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  Preface: concluding peace

   
    
     There are three basic theories of peace. One is that of Thomas Hobbes: Peace is simply the absence of war. The second is that
      of St. Augustine: Peace is a ‘just order’, rendered ‘just’ by divine decree, or, in more modern times, by popular endorsement.
      In the former case, sin shatters the natural harmony, in the latter, the devices and interests of the ruling classes. The
      third theory is that of Immanuel Kant: Peace, though desirable, is not a ‘natural’ condition but has to be ‘established’:
      created and maintained by constant human effort.
     

     For Thomas Hobbes, writing as he did during the turmoil of Europe's Thirty Years’ War, the natural, or default, condition
      of man was war, a war of all against all, during which life was ‘nastie, poore, solitarie, brutish, and short’. To escape
      this fate, men had created civil societies to provide protection but were themselves in a state of constant war with each
      other. Only brief and periodic truces provided peace. Professor Rahe's chapter underlines that this was the view held by the
      Greek city-states. The signatories of the Peace of Nicias, the first of which we have any enduring record, considered it to
      be simply ‘a long-term truce, and never imagined that it would be a lasting peace’. Nor did they desire it to be so. For them,
      war was a necessary bonding activity, as important for social cohesion as for group survival. Those who could not prevail
      in war did not survive either individually or communally, as the unfortunate inhabitants of Melos found to their great cost.
      The Athenians massacred the male survivors in defeat and sold their women and children into slavery. In such a world, only
      hegemony could establish ‘peace’, as it would be by the Romans; a solution requiring not only military supremacy but the will
      to maintain it over generations, until it becomes internalised by prescription and cultural indoctrination.
     

     The contents of this book then jump two thousand years from the Peace of Nicias in 431 B.C. to that of Westphalia in 1648
      A.D.; understandably, since their authors deal only with formal agreements between established states and between those dates, ‘states’, as we understand
      them, did not exist. Rome established its imperium in the west over what were basically tribal communities. The Christian Church then underwrote that imperium and prolonged it for another millennium, in the shape of the Holy Roman Empire; until, indeed, as Professors Croxton and
      Parker describe in their chapter, the signatories of the Westphalian settlement ignored papal protests, and international
      politics became wholly secularised. Until then, wars were legitimised, either to protect Christendom against its heathen adversaries
      – and even at Westphalia there still lingered the ideal of uniting Christendom against the Turk – or to preserve or restore
      property rights that were themselves part of a divine hierarchical order constantly broken and having to be forcibly restored;
      rights that were to outlive their medieval origins and persist, in ‘wars of succession’, for another two centuries after Westphalia.
     

     But, although hereditary claims survived as a convenient criterion of legitimacy, the Westphalian settlement established a
      new basis for the establishment of peace: the common interest of the states concerned, or raison d’état. The principal strategic interest of the victors in the Thirty Years’ War, France and her allies, was the destruction of
      the hegemony that the Habsburg dynasty had threatened to establish over Western Europe. The possibility that an alternative
      French hegemony might be equally unwelcome does not seem to have occurred to Cardinal Mazarin. But, such interested shortsightedness
      apart, it was generally agreed that the common interest of the European states lay in the creation and preservation of a ‘balance
      of power’ to deter and, if necessary, to defeat potential aggressors. This principle was to shape European diplomacy until
      the First World War.
     

     We have now moved into the age of Kant: At Westphalia, peace was not ‘restored’ but consciously and deliberately ‘established’.
      Further, peace was no longer simply a Hobbesian truce but rather a condition in itself positively desirable. The domination
      of Europe by monarchs supported by a feudal aristocracy, who had to be kept out of mischief by fighting, was collapsing in
      the face of the challenge of a rising class of merchants and businessmen who had to pay for war and drew little profit from
      it. When peace was established, it was with the intention that it should last, and it was in the interest of all European
      powers to ensure that it did – hence, the institution of the periodic congresses whose activities this volume describes: congresses
      attended not only by belligerent but by neutral powers, who underwrote settlements intended to be lasting and in the general
      interest.
     

