, by implication, his

own--behavior at Delium. Does Socrates refrain from employing this example simply out



ot modesty” Perhaps yet it seems that this would have been not only sufficient but also
pecuharly. appropriate for countering Laches defimition since it involves Laches own
deeds (cf 183e2-3) which as we pointed out above he does not see:ﬂ to include within
the domain of courage Socrates does not employ this example because 1t 1s not n
accord with what he wishes to stress in his rep_ly to Laches Instead he uses examples
which*not only widen Laches definition but also point to the connection of the courage
of which Laches. spoke to the city this courage 1s tor the sake of and hence 1s governed
by the city s ends and in the first instance by victory As such. it 1s subordinate in an
immediate sense to strategy to the strategos (general). Socrates make reference to these
things in his intel reply to Laches definttion by making a slight change in what Laches has
said whereas Laches spoke of remamning in the ranks and defending. Socrates speaks of
remaining n the ranks and fighting. victory requires more than simply defense or not being
overcome. So too. the example of the Scythians suggests that this courage arises within
the context of the dictates of strategy. Indeed. the Scythian example arguably does not
involve courage at all. A characteristic Scythian strategy. according to Herodotus. *
which arose from therr nomadic way of hfe was to avord sngaging in combat through
flight, either entirely in the face of superior force. or unti thgy were in a situation most
advantageous to attack. Socrates only mentions Scythian fight, in what way could such
fiight be conceived to involve courage? Does not t;'us aspect of therr strategy rather
preclude any courageous action? The Lacedaemonian example points in this direction as
well. On the surface. Socrates might be taken to mean that the Lacedaemonian troops lost
and then recm‘.ered their courage. What he means to mmply s rather that the
Lacedaemonian actions were the results of commands given by the Lacedaemonian
generals. Socrates’ examble 1s particularly appropriate to demonstrating the
) subordination of battiefield courage to strategy. for the Lacedaemonian strategy dictated
that the troops dissemble cowardly flight, the apparent opposite to the courage of which
Laches spoke; the Lacedasmonian "deeds” were not what they appeared to be. and this
deception gained them the victory .*°

Both the Scythian and the Lacedaemonian examples, then, involve a courage which
occurs within the context of an order imposed by strategy. and it is this which Socrates is

attempting to bring tc Laches’ attention; hence, he is silent about their behavior at Delium,



which occurred outside ot any such order and indeed. only when such order had been
destroyed Both examples sice they involve behavior that 1s ordered by strategy poimnt
to strategy or knowledge to what i1s addressed by Socrates central example The
example 1s double and hence suitably 1s open to botl a hiteral and a more metaphoric
mnterpretation It i1s the only one of the three ment:on&h Socrates which concerns a
torm of combat that does not invoive order or a structure of rank, in battle the Homerc
charioteers tought on therr own. And whereas in his other examples Socrates spoke only
of fighting. here he speaks only of knowledge. Homer he says lauded Aeneas for his
‘knowledge of flight,” order takes the place of knowledge. and when such order ts absent.
the presence of knowledge 1s essential. But Socrates mplies that Aeneas wonder ful
horses possessed the same sorf of k;owledge as Aeneas according to him. "Homer
declared somewhere that they knew how to ‘pursue and flee very swiftly hither and
thither “ (191a10-b1). What Homer actually says is that the horses "have knowledge of
the plain, how to pursue and to flee very swiftly hither and thither over 1t.”’* 1.e.. that they
are sure-footed and swift But these qualities. and the use of them must be guided if
they are to be put to use In battle.”! Again recalling that Plato often uses the horse as a
metaphor for the city. we may in this instance say that the example of Aeneas and his
horses points to the need for men who stand above the city's troops. who are able to
guide them in battle.

Socrates’ examples, then. are intended not only to widen the field of courage. but
also to raise the question of the relation of knowledge to courage. can the general Laches
account for the courage specific to him by defining courage as simply a willingness to
stand fast? Socrates i1s attempting to show Laches that he cannot, he is attegwpting to
open Laches to knowledge. to force Laches to think about knowledge in relation to
courage, by raising the stock of knowledge in Laches’ eyes. We have seen the value
which Laches places upon courage--he seemed to have courage more than any other
virtue in mind in putting forward his musical theory--and we have seen the value which he
places upon victory as well (see 182e5-183a2, 194af.). By countering Laches' definition
with examples that point to the relation between hoplite, and more generally, military
courage. and strategy, Socrates means to imply that knowledge is at least as essential to

victory as courage. and moreover, that courage, or at least that form of courage which
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aims at victory itselt requires the gufdance of knowledge

Once Socrates has widened Laches defintion within the context ot battle he
proceeds to extend it beyond battle n two different respects First. he speaks of
courage In circumstances other than battle he 1s asking he says about those who are
courageous not only in heavy-armed soldiery but in every form of warfare and not only in
war but In dangers at sea. and towards sickness poverty and even politics (181d1-6)
Socrates does not elaborate on the various circumstances which he mentions 1t 1s hard to
say for sure what sort of behavior he has in mind_ although we can think of many likely
examples. He takes care to extend the field of courage not only to private situations but
regarding the political as well military courage does not exhaust the manifestations of
courage even in the poliucal realm ™

Socrates next widens the scope of courage even further he i1s inquiring not only
about those who are courageous towards pains and fears. "but also those who are clever
(deinos) at fighting against desires or pleasures. whether remaining or turning around in
retreat--for there are presumably some courageous ones. Laches. in such things too”
(191d6-e2). It appears from this that what Socrates wants from Laches i1s a definition
which pertains primarily or wholly to the soul. He speaks of no situations in which men
show courage agamnst desires or pleasures. and once Laches agrees that there“are
qg(:rageous men in such things, Socrates speaks of those who possess courage In fears,
those in pains, those in desires, and those in pleasures, and of those who possess
cowardice in these thmgsbether than those who possess courage and cowardice in war,
sickness. poverty, etc. Laches s to define with reference to the soul itself, rather than
with reference to the soul in relation to anything sutside of itself. He does so, | believe, in
order to elicit the core of Laches view of courage. Socrates here appears to conflate
what are usually considered td be two distinct virtues: courage and moderation. Whether
he believes that moderation is simply a species of courage--or that courage is a species of
moderation?--is unclear; there are "presumably,” he says, some courageous ones in such
things too. Or perhaps he means to suggest that in order to be considered truly
courageous, a man must possess moderation, or at Iea§t a species of moderation, as weli.
Laches also does not appear to separate them: he agrees very strongly with what Socrates

asserts. Lathes appears to view all of the virtues as species of courage, or perhaps more
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precisely to view all of them through courage all involve something which seems central
to and most fully expressed by courage. for they all involve a kind of warfare that 1s
mnternal to the soul. a fighting against fears pams. desires and pleasures Socrates
timself n summarizing what he said previously about various methods of waging war
speaks n a way that might be taken to point at this very notion. Socrates there speaks of
hoplitery and then of cavalry. and then generalizes to "every form of warfare’ This is the
only use of "form” (erdos. 191d3) in the dialogue. 1t 1s used with a word. po/emskos. which
means ‘concerning or for war,” and this ts the only use of this word as well. elsewhere
including immediately below. Socrates uses the more common po/emos. |s Socrates
suggesting the view that courage always involves some participation in warfare, be it on
the battlefield or in the soul? This supposition is supported by what Socrates says when
he turns to the soul 1itself he speaks of “fighting against” one’s psychic enemies, whether
by remaining or turming around in retreat. For Laches, then, courage essentially involves
this internal warfare 1t 1s necessary both that one of these objects be present in a man's
soul, and that one fight against that object, in order for courage to arise. Yet Socrates
suggests that fighting against these things may involve not only remaming, but turning
around In retreat.”” how could retreating in the face of such things be considered
‘courageous by Laches, or anyone else. for that matter? Socrates himself suggests that
Laches could not so regard such retreats. Some men, he says. possess courage in
pleasures, some in pains, some in desires, and some In fears; and others possess
cowardice in these same things. Laches agrees: Socrates then asks him what each of
these things--i.e., courage and cowardice--is. Courage has a single opposite, cowardice,
and this must for Laches be the opposite to remaining against these passions. Yet
Socrates appears to divide courage in regards to the motions of the psyche; there are
apparently two ways in which one may fight against these motions. He speaks not simply
of ‘retreating,” but of “turning around in retreat.” His choice of words suggests "turning
away,”’* a courage which does not involve the endless necessity of remaining against
one's fears, desires, etc., but which rather "fights against” these things by somehow
ieaving them behind. And if t‘his is the case, then Socrates’ speech suggests that this kind
of courage is not simply the end result of this "turning around in retreat,” Eut the activity of

“turning and retreating” as well. Are we meant to think that Socrates’ own activity in this
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way constitutes a kind of courage?

Laches sull does not fully comprehend what Socrates 1s asking for.  Socrates
therefore makes use of an example a particular to show lLaches that he s after
something much more general than Lacriss definiton  Itis as if Socrates was asking what
speed (tachos. 192al) 1s for instance in running or cithara-playing or speaking. or
tearning If someone asked him what 1t 1s which in all things he calls quickness (or
swiftness. tachutes. 192a10). he would say that 1t 1s the power of accomplishing many
things in a short tme. Why_ of all the examples which Socrates could have used. does hé
choose this one” First of all perhaps. to draw out Laches second attempt to define
courage. Laches no longer has to say what courage i1s. but what power 1s mnvolved mn
courage. Sull, many other examples would have served this end just as well. Socrates
makes use of quickness because quickness 1s very germane to what théy are discussing.
and in particular to what Laches has said about courage and what, we must surmise.
Socrates anticipates tﬁat he will say in response to this example.

That such 1s the case s indicated by the definition which Socrates offers
quickness is the power to accomplish many things in a shor; time. This seems to be an
adequate definitton of quickness. at least in physiological terms. But Socrates’ mention of
“many things” in addition to “a short time" points to é problem with his definition. He
speaks as if quickness alone enables a man to accomplish many things in a short time. This
may not always be the case. in particular, it 1s not always the case in regards to running.
which Socrates takes care to mention when he gives his definition. Now, quickness alone
may well be sufficient in the case of the sprinter, it surely is not in the case of the distance
runner.”* The latter requires something in addition: endurance. Indeed., what the
distance-runner lacks in speed may to a certain extent be compensated for by an ability to
endure to a greater extent than his more fleet competitors. And we can conceive of
instances wr‘1ere endurance would be necessary in all of the examples of quickness whigch
Socrates gives. The indefiniteness which arises from Socrates’ mention of "many things"
raises the question of the role of endurance in and its relation to quickness. In some\
cases quickness would seem to be a necessary but not sufficient power, wh.h cannot do

without the additional power of endurance.
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Socrates definition also points to what seems to be another "kind” of quickness
We speak ot those who are quick to speak = or ‘quick to take offense ™ or 'quick to
anger But this kind of quickness does not seem to be encompassed by Socrates’
defimtion--unless we disregard the mention of ‘many things * Socrates means us to think
of this aspéct of guickness as well and mel’ms us to do so regarding speech hence. he
mentions ‘voice” as well as running” In articulating his geflnntuon For when we notice that
quickness In respect of voice could mean quick to speak” as well as "speaking quickly.”
we should also notice that Socrates’ present interlocuter 1s very quick to speak. especially
when Nicias i1s involved. this will become especially evident in the discussion with Nicias
about courage.

Socrates’ example does indeed seem to help Laches provide a stmilar definition
regarding courage In his opinion, courage s by nature in all cases a certain endurance of
the soul. We have noted that Socrates has spoken to Laches in such a way a;to elicit a
defunmon this kind. Further. we have seen that endurance has some sort of relation t<’>
the example that Socrates used, might the reverse not be the case as well? Or might it be
the case that Socrates has in fact pointed to the very thing that is missing from Laches’
9efmmon? Laches’ first defimtion of courage was literally that of the hoplite, and his
present definiton is simply a Qeneral:zation‘of that particular case to all cases of courage.
Now. the hoplite himself may not need any sort of quickness, but his general surely does.
Do we not s;y that one mark of a good leader, and perhaps of a good military leader In
particular, is boldness or decisiveness? Surgly those commanding the Lacedasmonians at
Plataea displayed such quickness in what was, especially for the Lacedaemonians, an
innovative tactic. Furthermore, this quickness seems to involve both thought and action,
both quickness In grasping. what is ~requir'/ed by a particular situation, and quickness in
acting upon that perception. Quickness, then, as well as endurance, seems to be involved
in courage (cf. 193d1). Moreover, quickness itself often seems to be, or to look like,

/ courage:; it often seems to have no need of endurance, as with the sprinter, or perhaps it
\is capable of taking the place of endurange. Men who are bold at least sometimes appear
to lack any fear against which to endure, or by their quickness they seem somehow able to

Hisregard, rather than endure against, risks. ‘Perhaps such men, if they are to be truly

24
,~ courageous, have need of endurance in another way, a way that wouid make sense of
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Socrates inclusion of what are commonly regarded as the objects of moderation in Hbs list
of the objects of courage. For if a man who possesses the quickness that we call
boldness s "too quick.” too prone to taking risks. then it would seem that what he Is In
need of 1s moderation, of endurance against his boldness or that which urges him to
motion ~©  Courage. then seems to involve quickness as vyell as endurance. and in fact
these seem to represent two poles of courage in each of which dif ferent men-partake to
diftering extents. perhaps courage 1s a certain combination of gquickness and endurance.
or alternatively. perhaps different combinations of these things represent dif ferent kinds
of courage. Again, we noted the hoplitical kind of courage. which seems to be a lower
kind of courage. and which seems to be primarily endurance. from this we may distingutsh
a higher kind_ of courage, which relies to -a much greater extent on quickness. Such a
division might account for what we regard as outstanding acts of courage. and Laches too
may somehow recognize such a division, although here, because he is trying to identify
that which 1s common to all acts of courage, his definition does not seem to encompass
these.  That this may be the case ts suggested by Laches' mention of "wonder ful virtue.”
Socrates’ example, then. again suggests that Laches has been speaking of a
courage that many can possess. And he again appears to be attempting to open Laches to
a higher kind of courage. a courage that 1s more able to stand on its own. But'if there i1s a
distinction to be made between quickness and endurance with regards to self-sufficiency.
Socrates implies that such a distinction can be made regarding quickness itself as well. In
speaking of quickness, Socrates seems to have in mind the ‘raw” power of quickness, the
natural ability to do something quickly. This does not, however, seem to be a}l that there
ts to quickness. or rather to the use of that power. To refer again to the distance runner
what is essential to his activity--and particularly in regards to his endurance--is pacing, i.e.,
the regulation of his quickness. Similarly, with cithara-playing, the abiiity to play quickly
must be regulated according to what is being played, and in this case, the musician's
quickness seems in a sense to be part of his knowledge of how to play the cithara;
successful performance of a piece of music invoives not only knowing how to actually
play the instrument, but also a knowledge of tempo.”?And with speech too, we can think

of situations where quick or slow speech is appropriate. Socrates points to just this in

speaking first of speed (tachos). which happens to exist for us in running. stc.. and which
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we possess In the actions of legs etc.. and then mentioning not speed. but quickness
(tachutes) which seems to involve more than simply speed. Now_ 1t 1s noteworthy that the
onty example used by Socrates to which such knowledge or regulation of quickness does
not seem to apply 1s that of learning Is there any situation In which guickness at learning
should. or could be slowed down? In regards to this activity, ‘natural quickness’ Is
always the appropriate quickness. |s Socrates suggesting that this sort of quickness is
most fully ‘quickness.’ or partakes of i1t to the greatest extent and at the same time 1s
most self-sufficient? And, analogously. might he be mplying that courage 1s more
self-sufficient the more 1t tends towards knowledge ?

At any rate, Laches manages to articulate the sort of general defimtion which
Socrates desires. He is still uncertain about this manner of proceeding. however, he says
that courage "i1s a certain endurance of the soul, If one must say about courage what it is
by nature in all cases” (192b8f). Perhaps Socrates’ mention of quickness has stirred
something in Laches; he certainly seems hesitant about attempting to encompass all
manifestations of courage within a single definition. Nonetheless, he does so. by
generalizing tus first definition. courage s still a kind of remaining against the enemy. not
all kinds of endurance qualify as courage. Apparently not all "enemies” which call for
endurance are worthy of the name courage, Laches here adds a further distinction on
what basis does he make it? Moreover, Laches says that this endurance is "by nature”. in
his eyes. courage is, or depends upon. a power of the soul which is natural. which i1s not
the result of education. And conversely. cowardice is simply the lack of this natural
power (cf. 184b4-7).7

Socrates now has what he has been seeking from Laches. But the definition is
apparently still lacking; Socrates has further questions for Laches. it is notable. however,
that he does not question the argument that courage involves endurance. Laches has
articulated something essential to courage. What is still unclear is the relation of this thing
to courage; Socrates’ questions attempt to determine this. He first tells Laches that it
looks to him at least as if not quitg all endurance .appears to Laches to be courage. Does
this imply that all courage invoh’s endurance of some kind? Laches was uncertain;
Socrates leaves the question open. At any rate, Socrates’' observation is certainly true;
Laches himself said that courage is a "certain” endu/va/nc}?ut he‘urely does not have the

»
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kind of division which Socrates now introduces in mind.  Socrates pretty much knows’
that Laches holds courage 1o be among the altogether noble things. Laches assures him of
this and more courage 1s among the noblest things. Well Socrates asks 1s endurance
accompamed by prudence (phronesis 192b8) noble and good”? ‘Certamnly * says Laches
And endurance accompanied by folly 1s the opposite. and therefore harmful and
evil-doing? Again Laches agrees. Would Laches then assert Socrates asks that the
latter 1s something noble”? Laches reply 1s now more guarded "it certanly would not be
* just, at any rate” (192d6). Endurance of this sort Socrates continues. I1s not courage
since it 1s not noble. while courage 1s noble. This 1s true. according to Laches, therefore.
Socrates concludes. prudent endurance would be courage--according to Laches’
argument' Laches answers ‘It seems so’ he seems very unsure about this. And well
might he be. Socrates argument is strange, to say the least. Neither prudence and folly,
nor the noble and the good and therr opposites, are examined. Socrates treats endurance
as something which 1s always accompanied by either prudence or folly, these opposites
apparently exhaust the possibilities. Yet Socrates agreed that Laches’ imtial defintion
qualified as at least an instance of courage. and It 1s hard to see how this kipd of courage
involves, or necessarily involves, prudence. indeed, Laches’' definition, g\wocrates'
counter-examples, pointed to the private's courage. to courage shown “in the ranks.” and
thus kind of courage seemed to be accompanied not by prudence, but by obedience, most
immediately to one’'s commander, and ultimately to the city's laws. Nor is what Socrates
says about the noBle and the good aﬁy more clear. To say nothing else, it 1s not
self-evident that what is noble does not cause harm or evil. Indeed, is not courage itself a
possible example of something noble which may cause harm, and sometimes the greatest
harm, to the man who acts courageously? Socrates surely means us to notice this,
2T
because he speaks of two opposites to the good,fand a primary denotation of one of
them, b/aberos (translated "harmful”), is physical harm or injury. Yet Socrates implies, and
Laches agrees, that endurance accompanied by prudence. which is both noble and good.
does not do harm. What Socrates says about the noble and the good, and in particular,
what his statements imply about the relation between them, needs much more
. ;

consideration: that foolish endurance is not noble would seem to be the case only if all

noble things are also good, i1.e., if the noble is simply a species of the good. Socrates



introduces the good and its opposites primarily 1f not solely, to lead Laches to the
conclusion that courage involves prudence as well as endurance. E\or folly clearly does
cause harm and evil. Socrates presumes--correctly, as Laches response (it would not be
just) shows--that Laches will be unwiling to regard a harmful or ewvil-working thing as
noble. He quickly moves to the result that prudent endurance s courage in order to make
Laches think about prudence in relation to courage. And we see Laches beginning to
think--or at least to doubt which s a precursor to thought--in his responses to Socrates’
questions here. Laches quickly 1.e. unthinkingly. answers Socrates’ first question he
finds no reason to doubt that endurance--which he has just asserted s
courage--accompanied by prudence s noble and good. His answefs become
progressively more hesitant, until he 1is left with a conclusion about which he i1s very
uneasy. for courage now seems to Include prudence, and this seems to him to threaten the
autonomy, not to say the existence, of courage. Yet Laches cannot simply reject this,
after all. he has agreed to everything that Socrates has sad. Laches 1s indeed left with
something to think about.