     It was in this context that a debate emerged among the victorious powers as to how best to treat their defeated adversaries,
      a debate that was to surface at the conclusion of every major conflict, not excepting the two world wars of the twentieth
      century. Should the vanquished foe be ‘debellated’ – that is, so weakened as to be unable to make any more trouble for the
      foreseeable future? Or should he be conciliated by a settlement in whose preservation he would have as much interest as his conqueror?
      In his account of the Peace of Paris in 1763, which concluded not only the Seven Years’ War but almost twenty-five years of
      continuous conflict between France and Britain, Professor Anderson describes how the Duke of Bedford (a member of the maverick
      Russell family whose unorthodox views were repeatedly to surface over many generations) warned the British government against
      ‘imposing such terms on France as we are sure she cannot long acquiesce under, and which, when she has taken breath, she will
      take the first opportunity of breaking’. A British monopoly of naval power, he warned, ‘would be at least as dangerous to
      the liberties of Europe as those of Louis XIV was, who drew almost all Europe on his back’. Lasting peace could best be won,
      he argued, not by the debellation but by the appeasement of the adversary. As it happened, the settlement was so favourable
      to France, restoring as it did most of her lucrative West Indian possessions, that it infuriated public opinion in London
      (‘Like the Peace of God,’ its critics complained, ‘it passeth all understanding’). Yet, even this moderation did not prevent
      ‘almost all Europe’ falling on Britain's back when the unforeseen and unforeseeable consequences of the war led to the revolt
      of the American colonies. ‘The very fact of a decisive victory in war’, comments Professor Anderson drily, with his eye no
      doubt on more recent events, ‘can foster the illusion that military power is less limited and contingent than in fact it is’.
     

     Although by the end of the eighteenth century the continental powers of Europe had little left to gain from internecine conflict,
      the colonial powers, primarily Britain, France and Spain, still had a very great deal. Among them, peace, or at least peace
      overseas, still consisted of Hobbesian truces, until Napoleon's continental campaigns (themselves largely a by-product of
      his attempt to counter British naval supremacy) exhausted France, antagonised her European allies, and left Britain globally
      supreme. No longer facing existential threats, the statesmen at Vienna were then able to conclude an eminently rational settlement
      in which, as Colonel Sinnreich shows, the need to enlist France as a balancing element in the emerging rivalry between her
      former enemies mitigated the desire to reduce French power, and the other great powers accepted France as an essential partner
      in the settlement's making and preservation.
     

     But, if France's military power were no longer a matter for immediate concern, she now posed – or was for a time believed
      to pose – a different and even more lethal kind of threat: one to the legitimacy of the entire states-system. It was not so
      much the power of French bayonets that her former adversaries feared as the revolutionary ideas of the French. The French
      Revolution introduced an era in which the Augustinian concept of peace, as a condition established by divine decree and disturbed
      only by mortal sin, had now revived in secular form through the intellectual efforts of Jean-Jacques Rousseau and his followers. For them also, peace was the natural condition of man, but now only the misgovernment
      of the ruling classes stood between the people and their enjoyment of it. All that one needed was for the rulers to be overthrown
      and the peoples of the world to establish free republics for them to live in perpetual amity. France herself might represent
      an exhausted volcano, but the sparks scattered by Napoleon's armies still smouldered beyond the Rhine and south of the Alps
      – in the latter case, sedulously fanned by Giuseppi Mazzini and his followers. The statesmen of Vienna were at least as much
      concerned to extinguish them as to preserve the balance of power. Because no great power had an interest in upsetting that
      balance, and all proved strong enough to suppress further revolution, the settlement they made endured for nearly half a century.
     

     In fact, the legacy of the Revolution was to be very different from that expected by its instigators. The French had shown
      that in order to act effectively, ‘the people’ had to be mobilised as a distinct and self-conscious ‘nation’; one distinct,
      however, not only from their oppressive rulers but from other and alien nations. The French Revolutionary armies may have
      believed that, by invading their neighbours and overthrowing the ancien regime on their borders, they were bringing liberty in their wake and so laying the foundation for a perpetual peace based on the
      natural unity of all mankind. But those neighbours – Germans, Italians and Spaniards – were less conscious of being released
      from their fetters than of being occupied by armed foreigners with whom they found they had less in common than they had with
      their own rulers, who, whatever their faults, were also Germans, Italians or Spaniards. Paradoxically, it was to be the conservative
      monarchs in Piedmont and Prussia who, by harnessing the new nationalism to their traditional dynastic ambitions, would be
      the ultimate beneficiaries of the Revolution. Events were to prove that nationalism did not automatically lead to democracy
      any more than democracy automatically led to peace.
     

     The trouble is that ‘the people’ are not necessarily peace loving – or, rather, that they may want peace only on terms unacceptable
      to their neighbours, especially when those neighbours hold beliefs or embody a culture incompatible with their own. When the
      cultures are so mutually incompatible as to lead to hostilities, any peace treaty is likely, at best, only to represent a
      truce. That truce may afford sufficient breathing space for mutual understanding to develop, as opposing cultures grow more
      tolerant or find themselves absorbed in one more powerful. But often the war is simply driven underground, as Professor McPherson
      shows to have been the case after the American Civil War. Appomattox, he points out, ‘did not end the cultural and ideological
      struggle in which the military conflict was embedded’. The same situation was to recur persistently in the tormented history
      of Ireland and to appear again in Germany after 1918 – with yet more disastrous consequences for the history of mankind.
     
Thus, there developed during the nineteenth century the dogma that any ‘peace’ that did not allow for full ‘national self-determination’
      was by definition unjust, and oppressed nationalities had not only the right but the duty to overthrow it. Liberals of the
      Enlightenment who opposed war in principle joined up enthusiastically in 1914 to fight for the rights of small nations, whether
      Belgium or Serbia. Unfortunately, after they had won that war, they discovered that the ‘rights’ of nations, whether great
      or small, were as incompatible with each other as they were with the balance of power. Professor Murray rightly describes
      the settlement of 1919 as ‘The Peace Without a Chance’. Where the victorious powers enforced national self-determination,
      as in Eastern Europe, they created a nest of economically unviable, militarily indefensible, and mutually detesting mini-states.
      Where they abrogated self-determination, as in the case of Germany, they left a major power seething with resentment.
     

     The Treaty of Versailles was indeed the kind of settlement that Bedford had warned against imposing on France in 1763. John
      Maynard Keynes was not the only prophet who echoed Bedford's description as one ‘we are sure (Germany) cannot long acquiesce
      under and will take the first opportunity of breaking’. And, pace President Woodrow Wilson, the creation of ‘democracy’ in the defeated powers made little difference. Indeed, the more ‘democratic’
      the states concerned, the more they resented the terms imposed on them. Wilson hoped that whatever the imperfections of the
      actual peace settlement, the creation of the League of Nations would lay the foundation for a just and stable order. But that
      hope assumed a mutual compatibility of interests that did not exist. As many powers discovered themselves interested in overthrowing
      the settlement as were interested in maintaining it, and they rapidly developed the capacity to do so.
     

     But, the preservation of peace was no longer simply a question of ‘interest’, raison d’état. By the early twentieth century, there was emerging in Europe a philosophy that questioned whether ‘peace’ was desirable
      at all; whether mankind did not need war, in order to avoid racial degeneracy and national humiliation. For some, this represented a simple extension of nationalism:
      Nations needed to fight not only for their existence but for their continuing survival in a Darwinian universe, in which only the fittest
      survived. For others, it was a rejection of the entire culture of the Enlightenment, with all its consequences in urbanisation,
      secularism and the creation of a bland, boring, bourgeois world. The guru of the discontented young at the dawn of the twentieth
      century was no longer Rousseau or Mazzini: It was Friedrich Nietzsche, for whom morality was simply the will of the stronger.
      Many in Germany had seen the First World War as simply a conflict between Helden und Handler, as the economist Werner Sombart put it – heroes against shopkeepers. Supposedly, nations conducted such wars not to redress
      grievances or to right wrongs: Their object was victory and conquest in preparation for yet further wars – the world, in fact, of the ancient Greeks or, more specifically, the Nordic Gods.
     

     It was this element in German thinking that made any peace with her in 1918 highly problematic, and the forcible transition
      to ‘democracy’ in 1918 did little to weaken German attitudes toward war. With the collapse of ‘bourgeois democracy’ in 1929–1931,
      there emerged leaders whose ultimate objective was not the assertion of rights or the redress of specific grievances but rather
      the establishment of a warrior hegemony programmed to fight further wars, and the greater the better. The Second World War
      was thus a true clash of cultures. No settlement was possible until one or the other had been eradicated. For the Western
      democracies, it was necessary that their military forces occupy both Germany and Japan, overthrow their bellicose elites,
      and eradicate their militaristic cultures before the Allies could create a new order that held out any promise of lasting
      peace.
     

     By the end of the summer of 1945, the victorious powers had eliminated both Germany and Japan as actors on the international
      scene. In his chapter on the economics of the peace settlement, Jim Lacey underlines how the ‘Bedford debate’ was once more
      reenacted. This time, the arguments of those who favored the total debellation of the defeated adversary were again defeated:
      first by the realisation that Germany's prosperity was inseparable from that of Western Europe as a whole, then by the need
      to restore her economic and military capability – as it had been necessary to preserve that of France in 1815 – in the interests
      of the balance of power.
     

     For a new cultural and ideological confrontation had taken the place of the old. Neither the Soviet Union nor the Western
      Allies were ‘bellicist’, as had been their Fascist adversaries. Neither wanted war. Both aimed at creating an enduring order
      legitimised by popular consent. But whereas for the West that consent expressed itself through democratic processes, which
      themselves assumed the existence of market economies, the Soviets believed that mankind could create such an order only after
      the destruction of ‘war-mongering’ capitalist economies and their replacement by economies based on the ‘peace-loving’ proletariat,
      under the guidance of a Communist party that retained total control of the economy and political life. Whether that confrontation
      would have been forcibly resolved had not the development of nuclear weapons established constraints on both antagonists,
      we shall never know. As it was, both sides tacitly accepted an order comparable to that established in Europe by the Westphalian
      system, that of cuius regio, eius religio: Neither party attempted to interfere with the social system of the other by the overt use of force. A tacit agreement to
      avoid war preserved the peace, and the balance of terror underwrote the balance of power. No one believed this to be a particularly
      just order, but it was the best available. Each believed that its own order would ultimately prevail and, eventually, one
      of them did.
     