Socrates. however, quickly moves on. Having introduced prudence, he returns
from the soul itself to a consideration of circumstances In which courage might be said to
arise. Apparently the situations which he mentions are divisible nto two classes Socrates
asks Laches whether prudent endurance is prudent in respect of all things, both great and
small (182e1f.). First, he asks Laches whether he would call courageous one who
endured in spending money prudently, knowing that having Q\t bwil! possess more; by
Zeus, nlephes Laches. he would not. What then, continues Socrates, about some doctor
who. when his son or someone else had an inflammation of the lungs and begged to be
given food or drink, did not bend but endured? Again Laches asserts that this is not
cowag'Apparently, these .are not instances of courage in his view primariiy beéause
they are not great, not "serious” (cf. 182c3f.). And his denial that these situations involve
courage seems correct: in the first example, endurance does not segm called for at all,
while in the éecond, the doctor’s art presumably prescribes abstinence from food or drink
as the treatment for his patient;s ailment; the doctor's practice of his art does not seem to
require endurance. But the latter example, while perhaps not qualifying as an instance of

courage, may well show us something about courage, or about the role of prudence in
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courage. In a sense the doctor may have more to endure against than the financier---
especially i1f the one whom he 1s treating 1s tus son On the one hand, he must fear the
consequences of giving in 16 his son’s pleas while on the other his son's suffering must
cause pain for im as well Does not the doctor s ‘prudence ' his techne. determine which
of these the doctor must endure against?

Laches however denies that this kind of prudent remaining against pains 1s at all
ke courage. Socrates therefore returns to matters of war andwarrows the scope of
courage. which he had previously widened. Moreover the examples which he now
offers are all double or comparative. in each case Laches 1s now to say which of two
individuals 1s} more courageous. They are supposedly attempting to determine in what
respeci prudéent endurance is courage. but Socrates’ examples seem to aim not at this, but
rather at raising questions about the character of this prudence. Socrates first asks
Laches about a man in war who 1s enduring and willing to fight, calculating prudently, and
knowing that others will come to his aid. that he V*be fighting against fewer and inferior
men than his comrades, and that he holds stronger ground (193a3-6). Would Laches say
that this one, "who endures with such prudence and preparation. is more courageous than
one in the opposite camp who 1s willing to remamn standing his ground anbd to endure?”
(193a6-9). ,Laches feels that the latter is more courageous. But surely, Socrates replies,
the endurance of the latter man is more foolish. Laches agrees. But should he?
Socrates formulates his example in such a way as to suggest that he is speaking about men
in the ranks. And the prudence which he describes is a calculating forethought with
regard to self-interest, in this case a prudence which has determined that the risks of
battle arel minimized. Laches is surely correct in regarding this sort of prudence as
reducing the need for courage, insofar as courage involves endurance. for although
Socrates speaks of this man enduring, it would be more accurate to say that his prudence
reduces the need for endurance, by indicating that there is little chance of injury or death
ana hence little to fear. Similarly, in Socrates' next examples, which involve three martial
techna/--- horsemanship, and.the use of sling and bow--Socrates Eeplaces prudence with
techne, with that body of knowledge which is in the firét instance concerned to tend to

man’s preservation and needs, in large part through provision against the vicissitudes of

chance. These technai presumably reduce the risks of battle. But, in the first place. we
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should note that Socrates asks Laches not whether the prudent or artful man simply 1s not
courageous. but whether he ts less courageous. to the extent that prudence and tecfine do
not eliminate but only reduce risks. thts man may still have need of endurance.

More fundamentally however 1t 1s questionable whether Laches should answer
rather than guestion at this point. and n particular. whether he should agree with Socrates
that the endurance of the man in the opposite camp 1s more fooh-sh. For Socrates says
nothing about the prudence--or lack thereof--of this man, and 1t 1s only when we notice

u
this that the real import of Socrates’ example becomes evident. Socrates says of this
man only that he I1s willing to remain standing and to endure doesthe do so sharing his
counterpart’s awareness of the disadvantageous position that he 1s In?  And if so. why s
he willing to remain? The obvious answer would seerg;to be that he 1s willing to because
he 1s obeying his leader s command to do so. Socratés treats ‘the two opponents as if
they are on ther own, as if ther calculative prudence need consider only their own
positions, if such i1s the case, the one willing to remain standing 1s perhaps more foolish.
But we have already seen that for qu in the ranks, obedience may take the place of
prudence. The prudence of which Socxrlates IS ttre spPAi,(mg belongs much more to the
general than to the hoplite. Indeed. this is the or%//way to make sense of Socrates’
example * Socrates alerts us to this by speaking of the first man's prudence and
preparation who but a general could Qe responsible for such preparations as aid from
allies, and advantages of terrain and number7 He speaks of one willing to fight versus one
willing to reman standing his ground.*® tactﬁs which again are determined by the general.
That the prudence which Socrates describeé is applicable more to the general than to the
hoplite s@'ns appropriate: he is, after all, attempting to make 5 ge}meral, v_vho initially
defined courage simply as hopliie courage, and then generalized that definiton to all cases
of courage, think about prudence. - Would we not expect a general, if anyone, to
recognize that the situation which Sc‘mrates describes is not really applicable to a hoplite?
Now, when we view Socrates’ example in this way, it is apparent tﬁat no judgement car; be
made as to thé.relative courage of the opponents. For the generals’ prudence is in thé
service not simply of their own interests, but of that of their respective cities, i.e., of

victory. This determines what is fitting in a particular situation, for what is fifting is that

which contributes to this end. Yet Socrates supplies no information about the latter man's
' 4
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situation. other than that he s at a strategic drsadvantage This alone. however. s not
sufficient for us to determine whether he ought to remain ls‘hé in this p'osmon due to his
own lack of skill or his opponent s su;;erlor skill or due to crcumstances beyond his
control for example that he 1s greatly outhumbered” And 1s it necessary for him to
remain and do battle at such a disadvantage or would it be more prudent to retreat--if
retreat 1s posstble” If it 1s necessary to remain. then Laches may indeed be correct in his
assessment of the relative courage of the individuals involved In the exar'npieﬂ but correct
for the wréng reasons since he has an inadequate understanding of prudence a’pd its
relation to courage and the battlefield Socrates will later have to remind him of Ju};,ﬂ\ﬁlf
sort of prudence once again. when he admorishes Laches that it 1s surely fitting for th\e
Ieade’r_of the greatest things to partake in the greatest prudence (197e1f). And wé see

L 4

that this sort of prudence does not necessarily erode endurance. but rather determines

when such enduranc‘e IS necessary. .

%e must consider the general's techne In relatio® to the martial arts which
Socrates next cites as wpli. These arts may well reddcé.the risks to their practitioners,
but they do not incorporate knowledge of how they are to bé used. they are subordinate
to the geﬁeral s techne and to his prudenc:_e;Il As such, Laches again may well be right to
assert that those who do not possess :these ar:‘s‘.are more cqurageous, oOr require a
greater amount of endurance, than thOSG who do possess them. for the prudence whnch‘,
governs these arts is no‘t that of the praa'ctiti?ner, but of th-e general. For one who must
endure in a cavalry battie, participation is:not dictated by whether he péssesses the art. but
again, by someone other than him#eLf s and‘ ulti'mately, by the Iawso_ ot his city though the
possession of a tec/ine may indeed reduce thé need for endurance, the lack of such a
techne-does not isad t‘o. the conclusion that his endurance is foolish.

With his final example, Socrates leaves the battlevfield and once again returns to the
Privnte. Here tod,'the case concerns oﬁe who acts yvith art, who is clever at well-diving,
-, versus one who does not. Socrates’ choice of words is'apt:»‘cme‘who is clever {deinos) in

. such wbrk does> indeéd reduce thé terrors (deinos) of ;uch things thrwgp thevpossession
of a skill vvh@ct;‘en.abtgs him to avoid fhem. Léches "a‘gains sees no alternative but to clam’
that the one wi_thog}t art is more courageous; what eise, he asks, could one say” Socrates

E .

replies- that thagse who do such things without art presumably run the risk and are enduring

Ay LI
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more foolshly he seems then to indicate to Laches that those who act with art may

nonetheless run risks  Agan Laches agrees and agan he should not agree so quickly
For once more Socrates has said nothing about the circumstances in which these men act
What 1s the reason behind this well-diving? To cool off (o display one s manliness to
save a drowning child? Without some consideration of this it 1s Impossible to getermine
who is prudent and who 1s foolish.*?  Indeed. no end can even be implied in this case. as 1t
could above in regards to generalship by moving to the private and remarmning silent about
ends Socrates raises the question of the relation of prudence to the ends for which on#
acts and hence to determining what action 1s fitting in a given situation. The general's end.
too. is determined for hum by the city. in the service of which he practises his art. what of
ends that are not set ouglde of oneself? Socrates here points to the relation of
prudence to knowledge about ends. to knowledge of what ends one ought to pursue that
1s. to knowledge of the good. to say nothing else, prudence itself necessarily raises these
questions. for it ams at some end. and in the face of confiicting alternatives. evaiuation of
the alternatives 1s necessary to any consideration of means. Prudence. then. seems to be
based upon or to include such knowiedge. with his final example. Socrates moves
towards consideration of these matters. matters which will occupy his discussion with
Nicias.

Once again the dlsICussion has. it seems. led to a state of apor/a. The
disagreement is no longer between the generals. but in what Laches has said--or rathér. in
what Laches and Socrates have said, for Socrates now speaks aPif the argument which he
previously attributed to Laches has led to a contradiction on both his and Laches’ part.
They are now asserting, contrary to what they agreed 'to before, that foolish ‘endurance is
courage. Socrate§ asks Laéhes V\\/hether foolish daring and endurance were revealed in

N )
‘what preceded to be shameful (or base, a/schras. 193d 1] and harmful; Laches affirms that
they were. However, he should hesitate yet again; neither daring nor. the base were
mentioned before. Socrates replaces "evil-.working" (192d2,5) with "base”; and he has
previously spoken only of what is "not noble.” Next, Socrates asks Laches whether in his
opinion what they are saying is noble; Laches, again swearing by Zeus, declares ﬂit it is

not. In response, Socrates makes use of the "musical theory” which Laches previously

articulated: they are presumably not tuned to the Dorian, for their doeds_aré not in
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concord with ther speeches while someone would Ilk'ely say that they partake in
courage in deed he would not if he had heard their discussion say that they partake of it
in speech. Laches assents to what appears to be a transformation of his theory Socrates
has turned 1t on 1ts head In Laches articulahon deeds were the primary element the
“key-note” to wh'cﬁ speeches should be harmonized while most or all men are capable of
speaking about courage only those who possess courage in deed have the right to speak
about 1t. and especally about therr own courage Socrates has now shown Laches that it
1s very difficult to possess courage mn speech 1t 1s thws difficulty which results in the
‘
transformation of Laches theory for once the ability of most men to capture courage in
speech 1s brought into question. deeds can no longer be the dominant element in his
"harmonic modes.” Furthermore, Socrates also seems to introduce a new harmonic mode
here. one which follows from his reversal of Laches musical theory. Laches spoke of
several harmonic modes. but expressed his opinion that the only worthy one 1s the Dorian.
Laches first definiton of courage surely pour;ted to an example of a "Dorian” deed, and
since speeches. according to him, must refer, indeed. defer to deeds. his first definition
was presumably an example of Dorian speech. Speeches of necessity will reflect the
5

practical world. the world of particular deeds. the domain in which true courage is found,
in Laches eyes. Socrates here claims that they are not harmonized to the Dorian; yet it s
hard to see how the sort of speech which he s after can be considered Dorian. or be
harmonized in the way that Laches spoke of. He speaks of "someone’--not a Dorian or
Greek. or a Scythian, or a Persian--declaring that they partake of courage in deed. he has
something different in mind than'what Laches likely assumes--that he s referring to
battlefield behavior. and probably to the very battle in which Laches witnessed Socrates’
courage in deed. For what particular courageous deed can ;}gssibly reflect the speech
which identifies courage itself, which encompasses all particular manifestations of
courage? The only "deed” which can be harmonized with this 'spe_ech is the "deed” which is
aimed at discovering this speech--- the search in speech for courage itself.

The examination, then, is to become a search. one whic\a will require not merely
persistence, but endurance what is there to endure against, what nsks does such a search
present? For Laches, at least, the risk that they will not find courage if they should turn -

out not to know, Laches, given the transformat:on of his musmal theory, will no longer be
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able to make a clam to courage n deed. a lack of courage n speech /pso facto leads to a
corresponding lack of courage in deed Socrates has just said that 'someone would
likely say that they partake of courage in deed but does this not depend upon that
someone knowing what courage ts? And given that they have just engaged in attempting
to show that they possess 1t in speech as a test of knowledge. would 1t not be necessary
to test this one as well?

Socrates imphes that there are other risks as well f they do not search
courageously. ‘courage herself” will ridicule them. This ridicule--as opposed to the
ridicule of men--1s apparently not something which one should endure aganst. Yet since
therr .search 1s for "‘courage herself they have no way of knowing whether an enduring
search 1s a courageous search. they will only avoid such ridicule, 1t seems. if first. they
find courage. and second. if courage indeed turns out to be endurance in whole ;r In part.
Perhaps Socrates is subtly attempting to move Laches to fight against ridicule by remaiming
rather than retreating. even as he suggests that an enduring search wnll--‘perhaps--avoid
such ridicule. But what if courage indeed involves prudence as well? The seekers are to
obey only part of™therr speech. the part which led to ther diemma. which might
"command” prudence. is apparently not to be obeyed. Can they avord ridicule for this?
Perhaps, for it seems that in a sense their search will be prudent. Is not Socrates’
suggestion that they obey the part of theirr speech which commands endurance a prudent
one? A search for courage must, like any search. be guided by some opinion. one does
not search for what one knows, but one cannot search unless one has some idea of where
to look. And though the seekers have not determined the precise relation of endurance to
courage, }hey surely agree that endurance has something to do with courage. indeed. as
Socrates suggests, it may turn out that gndurance itself is often courage. To obey this
opinion at least to the extent of continuing to endure in the search, then, does seem t6 be
prudent after all. Stiil, there is no guarantee that their search will be succeésful; indéed
the very need for endurance implies that the risk of failure is great. In this respect,
endurance alone may well be courage; %t seems difficult, if not impossible, to make any
estimation of the chances of finding courage, and this problem reveals the Iimité of.
prudence. Is endurance éalled for most of all when such knowled_ge is absent? And ‘ié*' -

courage most fully expressed, does it stand on its ow the greatest extent, in situations

w
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such as this* .

Socrates has proposed a search which offers no guarantee of success and
moreover a search which may result both in ridicule and a dissolution of the seekers
claim to courage in deed. But Laches can only be open to these fears and hence can only
show endurance in the search. to the extent that he realizes that he does not truly know
what courage 1s. Socrates’ present speech also subtly encourages Laches to recognize his
own ignorance. Laches 1s indeed ready to continue but not. it seems. for the reasons
which Socrates has propo‘sed’ He 1s rritated. not at Socrates but that he has been unable
to say what he perceived in his mind. his love of victory has been aroused (194a6-b 1)
Laches' endurance s Based mn anger. He 1s unaccustomed to such speeches. somehow,
courage has eluded him so that he did not grasp 1t in speech. In his view, his speech has
not been a test of his knowledge--in his opinion. he dées percetve in lis mind what
courage ts--but rather. has simply shown his lack of speaking ability. a deficiency which,
he indicated earher, is not all that important. It has surely now increased in importance, it
1s important that Laches now say what courage 1s, he _reahzed at least this much. that if he
cannot say what courage is. his claim to it' in deed will be eroded. Apparently. the
phitosopher and the political man do not share thg;_sangkmd ot aporia.

Socrates picks up on Laches description of his situation since courage has fied.
the good hunter must pursue and not give over.‘ The examination has hitherto been
domir‘\\med by considerations of battlefield courage. Laches is now to display the qualities
of a hunter. Hunting is inherently offensive; insofar as La éoncerned with defense
{cf. 190e5), and in particular with defeﬁding his own cla{ to courage. we may wonder
about what sort of hunter he will make. Rather -than pur.'suing on their own, however,
Socrates’turns to Nicias. Why he does so at this point is unclear. it surely must seem
abrupt to Laches. Moreover, Socrates once again seems to have altered the nature of the
discussion in doing so. He proposed that they examine for knowledge of courage as a
test 6f deliberative expertise. after agreeing to' obey Lysi'machuys’ enjoinder that he
assume the Ia‘tter's part and concerns in the deliberation. the examination has now
epparently turned into a hunt, But perhapé Socrates turns to Nicias because he is still
being guided by the terms of the deliberation: Laches, after all, has been tested and found

wanting, according to the criteria which both he and Socrates vestéblished (190c4-7). |If
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so Laches continued participation seems uncalled for. Or does this too in some way
serve the end of the deliberation for which Socrates 1s responsibie’ “
Socrates inquires of Laches whether he wishes to call Nicias to the hunt. Nicias
may 1n some respec: be more resourceful than they. Successful hunting requires not only
persistence--or endurance’--but resources as well. But Nicias 1s asked not only to join a
hunt 1f he has some power. Socrates says. he Is to come to the aid of his friends. who
are ‘storm-tossed in speech.” By securely establishing in speech what he perceives in his
mind about courage Nicias ts to dehver (or “set free.” ek/uo. 194c5) Socrates and Laches
ftom perplexity. Socrates speaks as i1f he and his comrade are in some danger. will
Nicias attempt to rescue them involve running a risk on his part as well? _le-the distinction

between courage in one’'s own case and courage for the sake of another somehow

germane to the discussion which follows?