The settlement of the issues that had led to the Second World War was thus delayed for half a century. But, by then, they
      had largely settled themselves. A new docile, democratic, and prosperous Germany, happily released from the divisive constraints
      imposed by the Cold War, had abandoned her strident nationalism and accepted her territorial losses in Central Europe with
      equanimity. At the same time, the collapse of the Soviet Union had restored a Russian state with which the rest of the world
      could do business and which accepted the loss of her hegemony over Central Europe with relatively good grace.
     

     There was little incentive for the Western Powers to weaken or humiliate their former adversary: The total disintegration
      of the Soviet Union left little more for them to do and, indeed, they treated the new Russian leaders with commendable civility
      and restraint. But, in hoping that the new Russia would continue indefinitely to be docile and democratic, they were being
      overly optimistic. Once they had recovered from the trauma of defeat, the Russians inevitably sought to reassert themselves
      on the international stage and were as likely to unite behind a national leader who promised to restore their national pride
      as to turn themselves into a bourgeois democracy happy to do the will of their former adversaries.
     

     That brings us to our current discontents. Professor Kagan has suggested in his chapter that because the leadership of the
      United States in the 1990s was overwhelmed by the simultaneous settlement of both the Second World War and the Cold War, it
      missed an opportunity to manage the transition to a new global order – much as had the British after the First World War.
      But, without considering whether in the 1920s a Britain suffering from imperial overstretch, bankrupted by war debts, at issue
      with both of its former allies (France and the United States) and riddled with domestic strife was ever in a position to do
      anything of the sort (or whether the world, including the United States, would have been interested in a new order ‘managed’
      by Britain), we may wonder whether seventy years later the United States could really have done any better. Professor Kagan
      correctly describes her as ‘launched into management of an increasingly chaotic world which [she] had no intellectual basis
      for comprehending’. But, within a few years, an administration did come to power in Washington that believed itself to have
      such an intellectual basis for ‘managing’ the world and proceeded to do so.
     

     That basis was the Rousseauite–Wilsonian belief in the natural underlying harmony of democratic societies – societies the
      United States now possessed the military power to establish, the wisdom to advise on governance, and the economic wealth to
      sustain. But it bore a close family resemblance to the illusion that had led the French to seek to ‘liberate’ their neighbours
      two centuries earlier – only to learn in the process, as their own Robespierre, that ferocious revolutionary, put it: ‘No
      one loves armed missionaries’. What seemed in Washington to be truths self-evident to all humankind appeared to many, especially in the Muslim world, more like arguments for the imposition of a culturally alien hegemony, against
      which they instinctively revolted. It certainly did not appear as forming the foundations for an acceptable international
      order.
     

     It may be wiser, therefore, to base a search for international order not on any perceived universal yearning for freedom and
      democracy but rather on a much more basic general desire simply to avoid war – linked with a universal aspiration for an improvement in economic conditions, the more likely to come about the longer
      the peace can last. Such a desire is not confined to democratic states, nor do democratic states necessarily hold it any more
      strongly than others. Nor are revisionist states with little interest in preserving the international order necessarily ‘evil’.
      It is certainly not wise to stigmatise them as such because to do so will inevitably make it more difficult to change the
      context of their attitudes. Moreover, one may need their support next time around.
     

     We may not share the Hobbesian view of war as being the default condition of mankind; but then, neither is harmony, whether
      decreed by vox populi or vox dei. We would be wiser to accept the default condition as being conflict – perpetual conflicts whose resolution will only precipitate more. But such conflicts need not necessarily be resolved by
      force, and it is the business of statesmen to ensure that they are not. ‘Peace’ is no more than an order in which war does
      not settle conflicts. It has to be ‘established’ but, once established, it can become a habit. Its only real enemies are those
      restless spirits who, for whatever reason, prefer the alternative.
     

    

    Sir Michael  Howard

   

  

 
  1  Introduction: searching for peace

   
    Williamson  Murray

    
     
      War appears to be as old as mankind, but peace is a modern invention.1

     

    

    
     The earliest of historians, Herodotus and Thucydides, provided Greek and Western thinkers with the first efforts to record,
      examine, and analyze human events. As the latter explicitly stated at the beginning of his history of the Peloponnesian War,
      “It will be enough for me…if these words of mine are judged useful by those who want to understand clearly the events which
      happened in the past and which (human nature being what it is) will at some time or other and in much the same ways, be repeated
      in the future.”2 Herodotus and Thucydides were indeed the “fathers of history” and, like so many who have followed in their footsteps, their
      histories focused on war – specifically, the origins and course of the two great wars that buffeted the world of fifth-century
      B.C. Greece. The first involved the epic struggle of the Greek city-states against the Persian Empire (490–479 B.C.); the
      second, the terrible, debilitating Peloponnesian War between the alliances of Greek city-states led by Athens and Sparta (431–404
      B.C.).
     

     Yet, neither historian involved himself much in discussing the peace making that came afterwards, for reasons which in retrospect
      are understandable: Herodotus, perhaps because the struggle against the Persians continued well after the defeat of the Persian
      Army at Plataea in 479 B.C.; Thucydides, because death robbed him of the opportunity to complete his history of the Peloponnesian War.3 And, to a considerable extent, what perhaps they could not control – their own fate – set a pattern that virtually all military
      histories have followed over the succeeding twenty-five hundred years: namely, to describe in great detail the course of military
      events while leaving the making of peace largely unexamined.4

     Moreover, most historians of earlier centuries had no expectation that there was any such thing as a lasting peace, or even
      that such a goal possibly existed. In the world that existed until the nineteenth century, conflict was not only endemic,
      it was expected. Times of peace were so few and far between that observers of events could hardly examine, much less understand,
      what peace might look like in the real world, as opposed to the world of theory.
     

     In his description of the great war between the Athenians and the Spartans, Thucydides more than lived up to his promise to
      write an history that would be deeply relevant to future generations.5 Yet, what transpired after the defeat of the Athenian fleet at Aegospotami was a theme worthy of Thucydides’ analytic abilities:
      the complete failure of the Spartans to shape anything like a lasting peace or, for that matter, even a temporary cessation
      of hostilities, and the continued descent of the Greek city-states into the nightmare of endless, internecine warfare that
      was to last until the Macedonians appeared on the scene. It would have made an even more depressing tale than that of the
      Peloponnesian War.
     

     There is little in the history of the intervening twenty-five hundred years to suggest that Thucydides’ cold, dark view of
      the arena of international affairs has changed significantly. As the Athenian negotiators at Melos suggest to their opposite
      numbers,
      
      
       
        So far as the favor of the gods is concerned, we think we have as much right to that as you have. Our aims and our actions
         are perfectly consistent with the beliefs men hold about the gods and with the principles which govern their own conduct. Our opinion of the gods and our knowledge of men lead us to conclude that it is a general and necessary law of
         nature to rule wherever one can. This is not a law that we made ourselves, nor were we the first to act upon it when it was
         made. We found it already in existence, and we shall leave it to exist among those who come after us. We are merely acting
         in accordance with it, and we know that you or anybody else with the same power as ours would be acting in precisely the same
         way.6

       

      

     

     Such a view of the world seems alien to those who live in the comfort of the First World at the onset of the twenty-first
      century. Yet, is it so foreign to what history suggests about the nature of the world, including much of the world that has
      existed in our own time? In fact, the relationship between peace and war finds itself entangled to a considerable extent in
      how the modern world defines peace. The modern belief, at least in most of the First World, appears to be that peace is the
      normal order of human affairs, a concept that began to emerge in the liberal consciousness of Victorian Britain.7 This conception has persisted since then in much of the First World, despite the experiences of two world wars and the innumerable
      conflicts that marked the course of decolonialization during the Cold War, as well as the conflicts among the locals squabbling
      over the wreckage left by the withdrawal of the European powers.8 Yet, the irony of such hopeful expectations lies in the fact that within living memory, the catastrophe of the Second World
      War spread horror, murder, and destruction across the face of the world in a fashion and to an extent that had never occurred
      before in all of history and that came frighteningly close to achieving Clausewitz's theoretical concept of “total war.”9
Perhaps the only change – and it is a major one – that occurred in the period after the Second World War lay in the fact that
      the members of the First World did not engage in direct conflict with each other but instead conducted political and ideological
      battles through proxies, many of whom still struggle with the consequences. Nevertheless, as Colin Gray points out in his
      chapter in this volume, there was a considerable chance throughout that period that the United States and the Soviet Union
      might have settled matters as had the ideologically opposed powers in the late 1930s and early 1940s. Moreover, the processes
      of making peace after the innumerable small wars of the Cold War proved as messy and entangled with ideology and other factors
      as the making of peace after the great world wars.
     

     As Sir Michael Howard has suggested recently, the First World's conception of peace is a construct of middle-class, intellectual
      societies determined by the economic and political context within which those, who believe in it, reside10:
      
      
       
        Peace, as we have seen, is not an order natural to man; it is artificial, intricate and highly volatile. All kinds of preconditions
         are necessary, not the least a degree of cultural homogeneity (best expressed through a common language), to make possible
         the political cohesion that must underlie a freely accepted framework of law, and at least a minimal level of education through
         which that culture can be transmitted. Further, as states develop they require a highly qualified elite, capable not only
         of operating their complex legal, commercial and administrative systems, but of exercising considerable moral authority over
         the rest of society.11

       

      

     