194c-199e: Nicias On Courage T

Nicias begins by addressing Socrates; he says nothing to Laches. Indeed. he acts
as if not Laches, but Socrates, is responsible for fhe previous definition of spurage.
Nicias declares that Socrates’ definition is not noble because he has not made uée-of a
noble thing which Nicias has often heard him utter. Now, Nicias will explicitly indicate in a
few moments that he does in fact regard Laches as the source of the preceding definition,
when he claims that Laches has been revealed to be talking nonsense (195a8-b1). Why
then does he not address his comments to Laches at this point? First of all, perhaps,
because Nicias is reluctant to initiate a direct attack against Laches. But of equal
importance, Nicias‘may well be once iagain aftempting o avoid the pain of Socratic
scrutiny.' We are reminded of Nicias’ feelings about this by the fact that he uses-the same
locution here--Socrates has “for a long time" seemed to him not to be giving'a noble
definition--that he used in descri&ng what éppeared !ikely to him to result froM the ‘

deliberation--"for a long time" he had pretty much known that with Socrates present, 3 Ag

»
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advisors would end up sufformg examination by Socrates (188b6f ). We argue
(p 49) that Nncuas had likely been attempting "for a long tume to avoid undergom o
scrutiny. And although he claims to have thought what he now expresses for for some

time, he has said nbthiﬁg on his own initiative. Now, however, he has to speék. His
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reference to Socrates 'noble saying” may constitute an attempt to ‘occupy the
opponent's high ground” might.not Nicias think that Socrates will not likely exammne
something which he himself has often said’

Nicias reprisal of Socrates noble saying 1s met with an oath on Socrates part
"What you say. Nicias, s true ndeed by Zeus' (194d3). Apparently. Nicias Has often
heard Socrates utter such a thing. But why does Socrates respond with an oath? He
seems surprised by witat Nicias says. but the reason for his surprise 1s not clear. it s hard
to believe that Socrates has forgotten such considerations during the discussion with
Laches. We do not very often see Socrates caught off his guard in the dialogues, doés
this constitute one occaston on which he has been? And now that Nicias has brought 1t
up. we too may wonder why Socrates hasn't made use of his noble saying. -

What Socrates says. according to Nicias. 1s that each of us 1s good in those things
n respect of which he 1s wise, and in the things in which he is unlearned. bad. From this
N«cnas draws the consequence that if the courageous man 1s good. he is wise. Nicias does
not apply the second term of Socrates' noble saying. In Socrates discussion with
Laches, cowardice came to light as the opposite of courage. whether Nicias also thinks
that the coward, if bad, is unlearned, is not clear.

Socrates proceeds--perhaps to Nicias' ghagrin--to examine what Nicias has said.
However, rather than doing so immediately, he first inquires of Laches whether he has’
heard what Nicias has asserted. This is the first of several times that Socrates attempts to
ensure that Laches actively takes part in the discussion with Nicias: right from the start, he
is for some reason desirous that Laches do so. This is also the first of several attempts
by Socrates to mediate between the two generals. Laches does‘not understand what

Nicias has said, but Socrates "seems to”: the man is saying that courage is a certain

wisdom. Nicias actually said that the courageous man is wise--if he is good; is SW‘

inference equivalent to, or does it follow from, what Nicias claimed? Laches is rather

astonished by what Nicias is saying. "Wisdom!" he says; "of what sort, Socrates?”
(194d10). Socrates directs his questior! to Nicias: "tell him what sort of wisdom couragb
" would be, according to your account.” Presumably.@t is not the techne of. flute (ablosr or,

L

cighara, says Socrates. Socrates’ question is rather odd, not to say absurd; why doks he

ask it? First of all, no doubt, to remind us that Nicias associates with a teacher of music, _

. N *
L] B b
u :

.



»

81

the sophist Damon. whom Nicias regards as worthy for young men--and perhaps not only
young men--to spend time with in whatever matters you wish’ (180d1-3). Now. the
techna/ appear to represent the paradigm of teachable knowledge and Nicias has just ,
asserted that the bad man's condition is due to a lack of learning. by asking Nicias about
the arts of flute and cithara, Socrates raises the question how the wisdom of which Nicias
speaks 1s acquired  But if Socrates was concerned only to raise this issue. why would he
mention two technai. and in particular, two musical techna/? Nicias himselt eficits this
from Socrate; mn saying that a man is good in those thmgé regarding which he 1s wise. His
statement implies that wisdom. like the techna/. including the musical technar. 1s divisible
according to its object. and divisible not only in a theoretcal sense. but also In actuai
practise. The expert in the art of the flute. for example. need not be &h expert in the art
of the cithara in order to be competent In his art, and vice versa. Yet these men
presumably share some ‘musical wisdom.” some theory which constitutes the common
basis of all musical technas., which makes them musical. By mentioning two musical arts,
Sécrates raises the question whether the wisdom of which Nicias speaks is SImpiy-—~-\
divisible, whether the courageous man possesses a "certain wisdom” (184d9), as Nicias’
.clam seems to suggest. Or, alternatively, is Nicias saying that this wisdom is akin to
"musical wisdom” in arguing that all good men. including courageous men. are wise; Is such
wisdom--the wisdom that makes one good--akin to the wisdom that makes one musical?

Nicias denies that the wisdom which he has in mind is either of these two technal,
"Socrates then asks him not one, but two questiohs: what is this knowledge, or of what is
it? Laches now ~j‘um'ps in: let Nicias tell them what this knowledge is. In rGSpon‘se, Nicias
tells Laches whét he says it is: "the knowledge of dreadful énd confidencé—inspiring things.
both in war and all other matters” (194e11f. ) Nicias has again ‘expanded the domain of
courage beyond war to all matters; this knowledde is distinguished not by situation but by
,‘ysomethmg else. Nicias does not seem aware thﬁt Socrates has a*d two questnons
‘ ’KNhﬂe claiming to.say what this knowledge is, he speaks only of the ob;.ects of this
- knowledge--the dreadful and confndencé-mspmng things. o
» . Laches ;inds Nicias' definition to be strange, not to say absurd. Wisdom, he

exclmms is doubtless distinct from courage; again swearing by Zeus, he declares that

Nicias is talking rubbjsh Apparently he perceives in his mind not oply Qt courage is, but
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wisdom as well. and he seems to have entirely forgotten that his conversation with
Socrates led to the po§:buhty that knowledge of some sort s involved in courage. At the
conclusion of that conversation. Laches was vexed that he was unable to express what he
perceived in his mind. with Nicias defintion Laches vexation has been directed from
attempting to express what he perceives to defending that perception aganst the speech
of another, Laches has quickly refurned from the hunt to the battlefield. and is already on
the attack. Socrates now makes the first of several attempts to moderate Laches, to
“slow him down” f Nicias ts indeed t\alknng rubbish. they should teach rather than revile
him. But Nicias. much' slower to attack than Laches, has now been aroused by the latter s
frontal assault. he now counterattacks. cfaiming that Laches’ reason for saying these
things 1s the desire that Nicias too be revealed to be talking nonser;se, since Laches was
just revealed as such. Is it possible to engage In a hunt. an enterprise directed against a
common prey, with men who appear to be at war with each other over a prey which each

®

thinks that he already has in his grasp? .

Laches agrees to one aspect of Nicias’' clam Nicias 1s indeed talking nonsense. and
Laches is going to prove it. To do so. he reférs to the technai, as did Socrates, for him,
wisdom or knowledge is apparently prin:xarily or so.lely the techna/. Both doctors and
farmers, Laches say§, know the d(eadful things in medicine and farming, respectively, and
in general, all craftsmen know the dreadful and the confidence-inspiring things in their own
arts. But such knowledge does not make them courageous. Laches names the dreadful
things only in the case of the'doctor; and, in regards to doctor and farmer, he speaks only

of the dreadful things. - What the con‘fidence-inspiring things are is apparently not. as

evident as what the dreadful things arg. or, ;yrhaps they are no_t"'as relevant to the

\

. .

application of courage. o .

‘Once Laches "proves” that Nicias is talking nonsense. Socrates again ihtervenes.
He asks what in/Nicias’ opinioq Laches is saying, for.lje seems to be saying something.
Presumably he seems to Socrates to be saying something; yet rather than exp;licatiné \{vhat
Laches is saying himself, he asks Nicias to. Socrates' action here begins to make clear
wHy he arranged things such that Laches remained a participant in the discussion Nicias
initiated his "attempt to define courage by making referen‘to what« he had often heard

Socrates say, by |dentd—y/g himself with Socrates’ views. By keeping Laches involved in
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the discussion. Socrates prevents Nicias from simply relying on what he has heard. for Be
can count upon Laches to challenge what Nicias says. to force Nicias to argue for his
clams. Hence. Socrates here attempts to f&frce Nicias to address Laches objections, to
engage m genuine dialogue. What then does Laches appear to be saying. in Socrates’
view? In all likelihood. that Laches has said something about the character of technical or
practical knowledge. The knowledge that a tecfine constitutes 1s guided by, and aims at, a
pa'rtucular end. and this end defines the good for the practitioner as practitioner, as's.uch, 1t
would seem to determine what is dreadful for him as well Nicias agrees that Laches 1s

saying "'something”, he does not answer Socrates’ question as to what that 'something” is,

~ but instead asserts that Laches is not saying something true. -According to Nicias, Laches

thinks that doctors knbw something more about the sick than what is healthy and diseased.

_ But "doubtless” they‘/‘know only thus, they do not know whether it is dreadful for someone

to be healthy.rather than sick. Or, Nictas asks, does Laches think that it is better for many

not to get up from an iliness than to get up, or that 1t is better for all to live and not better
for rﬁany to die? Laches replies that this at least he does thmk,"so, Nicias continues, does
he think that the same things are dreadful for those for whom 1t is profitable to die as for
tho‘se for whom it is profitabie to live? No, says Laches. Then, N_lClas concludes, does
he give the knowing of this to doctors or any other craftsman, besides the knower of
dreadful aﬁd not dreadful things, whom Nicias calls courageous? ~

Nicias does not, then, deny that the craftsman is guided by an end dictated by his
techne; rather, he denies that the things which they regard as dreadful in light of that end
are truly or ne‘cessarily‘ dreadful.. Doctors, for example, know what is healthy and
diseased, but:not whether it is dreadful for a particular patient to be heaithy or sick. No‘i?v,
health has been repeatedly mentioned in the dialogue as the paradigm of something about
which all men ére knowing: men are able to recognize when their bodies are healthy and
unhealthy, and\mos; men surely think they know that heaith is a good thing, and disease a
bad thing. Nicias denies that men's opiniéns ?bo—ut thése things have any grasp whatever
of théir true nature--indeed, he appears to ¢laim that the opposite is more nearly the case,
that it is often not disease, but health, that is dreadful. At any rate, why Nicias believes
that most men know little or nothing abodt these things‘unciear. But what follows is that
most men, because they lack this knowledge, lack courage as well. And given this

. 3
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somewhat surprising clam. it would seem incumBent on Nicias to explain what in his view
this knowledge 1s. and what it 1s of . These things are not immediately apparent from what
he says Both health and disease may be dreadful things The dreadful then appears to
be changeable and its variability seems to be due. from what Nicias says. to the fact that 1t
1s dependent upon and determined by‘sornethmg outside ofitself Nicias asserts that the
same things are not dreadful for all men, but vary according to whether 1t1s profitable for
.
a man to hve or to die. particular things partake of the dreadful in hght of something else.
It appears. then, t;\at the courageous man s not simply knowing about dreadful and
confidence-inspiring things. but that this knowledge depends upon hts possessing some
other knowledge. Nicias confirms this in asking Laches whether he would give knowledge
of whether it 1s profitable to live or- to die to the doctor or any other craftsman besides ,
the knower of dreadful and not-dreadful things. On the surface at least, one might take
Nicias to be speaking of knowledge of what is truly in a man's interest. of knowledge of
the good. But whether this is the knowledge specific to the courageous man Is unclear .
Other questions about the coi;rageous man’'s knowledge are raised by Nicias’
statements as well. Nicias clams that no other craftsman besides the courageous man will
know these thuﬁgs, this seems to imply that this knowledge constitutes a techne. Is this
knowledge, like the techna/, essentialy productiv.e?' Nicias' speech suggests that it 1s,
indeed, that it 1s the thing most needful if the technai in general are to be of any valueAto
rﬁe_n. For his argument implies that the techna/ are ét best musgui;ied, and mqre likely quite
harmful, in the absence of this knowledge. If medicine, for example, i1s to truly benefit
men, either doctor or patient mLxst possess this knowledge--if, that is, the doctor car' be
knowing about when it is dreadful for others to be healthy or ill. If he can, another
possibility arises: is the knowledge specific to the courageous man at the same time a
techne whose busi'ness itis to rule the technai * - o
‘ Suéh questions as these are not occasioned for Laches by what his do&nterpart A
has said. He states, in response to ‘Socrates’ query, that he‘perc‘:eives what Nicias is
saying: he is calling diviners’courageous; who else will know whether it is Better to live or
to die? Nicias’ érgument is so far removed from most men's opinions about these things S

that it dods not even occur to Laches that Nicias is questioning those obinions. The bonly

thing that 'he can conceive of is that Nicias is making the ridiculous assertion that the

bt !
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courageoys man 1s one who 1s capable of knowing what the future holds in store for a

man.' Does Nicias. then he exclaims sarcastically. call hmself a diviner? Laches has In

tact not perceived what Nicias ts saying. as Nicias somewhat astonished reply indicates.

The knowledge of which he is sbeakmg belongs not-to diviners, Nicias counters. but 'mugh

more to him whom | say best one” (195e8). Nicias does not flatly deny that the diviner 1s

N some way relevant to the knowledge which he has in mind--this knowledge belongs

"rriuch more” to the courageous man--but the diviner as diviner -IS not courageous. His

business 15 to know only the signs of the things that will be--whether death or iliness or

foss of property will come to some\one, or victory or defeat either in war or some other

comp'etmon., he does not know Whether it 1s better for someone to suffer or not suffer

these things. Again, Nicias seems to have some combrehensive knowledge of good and

Tevil in mind. And agamn the question arises, In hght of what are the things which Nicias
mentions dreadful or confidence-inspiring? Nicias has claimed, for example, that iliness is

not dreadful when death is profitable for a man; are all of these things. too, determined to

be better suffered or avoided according to what will profit a man in a given situation? If

so.‘Nawcnas has a rather unusual view of profit on the surface at least. death, or defeat in

war, do not appear to be very profitable. What then does Nicias mean by the pr;)fitable?

And is the dreadful simply what 1s unprofitable, and the confidence-inspiring what will

br;ng one profit?

Laches, too. 1s uncertain as to what Nicias means; bu; he is no longer corfcerned., if

he ever was, to try to find out. Nicias, he says, does not make clear that diviner or doctor
or anyone else is the man whom he says to be courageous, uniess it |s sdy‘ng god: he s

unwilling to agree in a well-born manner that he speaks nonsense, but attempts to conceal

" his own perptexity through speech--whigh,Laches notes sarcastically. i's more appropriate
LA\ gh sp p

t‘o a law-court than an association such as theirs (196a5-b7). One might v@ll reply to
Lac;hes that accusatory speeche's are also more suitable to the law-courts. Laches speaks
as if this is a friendly meeting of gentlemen whose participants ought to behave in a
well-born manner; his deeds surely contradict this speech. Laches is frritated that Nicias
refusqs to admit his perplexity, that is, that he refuses to admit that Laéhes' ::riticisms.

" have provéd tha'g\ he is speaking honégnse; Nicias stubbornly refuses to acknowledge

Laches'*victéry. But this has certainly not yet been made evident; Laches is much too

&
\
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quick in assuming that it has His quickness 1s surely a result of the fact that what Nicias
has said may imply that a god s courageous while denying that Laches n.sA Laches, much
more than Nicias. 1s acting as if he 1s in court he s primarily c.oncerned to defend his
understanding. and hence his claim_ to courage.

Socrates once agamn attempts to moderate Laches’ qwckness.' He suggests that
Nicias 1s perhaps not saying these things simply for the sake of a speech. they must inquire
further. If Nicias turns out to be saying something. they will accede to it. and tf not. they
will teach him. Laches however has httle reason to make the attempt to understand
Nicias 1f Nicias should iIndeed turn out to-be saying something. Laches will not only suffer
a defeat In this contest in speech, but‘may also lose his claim to courage. Laches might be

.