     Such conditions, first noticeable in the Anglo-American world of the early to mid-nineteenth century and then spreading at
      times to Europe and beyond, have required decades if not centuries to emerge. Nothing better suggests the gulf between those
      who currently inhabit the industrialized, global First World and those in the world beyond than the bizarre belief of American military and political policy makers in early 2003 that the emergence of a Western-style democracy and rule of
      law would quickly and inevitably follow the fall of Saddam Hussein's brutal and incompetent regime.12 Some even went so far as to imagine they could mold that “instant democracy” with an American-style icon of free-market capitalism.13

     But, then, ahistoricism lies at the heart of the modern world's Weltanschauung, especially that of Americans.14 The comforts of modern life allow for a deep-seated belief that the past has little relevance for understanding the modern
      world, where history has ended. And even those who do recognize the value of history all too often assume that their own particular
      history provides the model for all situations, no matter what the political, cultural, geographic, or religious contexts within
      which they find themselves.15

     The making of peace, both historically and in our era, however, has taken place in entirely different contextual frameworks,
      which seemingly makes comparisons difficult. Yet, the making of peace after the two great world wars of the twentieth century
      proved to involve the same complex mix of honor, expediency, and morality that has marked other efforts through the ages.
      In fact, understanding the difficulties involved in the making of peace requires that one have a general as well as a specific
      understanding of the actual conditions of the war that has occurred. Without the former, the latter is impossible.
     

     For example, those who argue that the peacemakers at Versailles in 1919 should have displayed a kinder, gentler approach to
      the defeated Germans in order to make a more lasting peace miss entirely how the Germans had conducted the First World War
      against their enemies – with a level of brutality that would outrage modern twenty-first–century sensibilities – as well as
      how the war had ended.16 In other words, the smooth, seemingly sensible arguments about how a “kinder, gentler” peace could have saved Europe from
      another world war are both irrelevant and nonsensical – removed entirely from the context and realities of the time that so entangled the efforts of the peacemakers at Versailles.
     

     The chapters in this volume do not attempt to present a clear, unambiguous road map toward the making of peace. Rather, they
      seek to delineate the general complexities and ambiguities that have confronted statesmen, nations, and polities in the making
      of peace through the ages. The making of peace, like the making of strategy, is a messy, complex, and uncertain process that
      suggests few, simple, clear directions for the future. At best, these chapters constitute a first draft to guide those charged
      with the making of peace in the future and who will confront the equally difficult task of maintaining the peace once achieved.
      They reflect the conviction that historians need to address this subject with as much care and detail and with the same enthusiasm
      that they have heretofore dedicated to the study of wars, military organizations, campaigns, battles, and military victories.
      Only when the historical record provides greater clarity can there be some hope of avoiding, or at least assuaging, the egregious
      errors of the past.
     

     Some may criticize this volume and its chapters for failing to provide case studies that involve other cultures and civilizations
      in the making of peace. Our only reply is that we have spread our net as widely as limitations of time and resources would
      permit. Moreover, we also contend that wandering off into the experiences of other civilizations without seriously analyzing
      the difficulties the West has confronted in the making of peace is simply to cater to the intellectual prejudices of irrelevant
      academic fashion. It might be politically correct to have a chapter on how the Ottomans, or the Mayans, or the Chinese have
      made peace, but to what purpose, if we do not understand how the West has made peace – especially since it is our past that
      we need as a starting point for understanding the options open to us in the future? If we cannot understand ourselves, how
      can we possibly understand others?
     

    

    THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: ANCIENT AND MEDIEVAL

    
     It is well to remember where humanity has been and its attitudes toward war through the ages before attempting to understand
      the problems involved in the making of peace. History does suggest that there have been periods of peace in which war has
      been a distant rumble away from the centers of civilized life. The Romans certainly managed to create an empire where, for
      nearly three centuries, from 30 B.C. to 250 A.D., the Pax Romana provided the citizens of the Empire a period of extended peace, broken only rarely by civil war, barbarian invasion, or rebellions.
     

     This period of peace stretched all the way from the deserts of Arabia and the Upper Nile to northern Britain and the Straits
      of Gibraltar. The great eighteenth-century historian of the Empire's decline, Edward Gibbon, eloquently described this period of prolonged peace
      in the following terms:
      
      
       
        In the second century of the Christian era, the empire of Rome comprehended the fairest part of the earth, and the most civilized
         portion of mankind. The frontiers of that extensive monarchy were guarded by ancient renown and disciplined valour. The gentle,
         but powerful, influence of laws and manners had gradually cemented the union of the provinces. Their peaceful inhabitants
         enjoyed and abused the advantage of wealth and luxury.…
        

        If a man were called to fix the period in the history of the world during which the condition of the human race was most happy
         and prosperous, he would, without hesitation, name that which had elapsed from the death of Domitian to the accession of Commodus.17

       

      

     

     Yet, the Romans paid a price for that peace: They created and lived under a system of tyranny, which, if in some periods it provided
      a modicum of good government under emperors like Trajan or Marcus Aurelius, in others it witnessed the murderous, monstrous
      rule of the insane or the criminally demented, like Tiberius or Caligula, so acidly chronicled by Tactitus.18 Nevertheless, unlike the present era, the behavior of the worst tyrants touched the lives of only the senators and upper
      classes in Rome, while rarely disturbing the peace of the provinces or even of Rome's urban plebes.19 As to the barbarian threat on the frontiers, which at least until the end of the second century largely consisted of small
      raids, approximately 150,000 legionaries in 30 legions, supported by 150,000 auxiliaries, sufficed to protect the vast empire
      with its approximately 60 million-plus inhabitants.
     