- Ld
willing to continue, if he thought that he would be able to induce Nicias to admit defeat. but

Laches has tried to do this and has failed. and the’ er:stratlon evident in his charge that
Niciag has “turned this way and that” to evade Laches". argt‘Jments indicates that he has run
-
out of resources. Having been quick to attack,. Laches is now quick to reireat. He has..he
says, inquired of Nicias sufficiently; Socraies may continue if he wishes. Socrates must
now encourage Laches. must induce him to endure in the pursuit of courage. as he earlier
_agreed to do. ‘He broposes an alliance between himself and Laches: having shared a
retreat in deed, on the battiefield, they will n‘ow share an advance in speech. This ‘l‘;
sufficient to procuring Laches' continued participation. Laches is no longer on his own,
but is now allied with a man who has shown himself to be much more adept at speéch.thén
he. But it appears that Socrates has now been onrced to retreat a ways from his attem;;t
to encoura‘ge‘the generq‘ls to converse with each other. he saves his mddiation between

. ] .
them only by forming an alliance with Laches in whigh he takes over Laches' side of the

. b I f
/ discussion. o .
[3

, .
Spocrates begins by reprising what f(licias hag said thus far. Judging from what he
s
asks NICIB# it appears that ge is about to again question Nncnis concernmg the nature of

the knowledge that N\las has beer calling courage Instead, he abr\‘ptty/turns to ‘an |

entirely different matter whnqh heg lntrpduces by lpvokmg a préverb. It seems tb him,
/
Socrates says, that one whq argues as Nlcuas does fust puther deny tha/t any wild animal,

¢

possesses courage, or else concede that "some Wild'animal is so wlse that it knoWs thlngs

that few hurfian bemgs know, because of thenr’bemg hard to know. 8ut7 one who says that

g . ‘ " i ) - ' /r
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A
courage 1s what Nicias says must of necessity affirm that lion, deer, bull. ang monkey are
by napure allke as regards courage. Socratés new line of attack delights Laches. he 1s
now moved to swear by all the gods. Having been "fortfied” by Socrates. his natural
boldness agamn takes over. agamn he quickly attacks. Does Nicias. he asks, wish to make

-

the ridi€ulous éssertnon that thesg‘ animals are wuser‘thén ‘we,” ‘or"d.oes he dare to
contradict "alt of us’ and say that fhéy are not gioh.rageous?. Nicias replies to L;aches that |
he does not call wild amrﬁals--or anything etse--tﬁat do'eAs not fear drégafm things on
account of ignorance courageous. but fearless and stupid. "Or does Laches think that he,
Nicias. would call children courageous, who are afraid of nothing on account of
ignorance? The fearless and the courageous are in his view not the same ;hlng, very few
have a share in courage and forethought. whereas very many--among men, wom'en,
children, and wild beasts--share in boldness and daring and fearlessness togetr@' with lack
of forethought. What Laches--and the many--call courageous. he calls bold, while he calls
courageous the prudent ones.
. , . ¥
Socrates asks Nicias about these things in order to gain further clarification of

Nicias" congeption of courage. The response which they elcit frg};g Nicias seems to
. Pe ;

suggest that he is s&aking of a courage that is simply knowledge. Niciashas just claimed,

that most men lack courage because they lack knowledge. because they-are ignorant; now
he appears to be claiming, contrary to common sense, that they lack co&ragé Rgcause they

lack fear. The two claims are connected: lack of fear seems to be a result of ignorance.

"Hence. Nicias assefts that wild animals do not .fear dreadful things: on account- of

ignorance; and children.too, are afraid of nothing for the same reason. In a sense, Nicias

is surely cornect:.children, and especially very young chils indeed seem to be

ignorant of the sorts of things which can harm them, and h f POrone to actions. which

they would fear to do ‘were they aware of these things. But is it<true that children fear

-«

nothing? In a sense this too may be true. but certainly not in" the way that Nicias means it

to be taken. Children do sometimes fear when there is nothing to fear; one need only -

think of their fear of darkness, or of strangers. And these fears are also due't‘o

ignofance c?:ncerning things which pose the threat of harm. Not only lack of fear, but’
. ? L - »

: : c R : - .
fear as well. may be due to ignorance; Nicias, however, seems to be more concerned with -

the former. And-both point to the instinctual nat‘ufe of fear, to the fact that humans and

A
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animals alike experience a natural concern for preservation which s prior to the sort of
knowledge that Nicias 1s talking about. Nicias asserts that wild animals do not fear on
account of ignordnce But 1t 1s not ther ignorance which 1s responsible for their
fearlessness. as we see when we consider the speech which has evoked this statement
from Nicias  In that speech. Socrates appears to be asking Nicias abgut ammals which
according to Laches all men agree are couragedus one who argues as Nicias does. says
Socrates must deny that any wild animal 1s courageous or else assert than lion leopard. or
boar knows things that few among humans know. But Socrates adds this statement

he who posits courage as what you posit must of necessity assert that hon and deer and
bull and monkey are by nature alike as regards courage” (196e7-9). If ignorance causes
fearlessness. then how is Nicias to accoqnt for the ‘aeer, an animal so 'fez;?‘ful by nature
that men often look to 1t In describing other men as cowardly. as "deer-hearted”?'* Both
hon and deer. of course. are ignorant in the way that Nicias says. and insofar as courage
involves knowledge they are indeed by nature alike as regards courage. But 1t i1s not
ignorance. but nature. which 1s responsible for the fearlessness of the hon and fhe
fearfulness of the deer. and in this respect they are not by nature alike as regards
courage. Socrates 1s pointing tq the fact that these animals manifest not courage itself, but
something that courage nvolves, and that it involves "by nature” (cf. 192b9f.).

Nicias' argument seems to neglect this asp\ect of courage It does not adequately
accdunt for the fact that human beings experience fear by nature, that the concerns of the
body. the" desire to preserve oneself, is an abiding concern for most if not all human
beings, but that, féced with situations which pose threats to one’'s preservation, they are
to varying extents able to overcome their fears. From what Nicias says. one would have
to conclude that this does not fall within the range of possible human actions: men and
’ women either fear when they should, and hencé are courageous, or they do not fear when
they should, and hence are bold. There seem to be no cases of men who fear when they
should not,** nor does Nicias' speech allow for the possibility that men are somehow
able to act |n spite of their fears. Laches--and Socrates--calied this power endurance;
Nicias here appears to be denying that such a power exists. Men who act in the face of
dreadful things do so because they do not fear, because they lack forethought. Whereas

Nicias began by speaking of the ignorance of beasts and children, he now speaks not of
‘ . .
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ignorance. but of lack ot forethought Now it would seem to be the case that children
and beasts do Iack.forethougm‘ on account of their ignorance since they are not aware of
the threats posed by particular situations. they are unable to L)e forethoughtful about such
situations. But Nicias 1s surely not claiming that such i1s the case with most men and
women as well he surely cannot believe that most men and women share the tgnprancé of
children and beasts about the sorts of things which can do them harm The fearlessness
of men and women then must be due simply to therr lack of forgthought to therr failure
to foresee the dangers posed by parflcular situations Yet can this. be the whole story”’
Nicias has asserted that what defines the courageous man s a certain wisdom. why does
he not now say that men lack courage because they lack the knowledge of which he spoke
earlier--indeed, why does he move from speaking of i1gnorance to speaking of lack of
forethought? Or 1s this knowledge nothing more than forethought? What Nicias said
about divination seems to suggest that 1t 1s not. according to him. the diviner, the
forethoughtful man par_excelience. can only tell whether death. iliness. etc.--things which
certainly inspire fear in most men--will come to a man he car;not say whether these things
are better suffered or avoided. r.e.. whether ‘they are dreadful or not dreadful. Nicias has
as yet not adequately answered either of Socrates’ q‘uestlons what this knowledge 1s. and
of what, s still unclear.

r:le has, however. confirmed at legst one thing for Laches. The man who Nicias
says is courageous 1s Nicias. and Nicias alone consequently, 1t turns out that Laches is not
courageous. because Nicias' speech denies that the opinions of most men about the
courageous are correct. Laches courage is truly dependent upon the city. the honor -
which attends courage i1s not only worthy for its own sake, but of equal |rhportance,
because it determines whether one is courageous. That Laches fails to separate these
things is ciear!y indicated by his attack on Nicias her}at he claims that Nicias is attempting to
“ac'iorn himself in speech” by depriving all others of the honor which comes to the
courageous. He seems to mean that Nicias is attempting to reserve the honor which
courage brings for himself alone by depriving all others of it. Yet Nicias has just claimed
that the many's view of courage is wrong; if Nicias believes himselif to be courageous. he
cannot think that his courage will bring him the honor of the many, for the many do not

agree with his view of courage. Nicias is somehow separated from the opinions of the

N
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many In a wﬂl‘\that Laches 1s not. He indicates as much in his reply to Laches he is willing
»l‘f%‘_;‘x‘ o )
Yo grant thalkgGhes 1s wise. 1f he 1s courageous. he does not wish. he implies. to possess

alt the horﬁ;‘i‘*or himself Men hke Laches and Lamachus--the war-spirit incarnate. the
general wﬁsda) of the three who were to lead the il-starred Sicilian expedition. favoured an
immediate. frontal attack'*--are those whom the many honor with the title courage. Nicias
separates himself from w‘hat he views as boldness and from the honor which such’
boldness brings. But when we recall Nicias great concern. m his evaluation of the
I'earnable with a nobility or honor that did not require the sacrifice of security. we may
begin to suspect that Nictas has no choice but to do so. that he 1s unable to behave
"nonorably” or in a way that will bring him this kind of honor

The umph?atnon of Nictas' remark 1s not lost on Laches. Nicias has spoken “fighting
words.” to which Laches 1s ready to respond inkind. Again Socrates moderates Laches.
Laches should not speak, for he has not noticed. according to Socrates. that Nicias has
recerved this wisdom from their comrade Damon. and Damon associates with Prodicus.
who seems to acst'nguush sucH terms the most nobly of the sophists. Socrates in effect
says that it 1s fitting that Laches refrain from abusing Nicias in the manner of an Aixonean.
of speaking In character, for Nicias speech ﬁas not been in character, 1t has not revealed
the "true Nicias.” Nicias' argument 1s in some way not his own, but is second- or perhaps
even tht;d-hand wtsdom. Laches has just shown that he fundamentaily reiiles upon the
opinions of the city. Although Nicias stands apart from these, he too does not stand
alone, but relies upon the wisdom of the sophists. Nicias has been “sophisticated.”

If Socrates intends his explanation of the source of Nicias" argument to moderate
Laches. it has just the opposite effect. how likely is it that Laches will seriously consider
anything said to ‘come from a sophist? It is fitting, Laches exclaims, for a sophist to
contrive such subtieties, rather than a man whom the city deems worthy to be its leader.
Socrates mention of the sophists brings out the profound differences between the two
generals Lacﬁwes now explicitly identifies himself with the city, and Nicias is explicitly
identified with the sophists._ Socrates has apparently been attempting throughout the
conversation with Nicias to mediate between the generals; their exchanges here serve

notice that his attempt to mediate has failed; each general regards the other and the things

with with he is identified with active hostility. Moreover, Socrates' reply to Laches’



denunciation of the sophists--"it 1s surely fitting blessed man for the leader of the
greatest things to partake in the greatest prudence’ (lQ?eH)*aga\m indicates that he has
been particularly concerned to open Laches to the possibihity tha} courade involves
prudence This accounts for why Socrates has just attempted to rﬁoderate Laches by
mentioming what has served only to inflame him the ?Ophlsts I% Laches 1s to t;e truly
méderated, he must become more open to&)wledge 1t1s this openness itself wt.wlch will
moderate him. It 1s not enough that Laches s wiling to histen to a man because he
possesses noble deefls to a man hke Socrates he must be willing to at Isast listen to a
man simply because he may possess noble speeches (cf. 197d3-5) to a man like Nicias. or
even Damon. That Socrates attempt to moderate Laches has faled 1s now shown in deed
as well  Socrates says that in his opmion it 1s still worthwhile to examine Nicias' argument.
In response, Laches once more attempts to "break the ranks” with the curt rejoinder that
Socrates can examine Nicias himself. The last time that Laches tried to do this, Socrates
induced him to stay in order simply by stating that nothing prevented Socrates from
continuing to Inquire, since the inquiry would be a common one, Laches accepted the
proposal of an aliance in speech of his own accord. Now, however. Socrates says that
he will not let Laches go. and he orders Laches to endure. Laches responds 'let it be so. if
it seems that it must” (197e® 1.e.. if it seems so to Socrates Laches Is prevented from
breaking the ranks only through obedience to the command of another. by accéptlng
without guestron that commander’s claim that this i1s required. He will not actively
intervene again in the conversation until the end of therdialogue.

Once Laches has been kept in order, Socrates continues. But there now séems to
have been a slight change in what is to be examined. Whereas in response to Laches first
charge that Nicias was simply employing deceptive speech, Socrates proposed that they
continue to inquire of Nicias as to what he "perceives in his mind" about courage (196¢2).
he now suggests that they continue by examining what Nicias looks to (b/epo, 197e3)
when he assigns the name courage. The two examinations do not appear to be identicial;
the latter seems to point towards the question how Nicéias identifies manifestations of
courage. According to him, the many look t.o boldness, and presumably to the result of
boldness, to the bold man’'s deeds. when they assign the name courage. Nicias however,

has asserted that not this boldness, but wisdom, is courage. What then does he look to
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when he assigns the name courage. which of all the virtues appears to be most fully
manifested by deeds’” How doeés Nicias tell that a man possesses the wisdom that is
courage? What Nicias has said seems to confine displays of courage to speech alone.

Socrates begins by askmg Nicias whether at the begmmng of 4he argument‘ they
were examining courage by examining 1t as a part of virtue. Nicias affirms that they were.
Then when Nicias gave his answer Socrates continues. did he too take it as a portion,
there being other parts as weli, which all together are called virtue? Agamn Nicias agrees.
And does Nicias say that these things are what Socrates says?’ Socrate‘c’alls them. In
addition to courage. moderation and justice "and some other such things' (198a8-9). To
this too Nicias emphatically agrees. One might ask whether he should. since Socrates says
nothing about which other parts he has in mind. In particular. he does not mention anything

~that has to do with knowing. Why doesn’'t Nicias object to this? He has. after all. been
arguing that courage 1s wisdom. Perhaps Nicias agrees to what Socrates says because he
has argued only that “i:Ourage is a "certain” wisdom. But then what is the status of other
kinds of wisdom in rggards to virtue? MNicias reprisal of Socrates’ 'noble saying
provides a possible answer a man is good in those things in respect of which he is wise,
perhaps all of the virtues are "certain wisdoms.” Why then. we might ask, not simply éay
that virtue i1s wisdom, rather than courage. moderation, justice, etc.? If Nicias would
indeed assert that all. of the virtues are kinds of wisdom, what is it that determines the
particular virtues? Does such a division arise from virtue itself, or from that to which

)

virtue is connected. the soul (which again, has not been considered to this pdint), or is it
simply arbitrary?

Socrates next seeks agreement concerning the dreadful and confidence-inspiring
things. in order that Nicias does not believe some things, while he and Laches believe
others. Socrates and Laches, according to Socrates, believe that the things that cause
fear are dreadful, and those that do not are confidehce-inSpi»:ing; and they say that fear is
caused not by past or present but future evils; for fear is the expectation of future evil.
Socrates turns to Laches for endorsement of this position; Laches is in decided
agreement. Their position, then, says Socrates, is that future evils are dreadful. and
future non-evils or goods are confidence-inspiring. Is this what Nicias says? Nicias

replies that itis. And it is knowledge of these things that Nicias calls courage? "Exactly,”



he rephes.

Socrates asks about these things because to this point they have been anything but
clear. On the one hand Nicias has spoken mn a way which suggested that the dreadful
things do not necessarily cause fearl, and conversely that things which at least normally
cause fear are not necessarily dreadful. He has spoken of ar\w iliness that 1s not dreadful.
of a death that is profitable and he mplied that im such cases. health and Iife are ;;roperly
regarded as dreadful things. Yét on the other hand tis separation of courage and
boldness implied that the difference between the two s centered upon.x.fea‘rv if the
courgeous man possesses the knowledge which, according to Nicias, 1s specific to him,
then 1t would seem that his fear is a result of his knowiedge of the dreadful things. that
there is a connectian between fear and the dreadful things. Socrates asks Nicias about
these things in order £o determine the relation between the dreadful things and fear, and
consequently. to determine the kind of knowledge that Nicias has in mind. He begins by
delimiting the dreadful things as those which cause fear. all things which do not cause fear
are confidence-inspiring. He then defines fear as the expectation of future evils, and then
concludes from these premises that future evils are the dreadful things. Nicias agrees to
all of this, and his agreement removes much of the confusion which surrounded his earlier
claims.- For Socrates appears to commit a logical error in making this argument the most
that foliows from his premises is‘ that the dreadfu!l things are future evils; his conclusion
that future evils, i1.e.. all future evils, are dreadful, does not follow--unless all future evils
cause fear. Nicias' initial comments about the knowledge that is courage suggested that
this might not be the case, but his decided agreement to \"vhat Socrates says here indicates
that for him, all future evils are dreadful, precisely because he regards what causes him
fear as evil. From being a knowledge of what is truly drleadful and confidence-inspiring,
which leaves open the possibility that a man might fear what is confidence-inspiring, and
not fear what is dreadful, the courageous man's knowledge now”appéars to be knowiedge
of future evils, of fearful things--to be forethought. . »

So;rates’ curious division of avils into past, present, and future, also points

) 4
towards this conclusion. He asserts, and Nicias agrees, that fear is caused only by future
evils, and this is in accordﬁ with what Nicias eariier argued---that fear is caused by

forethought. Now, in the most immediate sense, this may be the case; but are not at least
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past evils (a;nd present evilg nsotfar as they become part of our experience) also involved
in fear? Do not past evils cause’ fear in the sense that our past experience--both what
we have observed and what we have suffered ourselMs--causes us to fear the
rec(urrence of such evils in the future? And do not these fears  cause us to be
forethoughtful about their recurrence in the future? We might have thought. from Nicias
earlier assertions. that this forethought 1s based upon a kndglvledge of what 1s ‘truly
dgreadful and confidence-inspiring. we now have good reZ:n to think that Nicias
"forethought.” too ts caused simply by past and present evils. and moreover by Nicias
own fearfefiness. his preoccupation with his own fears. |

With these issues agreed upon., Socrates turns at last to the question of
knowledge itself, again to see whether the discussants share the same opinion about 1t.
First he outlines a general proposition concerning its character. and then ilustrates it with
three examples. In.regards to things of which there 1s knowledge. he says that there 1s
not one knowledge about that which has come into being. which knows in what way 1t has
come into being,.and another about what s coming into being, and yet another about that
which will come into being: rather, the same knowledge is concerned with all of these
things. Inregards to the healthy, medicine oversees all of these things; so too. in the case
of farming and generalship. Socrates apears to be claiming that a body of knowledge is
unified through a particular subject-matter, but that this knowledge is also susceptible of
division on the basis of temporality. Closer analysis. however, reveal-s that he is not
saying this at all. In regards to the healthy, he says that medicine "oversees the things that
are coming into being and those that have come into being and those tr;at will come into

being,‘gs to how they will come into being” (198d7f.). Medical knowledge is one, and }s

unchanging, because it is knowledge of something which does not change, of the way in
which health comes into being. And Socrates indicates as much when, after he has
obtained Nicias' agreement as to the character of knowledge. he begins to speak of_th;ngs
in "all conditions” as well as those that haxe come into being, are coming into being, -and
will come into being (cf. 199b6f. with 199b10-c1). What is Socrates’ point in making
this grgument? The eanversation between Niciaé and Laches led from consideration of
doctots and farmers to divir;ers; Socrates employs the same examples here, and adds a

fourth, generaiship. And rather than speaking of divination in relation to medicine or



95

tarming he chooses t. speak of 1t in relation to--and to subordinate it to--generalship.
We are surely meant to be reminded by this of the event for which Nicias 1s most
remembe: ed his Iea;ershw of the disastrous Sicilian expedition. and specifically. his role
in the grim denouement ot that campaign which was due in large part. if not entirely. to
Nicias' subordination of ge:neralshnp to divination *’ Socr’ates’ mention of these things
ser\:?ét:ce that divination does indeed play a part in the knowledge thét Nicias 1s calling
courage Nicias endeavors to use divination to supplement or rather to perfect. his
forethought. to overcome the uncertamnty of the future. Socrates’ statements here are
mtended to point out to us. if not to Nicias..that forethought for the future. for things that
will come into being is possible, to the extent that 1t is possible. only when based in
knowledge of things which do nét change. He says to Nicias that "doubtless” he and
Laches would bear witness that generalship has forethought in the nbblest manner bofh n
other respects and concerning what is going to be. and hence 1t thinks that. it must not
serve but rule divination. Throughout this speech Socrates has spoken of what will come
into being (genesomai. 195d5, d7, e1, 199a1) only here does he sp4<k of what 1s going
to b_g (rmefl/on esesthai, 198ed). When Nicias described the diviner's specific knowledge.
he spoke of knowing the signs of what will be (esestha/, 195e9). Socrates s here
asserting that the general has nobler forethought than th'e diviner about what |§ going to be
because he. and not the diviner. possesses knowledge of what will be, of what does not
change. And th3 general also possesses nobler forethought "in other respects,”
concernjng what is not necessary but contingent. the general is more capable of
forethought in regards to future events both because of what he knows and because he
can act on the basis of this knowledge to determine what will come in the future. Sugh
forethought, however, can only minimize the uncertainties of the future; it cannot
eliminate them. And insofar as this is the case, the general’s art calls for the ability to act
in the face of an uncertain future, of what is beyond his control. What Nicias wants is a
knowledge that will give him at least some measure of control over what the future will
bring him. Nicias has ignored Laches' definition precisely because he attempts to
substitute such knowledge for what Laches called endurance.