     However, Rome – and China – appear as anomalies on history's landscape. In China's case, the extent of its empire, the size
      of its population, and the allure and strength of its culture served to mitigate internal strife while absorbing even the
      most ferocious of invaders. In the case of Rome, it took three centuries of ferocious wars, external and civil, to create
      the empire that at last brought peace to the Mediterranean world. In effect, Rome created peace by destroying all her immediate
      threats and then walling the Empire off from the barbarian world. But when demographic, economic, and civil problems debilitated the Empire in the third century,
      the structure proved incapable of standing. Even then, the persistence of Latin-based languages, as well as the myth of the
      Empire, succeeded in eventually absorbing the barbarian invaders in Western Europe.20

     In both cases of enduring peace, the fact that an overarching power possessed the resources, manpower, military forces, ruthlessness,
      and economic viability to enforce its concept of peace against all comers suggests that these two examples are anomalies, which cannot speak to the world of
      the twenty-first century. They certainly cannot speak to the present with its globalized world of European states, which lacked
      the will to intervene even against a murderous petty tyrant like Slobodan Milosevic, despite the fact that his actions were
      threatening to destabilize the entire Balkans, their immediate neighborhood.
     

     In the interactive world of the twenty-first century, the problem is threefold: How are those who have successfully embraced
      globalization going to maintain peace? When that fails, how will they limit the conflicts that occur? And, finally, how will
      they then make a more lasting, inherently more stable peace in war's aftermath? The first and the last of these three problems
      present the most difficult of challenges because they inevitably involve human emotions.
     

     In the period that followed the fall of the Roman Empire, peace as the Romans – or the moderns – conceived of it simply ceased
      to exist. The Pax Romana collapsed in the third and fourth centuries, never to be restored. What followed the fall of the Roman Empire in the west
      was a series of ferocious barbarian invasions that lasted for more than six centuries, culminating with the Viking raids of
      the tenth and eleventh centuries. Moreover, from the seventh century on, the Europeans confronted constant pressure from Muslim
      invaders on the frontiers of the Balkans, Sicily, and particularly Spain. But the war against the outsiders represented only
      a portion of the wars in Europe. From its inception, the medieval world of Western Europe presented a scene of constant conflict.
      Internecine wars among kings and great nobles, among the great nobles themselves, and among what one can best describe as
      marauding knights and mercenaries fell on the backs of peasants and emerging towns.
     

     Admittedly, all was not war, at least among monarchs. The Hundred Years’ War between France and England did see truces between
      the major contestants, the kings of England and France and the Duke of Burgundy. After all, there were only three great battles:
      Crecy, Poitiers, and Agincourt. But the problem for the peasants and villagers of France was the fact that even then there was scarcely what we might regard as peace. Truces among the great had little impact on the local nobility,
      much less the unemployed soldiery. Bands of marauders and mercenaries kept the countryside in a constant state of turmoil,
      which at times was all too much for an enraged peasantry, which resorted to murderous rebellion against its lords and masters,
      who had not only refused to keep the peace but gloried in war against their neighbors.21

     There were efforts to bring some order out of this Hobbesian world. In 1095, Pope Urban II preached a crusade against the
      Moslem infidels who held Christ's city, Jerusalem. His aim seems to have been twofold: obviously, to regain Jerusalem, but
      also to persuade a substantial portion of Europe's fractious noblemen to focus their constant state of war against Christianity's
      external enemies rather than their fellow Christians. But others, particularly within the church, saw peace as “resulting
      not from some millennial divine intervention that would persuade the lion to lie down with the lamb, but from the forethought
      of rational human beings who had taken matters into their own hands.”22 Out of that sustained effort that begins with St. Thomas Aquinas emerged eventually the doctrine of “just war” – a concept
      that concerned war between Christians and left the world outside Christianity beyond the pale. Unfortunately, such efforts
      largely foundered on the nature of Europe's politics and standards of behavior. Quite simply, at every level, Europe's rulers
      had no desire to give up wars of aggression against their neighbors.
     