Socrates does not turn to Nicias to see whether he agrees with all of Socrateg‘

assgrtions, and Nicias says nothing about his ordering of general and diviner; instead,

-~
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Socrates asks Nicias whetk\er he agrees to the general argument thét the same knowledge
understands the things that wilt be jesomenon. 199a7)--not "that will come into being”--and
that are coming into being and that have come into being. Nicias profesées that this 1s his
opimion  With all of these thnﬁgs clarified. Socrates turns at last to Nictas' argument 1tself.
He first ;eprnses Nicias' claim, then the agFeement that dreadful and confidence-inspiring
things are futuré goods apd evils, finally .the agreement about the character of
knowledge Why Socrates clams. and Nicias agrees. that the confidence-inspiring things
"are simply future goods, when ‘they earlier agreed that these thirgs are future goo‘ds and
‘non-evils,” 1s not clear. but It seems to emphasize that Nicias is above all concerned to
avoid evil things. and hence seems to view what is not-evil as goad n itself. Nicias says
nothing about this change, nor about Socrates’ abrupt introduction of “things in all
conditions” In addition to past, present. and future things. He is much more concerned
about where the conversafon is leading. For the first time since Socrates took over the
inquiry from Laches. Nicias' response betrays a trace of doubt. Socrates next asserts
that Nicias has spoken only of a part of courage--"about a third"--although he was-asked
about the whole of courage. And now their discussion seems to point to the conclusion
that the courage of which Nicias has spoken is really knowledge not just of dreadful and
confidence-inspiring things, but pretty much all goods and evils, and in all conditions.
Nicias agrees to these changes as well. Well then, says Socrates, now addressing Ni(?uas
as "da/monic one™' would one who knew how all good and evil things, in all ways, come
into being and will come into being and have come into being lack anything of virtue? And,
he adds, does Nicias think that this one would be in qeed of moderation or justice and
piety, to whom aloné it belongs to know how to associate correctly with both gods and
human beings. and through this to be on his guard for the dreadful things, and those that
are not, and to provide himself with the good things? Nicias replies that Socrates is in his
opinion saying something. Indeed he is; with these statements, Socrates at last makes
clear thar kind of knowledge that Nicias has been calling courage. The knowlkdge that
ultimately determines what is dreadful and confidence-inspirihg is knowledge of correct
gssociation with the géds. Nicias has spoken in suech a way as to suggest that the things
which men ordinarily regard as dreadful are not simply such, but vary according to some

\

standard outside of themselves. What that standard is has now been reve‘éled: Nicias has..
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in mind what 1s perhaps the ultimate of private concerns. the fate of his soul. The things
that most people regard as dreadful--those things which cause them loss and above all
nyjury and death--are in Nicias view variable as to thésr dreadfulness after all but they are
variable in hght of nothing other than an overriding concern Afor the ultimate n
preservation how one will fare in the l;fe after. Nicias pointed to this concern when he
sard that Socrates, examinations make one more forethoughtful for the I|f¢ a-fter by
showing one what ts not noble about one's way of life and he had precisely this concern
in mind when he spoke“d(f a "profltabl.e death.” Nicias argument reflecté his hépe that the
gods.reward what is noble, or the fea( that they punish what 1s not noblé, \’to av_c?'ud.death
when 1t is not noble to avoid it 1s to shbw lack of forethought‘ for the afterlife. 1t 1s to
regard as dreadful whatis not. In thits, Nicias may share the opmnion of his city, for the city
seems to rely at least mn part Qn this behef as a support for the cog'rage of 1its citizens. he
“surely does not share his city's opinion of what is noble aﬁd baée,just and unjust--how

4 o
could a man, and moreover a prominent general, who shared these opinions declare. as
- »

Nicias did. that defeat in war is not necessarily a dreadful thing? Rather. Nicias' opinions
about these things are derived from a\’source‘other than the city, from fhe sophists--and
accdrding to Nicias. from Socrates as well. His fearfulness, then, separa im fro| .
city, and at the same time, opens him to the sophists. Yet the opinions which he receives
from the sophists are "second-hand wisdom’, as Socrates implied above. Nicias has not
' sp'oken "in character.” for he does not understand the wisdom that he has received from
these men, he has not truly made it his own, This, too. seems due to his fearfulness: to say

nothing else, it would seem that the attempt to gain knowledge of the dreadful things

requires that one addregs the question of the nature of death, which is the very source of’
~ . \

Nicias' fears. ‘ )
In a sense ‘ihen, the dreadful things do turn.out to be not simply equivalent )t/thga
things that cause&aar--illn.ess, death, etc., may not be dreadful--but in a more fundamental
sense, the dreadful is what causes fear, for Nicias’ greatest,‘ his overfiding fear, is the
fear of death and the uncertainty surrounding it. the possibility that it is the destruction of
the soul. It is this fear which opens’Nicia(s to the possibility, the hope that death is n’ot
what it appears to be, and hence that one can be \forethoughtful about the after life as well

-

as this life. Yet at the same timé, his fearfulness appea¥s to.leave him unable to act in .

.

s
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accordance with this presumed knowledge Nlc:as wishes to overcome his fears through
this knowledge. this ‘super-forethought'. 1t 1s not this knowledge ho@ever, but that
aspect which Nicias neglects. and yet with which he 1s so preogcupned the animal part of
his being that 1s responsible for these fears. and hence. which calls for endurance if
those fears are to be overcome Nicias fea/c)s for his soul cannot be counted upon to
override his fears for his body. for what (T9\ the source of all tus fears. Nicias has
provided us vx(nth an illustration of Yhis m déed.” He spoke of Socrates characteristic
testing as something from which one shou'é not flee, as no bad thing. Indeed. Nicias
should regard 1t as a very good thing. for in pointing at what is not noble about a man's
way of life. Socrates makes one forethoughtful and forethqught, according to Nicias. is
the thing most needful if one 1s to be éourageous. Yet Nicias has been concerned almost
from the beginning to avoid it. for with the forethought which it provndeé come pan and
humiliation as well. According to Nicias' speech, it seems that these things should not be
avoided, but should t;e met with confidence, shouid be regarded as conzldence-insplring,
his deeds show that e eats them as dreadful, that they in fact inspire fear, a fear which
Nicias seems unablejto face. Hence. even should Nicias be confident that he possessed
such knowledge, 1t is, e suspect, unlikely that he would be able to act in accordance with
what was "confidence—inSpiriﬁg" in his head, but "dreadful” in his heart, precisely because
he lacks that ability to endure against his fears, because he seeks to replace endurance
with this knowledge. Moredver, when Nicias is uncertain about his possession of this
knowledge.!* we have reason to beiieve that he simply capitulates to his animal fears, that
he acts according to forethought for this life, rather than the life after. in such cases. his
"'courage" likely consists in making use of his own forethought and that which he thinks
comes from the diviners in order to avoid those things which are’cbmmonly regarded as
dreadful, and to act only when there is no prospect of such things, when Nicias is
confident that no harm will result from acting.

Socrates’ emphasis throughout his speech of becoming. and especially of how
good things come into being, is intended to make us aware of. the problems which Nicias’
fearfulness and consequent separation from the city lead to in his account of. the
knowledge that is courage. Nicias is concerned solely with how good and bad things

coms into being, with what good and bad things will come to him.”* - When Socrates
’ 9
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introduced the i1ssue of knowledge. he spoke of knowledge that s concerned with
bringing things mto being. that 1s. of techne and he clamed that h'us argument applied to all
things of which there i1s knowledge. There however he made no mention of good or
evil thesk things were brought up only when he returned to the knowledge said by Nicias
to be courage. What Naaas\seems to desire ts a r;chne of the good things. one that. like
medicine. which 1s concerﬁed with producing healthy tmﬁgs and avoiding diseased things.
1s concerned with producing good things .and avoiding evit things.  And Nicias has
suggested that the doctor--and presumably the ’.general, and all who practise the
techna/--;do not_know whether the ends which they pursue are truly good or evit. By
separating his discussion of the knowledge o# good and evil thmgs from his dnscussvlon of
the character of productive knowledge. Socrates points to Nicias' view of these matters,
and he indicates that while Nicias may be rugh{ about the dependence of the technai on
son';ething outside of themselvés, he ts right for the wrong reasons. reasons which center
on Nicias total failure to look beyond the private. In his characte'rxzatnon of knowledde. )
© Socrates seem; on the surface to claim that a particular knowledge 1s concerned simply

with the way in which its objects come into being. But he is really saying much mc;re than

this. While in regards to thése things that have come into being and those that are coming

into being he speaks only of knowledge of the way in which ihese things have come and -
are coming into bging. concerning tho§e things which have not yet‘ come Into being. he

speaks of knowledge not only of the way in which these will come into being, but also of

the way in which they would come into being in the noblest manner. He follows this by

considering medicine. On the basis of his general statement, one might expect Socrates
to speak of both fhe healthy and the diseased; yet he speaks only of how healthy things
will come into being. Socrates speaks only of the healthy because it is this which
medicine is concerned to produce, and it is concerned to produce this beéaqse health is
the hody's good by nature. As such, the nature of health itself does not change; it is nozt
sometimes good and sometimes evil; it is simply the body'F good. Now; Niciés interprets
the body’s good in light of a standard which ultimately afises from the body itself, from )
. the body's mortality: he wishes to preserve himself, what his body delimits, beyond the

body’'s evident mortality. Socrates, in his speech concerning knowledge and in his
s B

refutation of Nicias' argument, suggests an alternative. The technei constitute knowledge



100

and are productive on the basts of knowledge of things which do not change, as Socrates
''mphes by memlonuhg “things I all‘condltno‘ns " So.n tr:e doctor’'s case. this 1s knowledge
of the way i which healthy and diseased things come mt;) being. But these things must be
interpreted in ight of something else that does not change. of health itself. We have seen

at earher points in the dialogue that doctor and patient share some understanding of what

.

health 1s, or at least the ability to recognize 1t. iIndeed. this ts the basts upon which one who
clams to possess the knowledge specific to the doctor s judged. But do either doctor
or patient know what health itself 1s? We have seen in ths dialogue how difficult it 1s to
state what something as apparently self-evident as courage 1s. Attempting to state what
héalth 1s would seem to require much more than the ability to recognize the presénce or
absence of health in one’s own body. To;say nothing else. 1t would seem to demand a
consideration of such things as health in all its manifestations, in old, young, men, women,
athletes, etc., of the relation of the body to the soul and to other bodies, of the way or
ways in which health i1s good, énd so on. Does the doctor possess such an account?
Socrates implies that he does not. simply by folléwing the example of the doctor with that
of the farmer. To the extent that the end of the farr;'rer is properly the provision of food
for bodies. his tecfine seems to fall under the rule of medicine. For the farmer is not

concerned to know the good of bodies. but the good of what his techne oversees, the

things that by nature grow from the earth. And the faPmer can tend to the good of many

such things. from gramn and cotton to tobacco and opium. If farming is to provide for the
good of the body, it must be ruled, the manner in which its end is ful;‘il‘led must be\
determined by the doctor. So too, the d&;tor, being concterned with the health of bodies.
is capable of producing m?any particular manifestations ’df health; his art does not provide
him withﬂ any. guidance as to whi.ch kind of health or healths is to be preferred, which is to
say, which use or uses of the body his artis to serve in promoting. And so too the
éeneral’s art, the end of which is vig:\tories: whether the general is to use his art dnly'ip;a
defensive manner, or to promote a policy of imperialism, is not determined ‘\by"
general_ship. What, then, determines the ends of these various technai?( Socrat‘es.
prov\i’q‘es an answer~to. this qJeF jon when he speaks ‘of a Iavy which ordains that the
general rule the \'diviner. He does not seem to be spe’aking of Athenian law, which

presumably did not prohibit Nicias from taking his diviner with him to Sicily, but instead to
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a law based i knowledge and to what i1s behind that lan tQ the political tectine or the
great prudence of whuc.h he spoke earher It 1s this art which determines the particular
ends' that the individual rechrar promote and which doss so on the basis of a knowledge
that 1s very difterent from that embodied by the technar a knowledge which’ s not
particutar but comprehensive which 1s concerned with the good as a whole with what s
good for man °* Now n other dialogues we find Socrates claiming that this knowledge s
the ob;ec} of the philosopher s search In the Laches however we do not find so much
as one mention of the word "philosophy '~ never mind any consideration of that in which
the activity of philosophizing consists. It is arguable that this 1s In a way appropriate to a
dialogue which 1s concerned with courage which first. seems of all the virtues to be the
farthest removed from knowledge. and second. Is that virtue which 1s most involved in the
city s preseryation or mere hfe. with providing the conditions for the city s promotion of
the good life. s However. the Laches does present us with a man who clams to be the
phnlosopher\‘s “kin” in ébeechv who appears to be open to knowiledge and the pursuit of
knowledge. ' This man has now turned out to be because of his fearfulness,‘ so far

j
removeéd from the philosopher "in speech’ that his concern with the good extends no
farther than the concerns which arise ultimately from hus body These concerns blind him
to the fact that he 1s tied to the city. that its the city which makes possible the provision
of the néeds and even the good things with which he 1s so concerned. and which provides
the possibility of"}pursumg a way of iife that 1s concerned with more than mere
preservation. including a way of life devoted to the pursuit of knowledge. It is Nicias’
fearfulhess and lack of ‘s'e;ndurance which separates him from the city, and at the same
time._ it 15 this fearfulness ;/vhuch pr@vents him from truly standing apart from the city. from
. pursuing knowledge gf tﬁngs that Socrates has asserted are hard to know (196e5f.). a
pursuit which, Socrétes has implied; itself calls for endurance (194a1-5).

Socrates does ngt exbliéi‘tly raise the question of ehdurance at any point in his
discussion with Nicias. Instead, h; undermines Nicias' argument by claiming, on the basis
of a distinction between p)a'st, présent, and future goods and evils, that it really entails ;‘
knowledge that is the whole of \;irttue. In ddung so, Socrates surely intends to underscore

S

Nicia¢ concern with future goods®and evils, and his consequent desire for a revelatory

knowledge.about these things which doas not exist. But the manner in which he refutes
N :

& . .
{
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Nicias must surely strike us as bizarre not to say sophistic  His reason for domng so |
believe Is to point to what 1s missing 1N Nicias argument and to the relation between that
missing element and the knowledge that Socrates never demes 1s involved in courage
When Socrates reintroduced the question of the parts of virtue (198a) 'he first
asked Nicias whether he thought that the discussants were examining \courage by
examining 1t as a part ineros 198a2) of virtue next he asked whether Nicias when he
expressed his view of courage also took courage to be a portion (rnor/7on 198a4) there
being other parts (rneros! as well which all together are called virtue. Now “part and
‘portion’ are often used synonymously  but are they simply synonymous? “Portion
certainly does not always seem to imply "part *! Are the wvirtues related to virtue
altogether as distinguishable parts or as portlong of awhole” “At the beginning ~ Socrates
and Laches agreed that virtue has parts (190c9f d2) while Nncuas here agrees that
courage Is a portion of virtue. Socrates agains makes use of both "part” and "‘portion” n
his concluding remarks to Nicias. Nicias. he says. has given them a part of
courage--"about a third’--while he was asked about the whole of courage Now.
according to Socrates. he appears to be saying that courage 1s knowledge of all goods
and evils. what he is now claiming 1s not a portion of virtue but virtue altogether, while
they have proceeded on the agreement that coprage 1s one of the po'rtnons of virtue they
have not found what courage 1s. Why does Socrates use both ‘part” and ¢portion’
apparently interchangeably? Perhaps Nicias has defined courage as a portion, rather than
as a part of virtue. perhaps this i1s precisely the problem vx-nth what he has said. Nicias has
defined courage as a knowledge which has turned out to be not courage. but the whole of
virtue. Now. the difference between "part” and "portion” seems to be that while "portion”
denotes an amount or quantity of a whole, "part” denotes not surr{ply amount or quantnty
but the particulars which compose a complex whole. and which dlger from each other not
sim;?ly in terms of quantity but in kind. How might this be pertinent to what Nicias has
argued? Nicias has spoken of a courage which involves knowledge alone. How is he to
distinguish this knowledge from that which the other virtues involve? Can he do so
without conside}ing those. parts of the soul other than the part which is capable of
knowing. without cons:déhng the powers of the non-rational part of the soul? Nicias has

completely neglected that power which Laches called endurance. he has made no mention
L]
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whatsoever of a power which enables a man to overcome ftear Socrates s implying
here | believe that 1t 1s this power which distinguishes courage trom the other virtues
which justithies our regarding courage as a vrtue Itis this power which c’oto?s“"\ that
portion of the knowledge that 1s virtue as courage which togethe with that knowledge
forms the part of virtue which we call courage In speaking of knowledge alone Nicias
has been speaking at most about knowledge which all the virtues or virtue altogether
involves which of itself cannot be considered courage because as Socrates says it is
only a part of courage 1t s the part of courage that Nicias neglects which distinguishes

va

that portion of the knowledge that virtue as a whole involves as courage ’

199e-201c: Dissolution of the Deliberative Community

With Nicias' admission of defeat Laches once again goes on the offensive. he
moves m for the kill. as it were He remarks that he had very great hope that with the
wisdom from Damon. Nicias would discover what courage i1s since Nicias thought
contemptously of the answers he gave to Socrates. Laches has not faled to notice that
Nicias has completely ignored Laches defimtion except to ctaim that what Laches--and
the many--call courage s really stupid boldness. What he has failed to notice s that
Socrates has not denied that courage has something to do with wisdom or knowledge
Laches has less reason to crow than he thinks. he has not changed hné opmion, or even
begun to believe that his definition might not be sufficient. Indeed. his sarcastic clam that
he had "great hope" that Nicias would discover courage reveals more than Laches perhaps
would wish his hope In fact has been that Nicias would not discover courage.

Nicias rephes to Laches taunt with a similar charge to that which he earlier made
against Laches: Laches does not care that he was recently revealed to know nothing about
‘courage. but looks towards Nicias being shown to be in the same condition. In Nicias’
opinion. Laches does a "truly human” thing he looks not towards himself but towards
others. Nicias thinks that Laches simply wished 'to drag hm down to Laches own level. he
thinks that Laches is motivated by envy. But this would require the recognition on Laches’
part that he was revealed te know nothing in the conversation with Socrates, and Laches
does not think this, and never has; indeed, Laches seemed to think that that conversation

revealed primarily, if not solely, a lack of faciity in speech on his part. Laches’
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confidence that he knows what courage 1s may have been shaken by that discussion. .But
Socrates never suggested that Laches knew nothing about courage and he never
suggested that Laches was lacking in courage Nicias on the other hand has suggested
both Laches has not ‘looked towards Nicias out of an implicit recogmtion that he
completely lacks knowledge of courage and a consequent desire to prevent Nicias from
having more than him in this regard but out of a fear that if Nicias 1s right he will be
revealed as such And Nicias. in explicitly suggesting as much has only encouraged
Laches attacks Laches .has been concerned to defend what he has rather than to take
away what Nicias has

On the other hand Nicias now confirms that he too “looks towards others
Whereas Laches “frankly admitted his inability to grasp courage n speech. Nicias is
unwilling to admit even this he has In his view spoken suitably about these things. Laches
alone has been revealed to know nothing Nicias' speech--not his under standing--about
courage requires at most some revision, some “fine tuning.” which. however he does not
intend to undertake on his own. but instead with the help of Damon and others--not we
should note. with the help.of Socrates. Nicias too looks to others for his understanding
of these things.

These two political men. then are unwilling to look to each other in anything but a
hostile manner. Neither recognizes that the other has spoken of something which he
lacks. Instead. each regards his own position as adequate. and on the basis of this. each
misjudges the motives and character of the other. The generals. and the things with which
they have been identified as the dialogue progressed. seem to represent fundamental
political alternatives. and judging from these things. and from the generals behavior
towards each other. they seem to be natural political opponents. whom Socrates has
tried. and failed. to bring together * )

With Nicias' statement of how things seem to him to stand--for his part. he has
spoken surtably. and if something needs revision, Damon will set it right--Nicias indicates
that he does not intend to continue the search for courage. presumably because there 1s
~ no need to search for what one already knows. In his response, Laches indicates that he
too is abandoning the search, that he no longer is ready or sees any need to endure in it,

the vexation and love of victory which moved Laches to endure have "apparently been
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parting shot at his counterpart-- Well you are indeed wise Nicias (200c¢2)--he gives his
final counse! the old men should bid farewell to the generals regarding the education of
sons and not let Socrates go as he has said from the beginning  If his children were of
an age to be educated he would do the same For the second time Laches refers to what
he sard at the beginning where he urged Lysimachus not to iet Socrates go on the basis of
Socrates behavior at Delum. behavior which n Laches eyes. entitled Socrates to speak
about noble things Does Laches persist 1N urging Lysimachus not to let Socrates go tor
the same reason or does he nog do so on the basis of another kind of deed. on what
Laches has seen of Socrates n speech? Has Laches been opened to speech at least to
this extent? What he says here seems to indicate that he has. "At the beginning.” he said
that he. like all public men had been heedless and neglectful towards both his children and
other private affars. a price which Laches then seemed to be wiling to pay Now.
however, he seems less wnllmg. Laches may not have the ‘courage” to start over at his
age. but he has at least begun to manifest some concern for his children’s education.
Nicias agrees with what Laches says the generals are in harmony at least regarding
the course which the old men should now pursue. Nicias and Laches agree that Socrates
's able to educate. They apparently think that Socrates has proven this in deed. ngspite of
his assertions that he does not possess the art of education, 1t seems that in regards to
. education, Socrates deeds are not in harmony with his speeches--unless. of course, his
demals are ironic. Indeed Nicias now reveals that he has approached Socrates concerning
this very thing. and has only turned to others--on Socrates’ recommendation--because
Socrates himself was unwilling to take over the education of Nicias' son. Nicias does not
say why Socrates is always unwilling to educate his son. or whether Socrates has offered
any reason for his unwillingness. whether Socrates simply tells Nicias what he has claimed
throughout the deliberation cannot be determined. But if this is what Socrates offers by
way of explanation. Nicias must regard it as inadequate. if not less than frank, for he
apparently has little doubt that Socrates can educate. he now urges Lysimachus to see
whether Socrates is more willing to take over the education of Aristides and Thucydides.
Lysimachus replies that it would be just for Socrates to be willing. since he too

would be willing to do many things for Socrates which he would not be willing to do for

Y
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very many others he then turns to Socrates to see if he will pay some heed and join in the
old men s zeal for ther sons to become as good as possible. Once agan Lysimachus
grounds his appeal in justice but whereas the first time Lysimachus attempted to obtain
Socrates advice by mentioning that he and Socrates father were comrades and the
closest of friends here he speaks only of mutual benefit Socrates willingness to do for
him what he apparently 1s not willing to do for many others will be reciprocated by
Lysimachus  Now, it 1s interesting that Lysimachus does not in the face of Socrates
unwitingness. appeal to the justice based m caring for the things of the father for this
surely provides a tie between Lysimachus and Socrates that does not exist between
Socrates and Nicias (Nicias clam to be Socrates kin in speech notwithstanding) F:‘Or
some reason. Lysimachus no longer seems to think that Socrates will be moved by such an
ap’eal_ . . .

Once agan. however. Socrates s unwilling and once agamn his unwillingess
apparently artses from a justice based in knowledge. He reples to Lysimachus that 1t
would indeed be a dreadful thing to be unwilling to join In someone's zeal to become as
geod as possible. So if he had been revealed to know in the discussion, and the other not
to, 1t would be just to summon him to th|'s work. but since they were all at a loss, in his
opinion none should be chosen. Now. we may begin by noting that Socrates speaks not
simply of knowing, but of being revealed to know, the latter. he asserts, 1s the ground
upon which the choice of educator should be based. But first of all. Socrates has not
been revealed not to know, and second, the discussion with the generals has surely
revealed that he knows something about both education and courage, and more than he
has explicitly admitted. Indeed. his interlocuters’ agreement, and particularly Lysimachus’
agreement. that Socrates is the man they seek, is based in large part upon what the
discussion has re{/ealed about Socrates. And has not Socrates himself given us some
reason to regard‘ his speech here as somewhat iess than frank? Socrates has once
before replied to Lysimachus’ invocation of justice by appealing to a different justice.
When Lysimachus asked him to give his opinion about the learnable, Socrates’ re:ponse
was that it séemed to him "most just” that the generals, béing both oider than he and more
experienced in such matters, should speak first. it was "most just’ that they speak first,

then, because they, being oider and more experienced, were presumably more knowing
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than he. greater knowledge gives one a greater clam to speak. Surely the same justice
now gives Sdcrates at least a greater clam as well Why does he decline to exercise that
clam? Perhaps t;ecause this justice. while giving Socrates such a clam does not
necessarily give Lysimachus a clam on Socrates. In this regard we should consider the
first thing that Socrates says i reply to Lysimachus request. Socrates says that it would
be a dreadful thing to be unwilling to join In someone s zeal to become best he does not
say that 1t would be a dreadful thing to be unwilling to jomn in someone s zeal for

s 8nother--even a son--to become best Socrates statement turns our attention to the

~ sons. who might seem to have been entirely lost sight of during the discussion although it
ﬁas ostensibly been for ther sakes. The concluding remarks of the dialogue--Socrates
counsel, and Lysimachus counterproposal together with Socrates’ tentative acceptance
of nt--indicate that Socrates’ willingness to meet Lysimachus’ request turns upon the sons
themselves.

The counsel which Socrates offers 1s this 1t 1s necessary for all of them to seek in
common as good a teacher as possible, most of all for themselves--for they are in
need--and then for the lads. sparing neither money nor anything else. they should not let
themselves remain in therr present condition. And if someone should ridicule them for
thinking 1t worthwhile to frequent teachers at therr age, they must cite Homer in therr
defense, who said that it 1s not good for shame to be present to a needy man.” Thus,
putting such a one aside. they are to take care in common of themselves and the lads.

Socrates’ final words thus propose what must strike us. as 1t seems to strike
Socrates and’ no doubt. his interlocuters as well, as a boid. not to say incredible, course
of action. But he proposes it with cautious foresight. first, by taking care to suggest that
his speech is not one to be divulged, and second. by providing’for this project’'s defense.
The dialogue ends as it began, with a proposal to form a private community: but while that
of Lysimachus was aimed at providing for education to political excellence and fame. at
producing or reproducing political leaders such as Aristides "the Just,” Socrates’
proposed community is amed not at "doing” but at "knowing.” Moreover, they are, he
says, to seek teachers most of all for themselves. and "only then” for the sons. It is hard
to imagine a more impractical pedagogic plan: this daring proposal seems to ignore the

fact that the education of sons imposas the necessity of "seizing the moment.” And in
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what will the activity of this community constst? It I1s to seek teachers, Socrates simply
proposes a continuation of the activity to which he turned the present community

Socrates proposes that this community be formed of all of his interlocuters. but
there 1s reason to believe that he does not intend or expect it to mcllude the generals that
1t will be private in this sense as Well. The defense with which ﬁe/equs it 1s amed solely
at Lyscmachus, whose preface indicated that the old men were very sensitive to the
possibility of receiving ridicule in deciding whom to approach tor advice. Socrates‘nOW
reassures Lysimachus on this point their novel pedagogic project will be defended against
ridicule by appealling to the traditional educator of the Greeks.““) Furthermore when
Lysimachus replies to Socrates’ proposal. he bids only Socrates to,come to his house the
next day. and Socrates does not object to the exclusion of the generals. But that
Socrates does not expect the generals to join in a new search secomes most evident
when we realize why Socrates makes this proposal once agan he s attempting to provide
an opening for himself. Nicias has just stated that whenever he asks Socrates to take
over the education of his son, Socrates declines t0 do so, a.nad suggests others instead.
Socrates 1s aware of other men who can presumably contribute something to a son's
education. but he makes no mention of them here, and the reason why he does nRot may
well be that he has some interest in the sons himself, as we shall see more clgarly |n‘ a
moment. Socrates makes this proposal in order to pursue this Interest Lysimachus tis
sure to be interested in a proposal to seek teachers for the sons, since this 1s exactly what
he and Melesias have been doing.

Lysimachus professes himself willing to learn with the lads. and most zealously by
as much as he 1s the oldest. He now seems willing to do for Socrates what he likely would
not be willing to do for very many others. It is unclear whether his zeal is genuine, or
whether his willingness is seen by him as necessary to procure the help of Socrates. He
tells Socrates to come to his house tomorrow at dawn--i.e., at the earliest possible
time--so that they may deliberate about these things: perhaps he expects Socrates to
direct him to a competent teacher for the boys, or perhaps in the privacy of his own home
he will be able to persuade Socrates to care for the boys himself. What is clear is that he
does not expect to engage in the sort of seeking which he has just seen, for he now

breaks up the conversation and hence the search for courage prior to its compietion,
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which i his view it 1s surely pomtless to continue now that he has what he wants
Socrates speaks the final words of the dialogue he will come to Lysimachus
house tomorrow. f the god 1s wiling. Socrates agrees. but only tentatively. to
Lysimachus modification of what he has just proposed. Hts cooperation depends upon
something outside of himself. on "the god’--or does 1t’ Anyone with more than a cursory
familiarity with the Platoric Socrates cannot help but be reminded by this of Socrates
famous ‘dramonic’ voice. Why would Socrates foresee the possibility that his dasmon
_will take some interest In tus proposed action? Insofar as the Laches prdvides no
consideration of Socrates’ darmon. it concludes on a note of uncertainty the dialogue
seems incomplete. 1t ends by pointing beyond ttself. The most detailled description by
Socrates of his darmon in the Platonic corpus i1s found in the dialogue 7Theages. This
description occurs during a discussion with Demodocus. a wealthy rural Athenian
gentleman, and his son Theages, Socrates is moved to speak of his darmon in response to
a request similar to that just made by Lysimachus. a request by Demodocus that Socrates
take over the education of young Theages.’” This alone arguably provides some reason
for us\to turn to the Theages. But we are more powerfully enouraged to do so by the
following consideration. Socrates’ account of his dasmon includes a description of its
power n regards to Socrates’ "being with” (sunousia. Theages 129e2) those who spend
time with hem, including and primarily young men. Socrates divides this influence into four
categories. To many. he says. it is adverse, and it is not possible for them to be helped by
spending time with him. hence he is unable to do so; whiie with many it does not prohibit
his being with them, but they are not helped by it. Others are assisted in their intercourse
by the daimonic power: some find the benefit both fi'rm and enduring, while for many it.
lasts only as long as they are not parted from Socrates. Now, in his description of other
aspects of the da/mon, Socrates makes use of many examples 6f others who have been
affected by it. In regards to those who would spend time with him, however, he mentions
individual cases only concerning one of the four categori'es which he delineates--and there
he speaks of none other than young Aristides and Thucydides. The 'Theages indicates that’

r

subsequent to the action of the Laches. both of the sons have spent time with Socrates:

’ ‘

the 7 heages "completes” the Laches.?
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What. then, does the T heages teach us about the dasmon. and 1in particular. what

hight does it shed on the emgmatic words wnfh which Socrates concludes the Laches? A
commentary on the Laches s obwviously not the place for extended consideration of
another dialogue 1t 1s sufficient to note that careful reading of the Theages seems to
suggest that the basis upon which Socrétes' darrmon exerts itself at least in regards to
those young men who would be with him s the nature of the individual in question **

Socrates final words suggest that his participation in Lysimachus project depends upon
the nature of the sons themselves. and that Socrates final proposal and indeed his initial
willingness to join in Lysimachus communlt); and his subsequent actions, have all reflected
the fact that Socrates is not familiar with the boys. and knows very little about their
abilities. Indeed. Plato emphasizes that we have no way of making any judgements about
the sons only one of the sons speaks. and only once. and we do not everl know Wthh“Of
the two 15 speaking {18 1a3), Plato |ntent|6nally disguises even this from the reader. In the
face of this lack of knowledge. Socrates first cautiously agreed to take part in the
discussion, and now cautiously proposes a co:wmunlty through which he will be able to
determine whether and to what extent the sons will benefit by associating with him.  The
deliberation bfgan and proceeded with no consideration of the nature of those whose
education was being defiberated upon. One reison why the dialogue ends on such an
ambiguous note is that the sons’ education canngt proceed--or will proceed at the sons’

peril--until this question has been addressed. .

~~



1. CONCLUSION

The Laches 1s one of the "aporetic’ dialogues. the question which 1t raises s left
unanswered 1t leaves us ‘perplexed’ Furthermore many things which seem to be
pertinent to the question of courage are only briefly considered and in some cases. not
considered at all. For example. thurnos or “spirit.” which in the Repub/ic is sad to be the
part’ of the soul to which courage 1s connected 1s never mentioned n the d‘lalogue,
Socra/tes shies away from any examination of the soul itself  Nor 1s that power which
Laches 1dentifies as courage. and which seems to belong to the thumotic part of the soul
endurance. examined once lLaches has given hits definitton. Socrates immediately
introduces prudence. It seems inappropriate, not to say presumptuous, therefore. to
‘conclude” an examination of the dialogue. for to do so suggests a finaiity which the
dialogue i1tself seems to preclude. Yet. the dialogue itself also lnducafes that appearances
are sometimes deceptnvé, what s missing in speech ;'nay be illustrated in deed.
Furthermore, the aporetic character of the dialogue itself may teach us something about
courage. .Not all of Plato's dialogues are aporetic. does not this fact alone raise the
question why those dialogues which are aporetic have this feature? In spite of the
dislogue’s aporetic appearance. then. we may have some reason to act in the face of its
aporia. we shall therefore risk the possibility of presuming whes we should not, to the
extent of closing our consllderatlon of the dialogue with some tentative comments about
Its teaching.

.The speeches of the dialogue suggest that courage involves both non-rational and
rational powers of the soul, both enat’ance and prudence. However, while courage may
call for both of these things, endurance seems to be prior to prudence, to be a natural
power, which cannot, or can only to a limited ektent, be instilled through education.
Moreover, this endurance seems to be more essential to courage, and perhaps s itself
often courage, as éocrates says, because of the limits to prudence. to the extent to which
human beings can be knowing. Courage seems to require prudence or the guidance of
prudence; at the same time, it seems to come into its own most of all where brudence, is
lacking or powerless. All of these things are suggested not only by the speeches of the
dialogue. Courage is discussed with two iilitary men, each of whom speaks only of one

element of courage. Socrates, however, seems much more interested in Laches than
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Nicias  His attempts to educate m the dialogue seem aimed primarily 1f not solely. at
Laches. Not only his conversation with Laches. but that with Nicias as well. are intended in
part to open Laches to the possibiity that courage involves prudence while he appears 1o
make lhttle effort to open Nicias to the possibiity that courage involves endurance--the
very thing which Nicias seems to lack. and which in the end renders him uneducable in thts
virtue  Socrates goes out of his way to keep Laches involved m the hunt for courage. and
N the course of that hunt, forms an alliance with nm.  And Socrates attempts to educate
Laches seem in the end to founder on the fact that Laches 1s simply too old one perhaps
cannot “teach an old dog new tricks. ¢

Having said this, however, may wonder whether these are the only elements, or
even the most important elements. of courage. The aporetic character of the dialogue
may itself cause such wonder. for the apori/a arises from the speeches which each
general makes about courage. It may be the case that the dialogue concludes on thig note
because neither general has given a definition that combines these two elements. but we
should also consdier the possibility that even this would be insufficient, that there 1s
something else which must be taken into account if courage is to be adequately defined.
Socrates suggests as much through the very example which he uses to elicit Laches’
definition. Not only endurance, but "quickness” as well, seems to be involved in courage.
Socrates’ example paints to the possibility that couragé involves not: one, but two

non-rational powers of the soul. Indeed, it may well be the case that th\(, rather than

endurance, ts what truly defines courage. or what defines "true” courage. Socrates

certainly points to this possibility in the course of his discussion with Nicias. He asks

‘ .
Nicias about the courage of wild animals; Nicias' response seems correct insofar as it

points out that (some) wild animals are bold, are fearless. Whereas endurance, as
értiCulated-by Laches, necessarily involves fear or some other motion of the soul against
which one endures, a courage arising from boldness may well be "feariess.” Laches, in his
emphatic assertion that "we all agree” about the courage of these animals, see&to
contradict his earlier definition, or at least to suggest that it is incompl/ete, that it does not

encompass all cases of courage. Furthermore, Laches seems to contradict his definition

not only in speech, but in deed as well, his "quicknes!," in particular his quick reactions to

Nicias' utterances, indicate that he is not only enduring, but bold as well. And Socrates’

\
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attempts to moderate Laches. to ‘slow hm down by opening him to a prudence which
would cause him to ook before he leaps.' also points in this direction. The dialogue 1s
named ‘Laches’. we have some reason to follow Laches muskcal theory at least to this
extent that 1t 1s Laches deeds more than his speeches which point to the core of
courage or what 1s most essential to courage. Boldness certainly seems distinguishable
from endurance, perhaps in some cases-fsuch as Laches =-holdness 1s the basis of the
ability to endure. Indeed in a sense endurance may be more comprehensive and less
“from the beginning " than boldness  Laches speaks of endurance of the soul in response
to Socrates request that he say what power 1s Involved in every instance of courage
Given Laches emphasis of deeds. we would expect him to try to speak of what courage
“looks like” in every case. Socrates raises no further questions about this endurance. s 1t
not possible that this "“power” 1s divisible. that it has more than one source? The intial
portion of the conversation between Socrates and Laches suggested one possibility
'whereas Laches spoke of a willingness to remam in the ranks, Socrate spoke only of’\
remaining in the ranks. Laches did not notice Socrates’ “shght change.” nor did he make)
such a distinction in regards to his comprehensive d{f_lr)mon of courage. Yet something
other than "wi!lmgﬁess“vrmght be responsible for such endurance. one obvious alternative
to willingness 1s compulsion.

Why then does Socrates choose not to raise this dimension of courage? First of
all, perhaps. because he seem’s primarily concerned to discuss with Laches the role of
prudence in courage, to open Laches to prudence; he does not examine éndurance for the |
same reason. But of equal importance i1s the fact that Socrates moves away from any
discussion of the soul and its constitution, for reasons which- we considered above;
insofar as boldness appears to be a manifestation of spirit, consideration of the former
would seem to require consideration of the latter a§ well. Finally, the neglect of boldness
may well be connected to the aporetic character of the dialogue. Might not its apor/a
enjoin us to be bold in questioning the dialogue, to refuse to admit defeat in the face of
the dialogue’'s apparent incontlusiveness? .

The latter two reasons for the app%rent neglect of boldness point towards the
dialogue’s consideration of courage in relation to both politics and philosophy as well; in

regards to these things. the presentation is almost entirely in the deeds of the dialogue. it



is one of the few dialogues in which Socrates converses with mature. practising political
: »
men '©*  And almost from ther flrs\t words. it seems that these poltical men are at war
with each other. they seem to be natural pohtical rwvals. Furthermore. insofar as each 1s”
identified with a city in the dialogue--Laches. with Sparta, and Nicias. with Athens--they
seem to represent fundamental political alternatives in hght of which, the dialogue impiies.
courage assumes an mportant position. Perhaps Sparta and Athens promote dif ferent
"kinds’ of political courage n his imitial mention of courage. the "Spartan” Laches seemed
to stress a common, ”s‘teadfast" courage. a courage shown in the ranks. while the
"Athemian” Nicias spoke solely of an individual couragé used to promote prv/ate ends| and
w;partlcular to distingutsh oneself: the generals subsequent comments about courage
confirmed and developed these nitial statements. Nc?w, Socrates seems to make the
attempt, at least during the discussion with Nicias, to mediate between these two cities,
i.e. between ther dialogic representatives. The failure of this attempt suggests that in
some way the virtue courage requires the combination of two elements which can be
combined only with great difficuity, that courage |s' in this way a “duality.”®* The
promotion of courage, or at least political cour?ge, the virtue by which the city in the mast
immediate sense stands or falls, may require a/way of life which rejects innovation and the
private in favour_of one oriented to stability, tradition, and devotion to the public things.
For the city, faced with the ever-present possibility of destruction, requires that its
citizens be willing to make what for most is the greatest sacrificejthe sacrifice of their
own lives, or the lives of their sons, on its behalf; and; willingness to risk this seems
always tenuous and easily undermined. To the extent that the city allows or promgtes an
emphasis of the individual and the private--to the extent that it is "Athenian’--it seems to
endanger that willingness upon which it depends, for with this emphasis comes the
possibility of many different wgys of life, iﬁcludi'ng a way of life devoted to induiry, and in
particular inquiry about the political things. including those beliefs and opinions which ;(he
city is concerned to promote. Those opinions--about just and unjust, honorable and‘
shamefL.JI--seem to be the support for political virtue, or the virtue which the city requires,
and they seem necessary above all in the case of courage, for itis courage which demands

the greatest sacrifice. As such, any questioning of these opinions would seem to be most

harmful in regards to courage. Niciasiseems to represent this result in deed: he does not

v P
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seem to represent Athens ‘as a whole ' as Laches seems to represent Sparta as a

h) [
»whole --tor how ¢guid one individual represent a city which i1s open to many dif ferent

S N > . \

:'3‘: : @Vav,s oh life”*'--but rather one consequence of that city s openness one which Is
i : ¢ . R _ ,
VL particularly important in rggards to thg quettion of courage  What Nicias has heard from.

"o ‘ ~

RERPLY .
?‘%’f’ Damon--and from Socrates--may potnt to what couraga or courage in the f’ullest sense

b

!
!

st would require--knowledge of what 1s truly dreadful. but the prudence which Nicias calls

4 cowaqe 1€not a prudence based in this knowledge but rather a calculating reason and

\dueth&:ght which serves the intdrests of the nop: ratuonal of bodily desires and fears ,
pISaSurbs and pamms. This appears to be the ordinary understanding of prudence 1t is this
sort of prydence o%f«'whuchQSocrates speaks In his conversation with Laches who seems
unable to conceive of an alternative understanding. and ':, i1s. in the end the prudence
ma'mfested‘i'n deed by Nicias. it 1s perhaps the case that Nicias could be moved towards
courage only to a Iimn;ed e);tent even In the absence of the philosopher and those who are.
in some ways at least. his "kin 1n $peech " the sophists, and in this we see a anstmctnon
regarding courage between men hke;\Lac:\es, who seem to possess a natural power which
enables them to withstand the power ful urgings of féar: ind men like Nicias. wha can anly
be induced to do SO. -1f at all through shame and the threat of dlshonor—-perhaps a
dlstmcnon between an endurance based in boldness, and an ejwdurance based in -
compulsion. But the “wisdom” which Nicias has received seems to be most harmful

r

precisely in this regard. for it has "liberated” Nicias from thé#nfluence of such threats. and
in doing s.o, has removed whatever possibiity he had of‘ possessing even this kind of
courage .'® N

’ The laches also presents us with an illustration thllosopher n actlon.<
-5 engaged in his chéracterastuc practice, we would expect. guveﬁ"its thema, that it would
address the question of the role of courage in that activit!y, even though the word
"philosophy” does not appear in the dialogue. Now. the philosopher seems most identified
with'the virtue wisdom. Yet his very activity is defined not by wisdom, but by its lack. he
is a "lover of wisdom.” man who pursues wisdom. And it is this very lack which points to
the essential role of courage in philosophizing. Indeed. at times Socrates speaks in the
dialogue as if courage is a synonym for philosophy. Hé tells Laches that they must endure

in their searck for "courage itself’; yet there is no guarantee, indeed no good reason to
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think that the search will be successtul moreover while they are to endure m order to
avoid the ridicule ot ‘courage itself. therr endurance will not defend them indeed may
open them to the ridicule of men and may simply resultin a dissolution of therr own clam
to possess courage The philosopher s very love perhaps calls tor courage rmore than
any other virtue for the object of that love. wisdom or a comprehensive khowledge of
the whole seems impossible to attan ,The very structure of the Laches points to this 1s 1t
"not pecularly appropriate that this dialogue should be aporetic. and moreover that the
conversation which 1t presents seems to lead from aporra to aporia’? Does not an
adeqxv;a‘te understanding of courage requy e an understanding of that thing which above all
else. calls for courage the nature of death’ And does not the question of death
‘necessartly rarse the question how one should live one s ife? And does not this require
an understanding of human nature. and In £>art|cular the nature of the human soul and in
" turn. an understanding of that nature of which human nature ts a p‘art7“” Enduring in the
face of one aporia, 1t seems. simply lead;{to another. In the end. only the philosopher
seems willing or able to endure in h|s§endurance agamst them
Moreover . the philosopher ‘s activity not only poses its own risks. but exposes him
to risks from another source as well. For the philosopher B necessarily a part of and in
-many ways dependent upon the political community and he can neglect this fact only at
his own peril. he must philosophize pohtically, or n a politic manner--or at least 1t s
’ bruéent for him to do so. Moreover, since he Is a cutizer; as well a8 a philosopher. he may
naturally wish to avord harming “his own,” his fellow citizens--and .thetr sons:%  This, too,
Jis presented i deed in the Laches. and in fact it seems to be this more than anything else
which ties the dialogue together. the Laches is an eminently political cbnSIderatlon of
courage. The philosopher. perhaps going about his usual business. happens upon a-
d8liberation aimed at instilling poljtical excellence, a deliberation which may waell have been
occasioned by the influence of the philosopher himself. He is informed that those for the
sake of whom the deliberation s taking place have frequently praised
Socrates-'-infor:nation which must surely pique his interest. He agrees to give his counsel,
if he is able,” but defers to the "authorities.” the generals. Once the generals have
" disagreed. he boldly assumes control of the deliberation; having done this. he cautiously

resets the course of the deliberation. while emphasizing the risks that attend

r
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education--and particularly the risks connected to the new educatton the education

offtered by the sophists He gains his interlocuters assent to the new arrangement and
then redirects the deliberation to a discussion ot courage through which both pohtical
men--and also Socrates emphasizes he himselt--are shown to lack knowledge of what
courage 1s He appears ready to endure in the search for courage but instead proposes
a search for teachers both for themselves and for the sons te he expresses a
willingness to participate i a search for what Lysimachus and Melesias have been looking
tor from the beginning. And when Lysimachus suggests an alternative Socrates quickly
but tentatively accepts it Throughout then Socrates proceeds in a manner that is both
cautious and bold We have suggested that his behavior turns upon the sons themselves.
on the fact that Socrates knows nothing about them Socrates deeds reflect what is not
dlscusse‘d in speech--nature and spectifically the nature of the sons. Not knowing
whether the sons will benefit by spending time with him or even by witnessing the full
extent of his powers in speech--actions sometimes speak louder than words . and
apparently the boys have alre'ady been influenced by what they have seen of Socrates--he
moves very cautiously. He 1s singularly gentle with both of the generals. and goes out of
his way to say that he shares the dilemma which they are in  The Laches presents a striking
contrast to what Socrates in the Apo/ogy clams always results from his conversations
with political men

| considered . . . one of the polucians . . . |[and] tried to show him that he

supposed he was wise, but was not. So from this | became hatefu! both to him

and to many of those present. . . .= After this. then | kept going to one after

another. all the while perceiving with pain and fear that | was becoming

hatefut.!®’ :
That his conversations with the generals have not inspired such hatred must be due at least
In part to Socrates’ manner of proceeding. Yet Socrates' lack of famiharity with the boys
also seems to require that he take some risks the boys may well benefit by being with
Socrates--and it "would be a dreadful thing.” Socrates says, "to be unwilling to join in
someone’s zeal to become as good as possible”. he has here been presented with an
opportunity to do so--indeed, by the end of the discussion, Lysimachus is ready to hand

the sons over to Socrates. This, too, has resulted from Socrates behavior--again,

actions sometimes speak louder than words.; despite his protestations to the contrary,
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Socrates possesses and has shown that he possesses something which the generals
tack In order to take advantage of the opportunity with which he has been presented f
only to determine whether the sons can gan some benefit by being with im he has had to
undermine the political at least to this extent  Socrates appears willing to run this risk
Faced with this unknown Socrates has proceeded in a manner which appears to mamnifest
not only prudence and endurance but quickness and caution as well not only philosophy
itself but pohitical philosophy philosophizing in the city calls tor courage on the part of

the philosopher



V. NOTES

| Leo Strauss The City and Man (Chicago University of Chucago Press 1964 p 60

2 It 1s not a Iittle romic . given their emphasis of therr own obscurity that through Plato s
efforts Lysimachus and Melesias are still known to us over 2000 years after ther time
Still the dialogue seems to give them their just due for what they are remembered tor s
nothing other than their obscurity

3 We should note that the dialogue seems to contain two anachronisms. both of which are
connected to the relative ages of the participants. First while Lysimachus and Melesias
are treated as contemporaries in the dialogue. our historigal records suggest that Melesias
was about a generation younger than Lysimachus and perhaps even younger than the
generals. Second while Socrates was contemporary with the generals according to the
dates we have for Nicias. he acts in the dialogue as tf he 1s significantly younger than these
men. Here especially then Plato has made Socrates 'young (neos) and handsome (kalos)’
(cf. Second Letter 314c).

4 All brack%'ted citations refer to the Oxford text of the Laches {Plato. Opera. ed. John
Burnet, Vol. 3 Theages, Charmides, Laches, Lysis (Oxford *Clarendon Press, 1903}
Quotations from the dialogue are from the translation as yet unpublished by James H
Nichols. Jr.

5 "Maintenance at the prytaneum at public expense was an honor reserved for victors at
the Olympic games. outstanding generals, and representatives of famiies whose
ancestors had performed great deeds for the city.” Thomas West P/ato’s Apo/ogy of
Socrates: An Interpretation, With A New Trans/ation. (lIthaca Cornell University Press,
1979). p. 65. n. 108, see also Apo/ogy 36d. Itis clear that both Lysimachus and Melesias
qualified as representatives of distinguished families, that Lysimachus at least was granted
such maintenance. see Plutarch, Aristides 27.

6 Lysimachus’ characterization of the many's attitude towards education might be taken to
imply that he completely ignores the role of nature in education. But. as we have argued.
Lystmachus mentions the many by way of encouraging the generals to become concerned
about education, his tactic presupposes that the generals distinguish themselves from the
many in the same manner as he does. i.e, on the basis of a nature arising from descent.
Lysimachus surely distinguishes himself from the many, since according to his report he
shares a lack of deeds with the many. would not a clam on his part that the ability to
perform such deeds 1s simply a result of education undermine the grounds upon which he
does so? '

7 Lysimachus’ speeches--both those which he makes at the dinner table, and his speech
here about those speeches--seem to be aimed in part at inducing the boys to care for
themselves by emphasizing the difference between himseif and the distinguished men of
which he speaks, and the pain and shame which his obscurity has caused him as well. And
some such intention as this would seem to be why the old men have brought the boys to
the display and the subsequent discussion; both of these things will display ad ocu/os what
the boys can become if only they care for themselves.

8 Cf. Republic 486¢c. 535a-c.

9 If we were inclined to judge harshly of Lysimachus, we might well wonder whether he
here reveals that he is not being entirely candid in accounting for his lack of deeds, and
whether he sees fit to encourage his son's attentiveness and obedience because he
himself was lacking in these very respects. We might be encouraged to adopt this view
when we consider what Socrates has to say concerning the education of both Lysimachus
and Melesias in the Meno. He is discussing with Anytus the question whether there are
teachers of virtue. Socrates, by way of arguing that even the most distinguished
gentiemen do not seem able to transmit their own virtue, even to ther own sons,
Hlustrates his claim with four examples, including the elder Aristides and Thucydides.
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According to him both men provided therr sons with the best education possible but to
no avall See Meno 94a c-d

10 That such proposals were not unheard of see Protagoras 320a Theages 127a
Repub/ic 328d

11 Cf Leo Strauss Liberalism Ancrent and Modern (New York Basic Books Inc
1968) p 12

12 In hight of what we have argued concerming Lysimachus’ view of this matter. Laches’
words must be very encouraging for him to hear Is this an instance of that
"second-guessing’ about which Lysimachus spoke earher ?

13 And not only has Nicias cared for his son. but for other private affarrs as well he was
a man of considerable wealth and interests {see. e.g. Plutarch. Nrcras 3. 4.) Nicias simply
does not fit Laches characterization of political men, why then does Laches seemingly
inctude him in 1t? Perhaps Nicias and Laches are not that famihar with one another. Yet
Nicias’ material wealth was well-known 1n Athens. Laches surely cannot be completely
unaware of this. Moreover. the subsequent action of the dialogue does suggest that the
generals are famihar with one another. In light of this, we might take Laches’ clam to be
the opening salvo in the competition which ensues between these two political rivals. That
Lysimachus and Melesias decided to approach these two prominent political men for
advice. and moreover brought them together in order to do so, might well strike us as
almost the most notable intrusion of chance into the events of the dialogue. Almost.
because its most notable intrusion is surely the introduction of Socrates.

14 Cf. Apo/ogy 23bd-c1.

15 We are not completely i the dark regarding this last point, we have some reason to
think that Socrates has indeed heard the conversation thus far. Once Socrates has been
introduced. Lysimachus asks him what he "asserts about the subject we began with”
(18 1¢c7); his request presupposes that Socrates has been present "from the begmnning.”

16 The dramatic date of the Laches is somewhere between the battle of Delum in 424 and
Laches deathin 418  In the Apo/ogy. Plato has Socrates request his judges to punish and
pain his sons In the same way that he has pained his judges when the sons grow up (41e).
At the time of his death in 399, then. Socrates’ sons were still young. See also Phaedo
60a. Oxford Classical Dictionary, 2nded. s.v. "Socrates.”

17 Cf. Republic 376e2-4.

18 The word which Lysimachus uses for "know'-- gignosko{ 180d5)--means. among other
things. to mark, discern, perceive, but primarily to know by observation or iearning. ' The
same word, then could apply to both of the ways in which Lysimachus has just become
knowing about Socrates.

19 Indeed. it would be hard for one to understand. based on Lysimachus’ statements, why
his father was known as Aristides "the Just’.

20 Mark Blitz. "An Introduction to Plato's Laches.” /nterpretation: A Journal of Political
Philosophy 5 (Winter 1975), p. 191.

21 Cf. H¥po/ogy 22d.

22 This is indicated more explicitly by Nicias’ comments at 182d1f. He says there that the
iearnable will make a man appear more dreadful to his enemies by imparting gracefuiness
to him. The word translated as "enemies” is echthros; the word simply means "one’s
enemy,” as opposed to po/emios, derived from po/emos, "war,” which denotes an enemy
in war. This is the only use of echthros in the dialogue; it is aiso the only time that Nicias
speaks of enemies. : *

23 And given Nicias’' concerns, similar considerations of security and nobility may arise
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for him in regards to generalship. The security arising from the fighting in armour results
from the control over one s fate in srtuations of ndividual combat which 1t imparts. But
needless to say. the individual hopiite ts unable to control the situations in which he finds
himself 1n a larger sense (cf 191b6-cd. 183a2-9 such control, to the extent that it
exists, would seem 1o arise from the techne of generalship. Might not Nicias think that. in
regards to the battlefield. possession of the true or complete techne of generalship
provides the ultimate combmation of security and nobility ?

24 In hght of Nicias’ comments about the noble, the learnable s utihty vis-a-vis generalship
would seem to be its greatest or highest benefit. This in turn suggests that to this point,
Nicias speech has been ordered according to his evaluation of the worth of the
learnable s various Qenefits 1t proceeds from the lowest benefit--the learnable occupies
young men. and hence hinders them from becoming any worse--to the highest--the
learnable incites a desire for generalship. If this 1s indeed the case. then Nicias’ comments
about courage and gracefulness appear to be exactly what he says they are additions.
albeit ‘'no small additions.” Courage. then. makes its first appearance in the Platonic
dialogue about courage as an addition. as an “afterthought.” Cf Blitz op. cit.. p. 184,

25 Nicias speaks of a courage which arises from a hoplite’'s art, and hence his comments
appear to concern only the courage of the man in the ranks. This learnable leads to
generaiship. according to him, we may therefore wonder whether the general too
requires courage in order to practise his art, and if so, about the character of his courage.
Since Nrcias connects courage to confidence, it does not seem that the confidence arising
from knowledge which pertains to actual physical combat provides for confidence
regarding the things with which a general is concerned. Do the learnables and practises
-connected with generalship then bring courage with them as well. and do they do so in the
same manner as the hoplite s art, viz.. by providing one with a technical skill which ensures
the ability to "gain the advantage everywhere” and thus to avoid suffering any harm?
Moreover Nicias addressed the technical aspects of the fighting in armour from the point
of view of the individual hoplite, rather than that of the city. Hoplite courage. too. ts
viewed from this perspective; Nicias mentions courage in the context of what 1s
necessary to putting this hoplite's art into practise. The general's art 1s concerned with
the ruling and ordering of many individuals, does hits courage reflect this fact. or s it too
concerned primarily with the general himself ?

26 Nicias speaks of courage and gracefulness "in the same breath.” while he does not
explhcitly connect them, it seems that an awareness of the efect of one’s appearance on
one's enemies would contribute to one's confidence. Whether 1t would contribute to
one's courage seems to turn upon whether such confidence is well-founded can one
depend upon one's formidable appearance to reduce risk to the same extent as technical
fighting ability ?

27 Regarding the latter, note that Laches  only mention of his city by name is not "Athens,”
but "Attica"(183a8).

28 Cf. Blitz, op. cit., p. 196.

29 The word which Nicias used. transiated "gracefulness,” is euschemon (182c9, d1),
literally "well-figured.” Laches refers to this when he speaks of "the figure” which
Stesilaus cut; the word is schema (184a3).

30 And Laches make this point not only "in speech,” but "in deed” as well: he indicates to
the old men what will result from this art by relating a particuiar incident that he witnessed,
and in doing so, at the same time contributes to Stesilaus’ ridiculous reputation.

31 it is noteworthy that Laches says nothing about what for Nicias was an important, if not
the most important, benefit of the learnable: according to Nicias, it incites a desire for
other noble studies and therefore leads to generaliship. The generals are supposedly
addressing the question whether the learnable will make, or help to make, young
Thucydides and Aristides the best of men; Laches, then, is presumably concerned to prove
Nicias wrong above all on this matter. The old men certainly.seemed to imply that
generaiship was a part of this end, both in their references to the¥ fathers, and in seeking



out these two generals. 1f the learnable leads to generalship. this would seem to constitute
an important benefit. Perhaps Laches thinks that the crucial 1ssue is to assess the learnable
on 1ts own terms. that if the learnable 1s deficient in this regard the possibility that it
Incites a desire for generalship 1s not sufficient reason to learn it Or perhaps his silence
on this matter agan reveals that Laches focussess primarily on what 1s common. on what
Is "Spartan.” with a consequent disregard for what 1s individual.

32 Hence Laches seems concerned as much to indicate that the very clam to this
knowledge may bring a man ridicule. as to indicate that this learnable because 1t is
technically unsound. will be of Iittle help In attempting to gain fame. This conctusion s
supported by the consideration thatghat Laches says regarding courage n relation to this
‘sham knowledge” would seem to be as applicable to a genuine martial art such an art
would not preclude error, which opens the courageous man to ridicule and i this case.
others would tend as much. If not more. to attribute the practitioner s courage to his art.

33 And indirectly to Socrates as well: Lysimachus regarded the generals remarks about
Socrates as authoritative, but their authority 1s of course based in reputation.

34 Hence. Socrates’ "'most just” arrangement did not imply that the generals had a greater
clam to speak. but was aimed at showing that none of the advisors could clam sufficient

expertise. 1f the man with a just clam to speak i1s the man who knows, 1t is also just that
the man who doesn’t know not speak (cf. 200e).

35 Hence. when Socrates asks him whether he would obey the greater number of his
interlocuters concerning his son's athletic competition or the man who has been educated
and trained under a good trainer, Melesias replies "'most likely the latter’. when Socrates
presses him, asking whether he "would obey him rather than even four of us”, Melesias
response i1s ‘perhaps”.

36 As well. he spoke about the practitioner above in a manner that pointed directly to the
tramner .

37 Which s, of course. the aspect of gymnastic that Socrates mentioned.

38 Cf. Alcibaides| 121e4-122a.

39 Cf. Apology 30e1-5.

40 What Socrates said to Melesias raises a further question. The very terms which he
used suggested that a son’'s becoming good i1s in a sense a means, is for the sake of the
father's house; the Greek word translated "good” is not agathos, but chrestos (185a6), the
primary meaning of which is usefulness. The father, then, is concerned with his son’s
education for the sake of his house, the city for the sake of its ends: are then the ends of
a son’s education determined entirely by his connections to family and city, or is there
some aspect of it which is for the sake of the son considered apart from these things?

41 Demiourgos literally means “one who works for the demos.” but more particularly, and
as used here by Socrates, a handicraftsman, "one who works with his hands."

42 Cf. Meno S2e4-93a3, 95b.

43 Cf. Strauss, op. cit., pp. 54-5.
44 Cf. Euthydemus 271b9-2_72a 1.
45 Cf. Apology 31b4f.

46 Cf. Apology 29d4-30b2.

47 Cf. Apol/ogy 38a1-5, 23b8-10.

48 Perhaps this is the reason for Nicias' somewhat surprising agreement to Socrates’



- 57 See the preceding note.

suggestion that the "thing with which the deliberation 1s concerned is the soul cf 185e3
49 Cft  Republ/rc 330d4-331b

50 Cf. 189a6~8 with 188c2-3

51 The Dcrians were regarded as the ancestral race from which the Lacedaemomnans
emerged. the lomans as the Athemian ancestors. Laches here plays upon the names of the

mustcal modes to make his point the Lacedaemonians are the true Greeks. See Oxford
C@sswa/ Dictionary. 2nded. s v "Dorians ~“lomans.’

52 Hence. Laches theory also points to another aspect of his "simplicity” towards-

speeches 1t 1s unable to account for the man who has deeds but covers them up n
speech i1.e.. for the romc man

53 We might recall at this point that arete, as well as andre/a. can be translated as
“courage or "manliness,’ and that andrera admits of translation as “wvirtue” as well as
“courdge.”

54 In mentioning wisdom, Laches surely has the sophists. the "wise ones” who are "all
talkk.” ;n mind. He may even be thinking of Stesilaus, a man whom he has just seen
attempting to feign wisdom or knowledge not only in speech--by "saying great things
about himself --but in deed as well (183c8-d2).

55 And does not the very fact that Laches makes this speech imply that he thinks he has
the ‘right” to make it?

56 It 1s unclear whether Socrates refers to eyes or to the eyes possessor here. This
ambiguity 1s mirrored by what he says when he follows this example with the claim that
they are consulting about virtue it 1s unclear whether he says that they are considering “the
way in which virtue, through being present in their [i.e.. the old men’'s] sons, might make
their souls,better.” or that they are considering "the way in which virtue, through being
present in the souls of theirr sons. might make them better.” See 190b 4-5.

58 Cf. Apo/ogy 22d-e.

59 Recail what Nicias said about Socrates’ testing. he pomnts out, Nicias says, what 1s not
noble. :

»

60 Cf. Protagoras 329d3-330b3, 348a7-c6.
61 186a3-b7. see above. p. 38.

62 And we may presume that Socrates had a similar intention in mind when he introduced
the model of techne as a means to determining which of the advisors was competent to
educate. Talk of techne was likely to "‘make sense” to the old men, since the techna/
comprise the knowledge that most people are most familiar with, and that they have most
confidence in. :

63 Cf. Republic 518b6-d7. And courage is peghaps the virtue most likely to bring up
the question of nature, for it appears at least on surface to be the virtue which is "by
nature” to the greatest extent.

64 Cf. Symposium 220d7-221c1.

65 Cf. Stewart Umphrey, "On The Theme of Plato's Laches,” / nterpretation: A Journal of
Political Philosophy 6 (Fall 1976), p. 15. We should recall at this point that Laches
earlier made a similar distinction: according to him, a courageous man would not be able to
escape becoming ridiculous if he attempted to practise the novel fighting art; only a man
of "wonderful virtue" would be able to do so (184b6-c4). Given that Laches is a man of

N,
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much battlefield experience. his evident admiration for Socrates on the basis of a single
deed. and moreover a deed performed in retreat. leads us to suspect that Socrate's deed
gives hm a clam in Laches ™ eyes to this “wonder ful virtue

66 The difference between what Laches and Socrates say here renders Laches musical
theory somewhat more ambiguous than he might like. For if there i1s indeed a difference
tetween ther statements then deeds may not be as simple or self-evident as Laches
thinks one might only be able 1f at all to distinguish deeds which look the same through
speech N

67 Cf. Umphrey. op.cit. pp. 15-16
68 Herodotus. Hrstorres 4 120-128

69 Again. we should note the implications of the Lacedaemonian behavior for Laches’

theory of speech and deed ‘
-y

70 Compare 191a10f with //sad V. 222-23, VIl 106-07. Socrates omits the word for
plan. to which this "knowledge” applies.

7 1 Homer himself indicates as much in the context from which Socrates takes this quote.
Pandaros and Aeneas are abouyt to face the raging Diomedes. Aeneas gives Pandaros the
choice of steering the charld!,‘or of encountering Diomedes while he steers it. Pandaros
chooses the latter, the horses, he says,

. will carry better the curved chariot under the driver they know best. if we
mult give way before the son of Tydeus. for fear they might go wild with
terror and not be willing to carry us out of the fighting. as they listen and long
for your voice . . . .

/liad V.231-34. .

72 What is odd about Socrates’ examples i1s that they are all private situations. and
moreover, the private looms larger as one proceeds through the list--except for the last
thing mentioned, the political. Itis as if. having spoken of different forms of warfare--the
most evident political manifestation of courage--Socrates then turns -to ‘private’
manifestations of it, and includes “the political” (ta po/itika) in this category. Is Socrates
suggesting that it is the political which above all else calls for courage on the part of the
private man, or the private man par excellence, the philosopher (cf. Apo/ogy 3 1c-32e)?

73 And we should note that he no longer speaking of turning around to attack, as he did
with reference to the Lacedaemonians.

74 Cf. Republic 518b-d.

75 We might note one other thing about Socrates’' rather curious statement. While
appearing to divide courage, he asks Laches to tell him what is the same in all cases of
fighting against these psychic motions. Is it possible for Laches to encompass both
‘remaining’ and "tdrning around in retreat” jn a single definition? Socrates himself
suggests something that is common to both. he speaks of both as clever fighters. His
statement raises the question whether Laches will meet Socrates' request for a single
definition only by speaking of knowledge alone.

76 Socrates’ second use of "running” shouid make us think of racing; whereas he initially
used a word (trecho, 192a2) which denotes running per se, in defining quickness he uses
dromos (192bR), which means racing as well as running.

77 Cf. Homer, Odyssey XX.9-21.

78 Blitz, op. cit., p. 213. : ~



79 Socrates seems to question this at 191e9 in asking Laches what each of these
things--1.e . courage and cowardice--1s (0. this suggests that cowardice 1s something
positive something more than simply the privation of whatever 1t i1s that makes a man
courageous.

80 The word translated standing |one s] ground = hupomeno (193a9) could also be
rendered "awaiting the attack of another

‘!
81 Cf Aristotle. Nicomachean Ethics 1084a10-13 {

82 And this 1s an example which | find most perplexing and which may in a sense be the
test case of the argument that courage involves or always involves prudence For what
kind of prudence would dictate that a man risk his life for the sake of say a complete {
stranger. or that a good man do so for the sake of arogue or a philosopher for the sake’
of atyrant? Perhaps such courage--and do we not regard such actions as exceptional or
outstanding manifestations of courage?--does mnvolve endurance alone. perhaps we
should agree with Laches at least to the extent that these acts of courage are simply noble.

83 What Laches says here may account for his agreement, moments ago, that it 1s better
for many to die rather than to ive Laches appears to believe not only that virtue, but hfe
in general 1s fundamentally hard and filled with struggle. in which the good things come to
only a few, a struggle from which he s perhaps to some extent saved by his devotion to
the city and his consequent neglect of the private things. ’

84 Cf. Homer, //iad | 225

85 Note in this regard that r\hiuas never mentions cowardice.

86 Cf. Leo Strauss. Socrates and Aristophanes (Chicago University of Chicago Press.

.1966), p. 66; Thucydides 6.49. -

S

87 See Thucydides 7.42-87. especially 50.
,/
88 l.e. asadiviner? Cf. Symposium 202d8-203al.

o
89 And it appears. from what Nicias says. that Socrates habitually shakes his confidence in
his knowiedge of what is noble, this may constitute an additional reason for the reluctance
to undergo Socrates’ tests that Nicias has displayed.

90 We should at this point recall the metaphor with which Socrates initiateththe discussion
with Nicias (194c2-6), Nicias has indeed turned out to be incapable of that noble kind of
courage, of running risks on behalf of another.

91 Cf. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 1094a-b8.

R

92 Cf. Protagoras 329d3-8.
93 Cf. Meno 73d9-75c 1, 86e4-88d3.

94 Socrates says that Niciag has separated “about a third part” of courage. it is unclear
whether Socrates simply says this because it follows from what he has just gaid to
Nicias--that Nicias has defined courage as knowledge of future goods and evils, while all
knowledge is of past, present, and future things--or whether Socrates really means to
imply that Nicias has been speaking of only a third of courage. Socrates has mentioned
what might constitute the other third of courage: quickness. Whether and to what extent
this complicates my analysis, I'm not sure; but | do not think that it affects the basic
argument.

95 As noted earlier, the dramatic date of the Laches falls somewhere between the battle
of Delium in 324 and Laches’ death in battie at Mantinea in 318; the dialogue finds both
generals at home and at rest in the midst of the war which Thucydides called "the greatest
motion that came into being among the Hellenes®{Thuc. 1.1). Might one not speculate that
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the dialogue takes place during the peace which ended the Archimedean portion of that
war the so-called "Peace of Nicias™? And might one not be encouraged in such
speculation by the consideration that the chance of peace between Nicias and Laches
seems about as great as that which attended the peace between Athens and Sparta in
4217 .

96 1t might be argued that Socrates provision of a defense against ridicule is amed as
much at Laches as at Lysimachus but tf so will this defense be adequate in Laches™ view’
Socrates first mentioned Homer in regards to Laches first definition of courage and
there Laches was not persuaded -by Homer but by an exampte of Lacedaemonian
nnovation. 1t 1s unlikely that Laches will be persuaded by Homer at this pont as well

As to whether Nicias will join he has just.ndicated that he has already found a
teacher the sophist Damon. '

97 Theages. 127bff.

88 And in hght of this. we may tentatively suggest that Socrates meets Lysimachus’ final
request, that the god turns out to be willing.

99 Cf. Theages 122c7-d4 with 127d2ff. and 129eff. see Leo Strauss. "On Plato's
Apology of Socrates and Cr/to.” In Essays In Honor of Jacob Klern {Annapolis St. John's
College Press..1976). p. 160. Thomas Pangle, "Socrates On the Problem of Education In
Political Science An Interpretation of Plato's Theages ™ paper presehted at the 79th
Meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, llinois. September 1983
p.27.

—

100 Cf. Repubdlic 375a2-376b6. =
101 Cf. Apology 20e4-22e5.

102 We should note. in this regard. that the Laches i1s pervaded by “twoness.” To mention
only the most obvious examples two fathers who are the sons of two men of political
renown and similar pohtical fortunes. and their two sons. consult with two generals who
also suffer similar political fates. :

103 Cf. Republic 557a9-c9

104 Are we then to conclude that Socrates Is at least partly to blame for this? One
interpretation of the only oath which Socrates utters in the dialogue may. suggest as much
wheri Nicias speaks of what he has often heard Socrates say, Socrates appears genuinely®
surprised, not to say taken aback. Is this oath simply aimed at Laches, or has Socrates had
an effect upon Nicias of which he has not previously aware? Perhaps Plato wrote
dialogues because thgy enable one to exercise superior control over who hears what one
says. )

105 Cf. Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History (Chicago. University of Chicago Press.
1953), pp. 121-22.

106 Cf. Apo/ogy 29b3-30c3.
107 Apology 21c-e; cf. Meno 89d3-95a4.
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