     When the monarchs of early modern Europe were finally able to bring their fractious, quarrelsome, and ferocious nobility to
      bay in the fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, they replaced the conflicts of earlier ages with a greater willingness
      and ability – the latter being the crucial factor – to engage in wars against each other. The Italian city-states set the
      stage for inter-state conflict in the fifteenth century with a constant series of wars against each other, conflicts largely
      conducted by trained and highly paid mercenaries. The results were hardly impressive in terms of great battles. The mercenaries,
      who were in it for the money rather than the glory, earned Machiavelli's undying scorn by their efforts to limit both the
      damage and casualties involved in their campaigns. But at least their selfish motivations placed some constraints and limitations
      on the level of conflict and violence among the complex web of relations among the Italian city-states. However, those limitations
      were to last no longer than the time it took the major European powers to intervene in the affairs of the peninsula.
     
Thus, at the end of the fifteenth century, such efforts to constrain war ended with the intervention of first the French and
      then the Spanish in the Italian wars. The Italian wars soon assumed the ferocity that marked conflicts outside the peninsula.
      Moreover, in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, with the advent of the Reformation, religious quarrels further
      exacerbated the ferociousness as well as the pervasiveness of conflict throughout Europe. Nothing better illustrates the lack
      of peace and the consequences of constant war than the Thirty Years’ War (1618–1648), which wrecked the Germanies from the
      Mark of Brandenburg-Prussia to Alsace. The sack of Magdeburg, in which the attacking Habsburg armies slaughtered the city's
      thirty thousand inhabitants, suggests how far the parameters of human behavior had sunk toward barbarity. There was no question
      of peace.
     

     So disastrous were the wars of religion, especially the Thirty Years’ War, that Europe was able to break loose from the dark
      incitement of religion to unlimited violence – at least until the appearance of religion in its modern garb of ideology in
      the first half of the twentieth century. With its removal of the religious factor from international conflict, the Treaty
      of Westphalia represented a significant break with the past thousand years of European history.23 Moreover, not only did the treaty remove religion from the context of European war, it also established the state and its
      representatives as the arbiters of peace and war. The emergent modern state of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
      may have had little interest in what its citizens thought, but it also had little interest in waging unlimited conflict against
      its neighbors, since the territories thus ravaged might well be under its control with the making of peace. Thus, even if
      they had no vote in the waging of war or the making of peace, most Europeans benefited because war remained limited in its
      goals and conduct and in the damage it inflicted on the landscape.24

     For the most part, European monarchs waged war for relatively small territorial gains, such as Frederick the Great's seizure
      of the province of Silesia, an action which kicked off the War of Austrian Succession and indirectly contributed to the outbreak
      of the Seven Years’ War. Moreover, the establishment of disciplined, organized military forces, subordinate to sovereign authority,
      provided the means to project military force without doing irreparable damage to the territory crossed. The downside was that
      the making of peace in the eighteenth century rarely, if ever, aimed at the creation of a lasting settlement and instead concentrated
      on preparation for the next conflict by gaining the best strategic vantage points. At best, peace was a continuation of war by other means, a
      state of affairs that even so represented an improvement over what had existed and what was to come.
     

     All changed radically with the wars of the French Revolution. Quite simply, the revolutionaries in Paris tossed the rule book
      of war and peace in the fire and radicalized the conduct of war. As Clausewitz points out:
      
      
       
        [B]ut in 1793 a force appeared and beggared all imagination. Suddenly war again became the business of the people – a people
         of thirty millions, all of whom considered themselves to be citizens.…The people became a participant in war; instead of governments
         and armies as heretofore, the full weight of the nation was thrown into the balance. The resources and efforts now available
         for use surpassed all conventional limits; nothing now impeded the vigor with which war could be waged, and consequently the
         opponents of France faced the utmost peril.…
        

        War, untrammeled by any conventional restraints, had broken loose in all its elemental fury. This was due to the peoples’
         new share in the great affairs of state; and their participation in turn, resulted partly from the impact that the revolution
         had on the internal conditions of every state and partly from the danger that France posed to everyone.25

       

      
Driven by the popular nationalism of the French nation, the Republic completely overthrew the European balance of power. Its
      successor, the Napoleonic Empire, came close to establishing France's hegemony over the continent.
     

     But the success of the French unleashed a savage response from the conquered. Ironically, it was in the areas farthest from
      the heart of Europe's enlightenment – Spain, Russia, the Tyrol – where resistance emerged in its most effective form. When
      it was over, an exhausted Europe, led by the victors, cobbled together a peace that managed to put the genie of nationalism,
      as well as war, back in the jar for the next three decades. Equally important to the maintenance of peace during the period
      was the fact that Europe's exhaustion after a quarter century of devastating conflict provided a major incentive for the peaceful
      settlement of international disputes, at least during the near term.
     

     Whatever their motives, the peacemakers at Vienna enjoyed the major advantage over their successors in the twentieth century.
      From Westphalia to Vienna, the making of peace, like the making of war, was the business of kings, princes, generals, and
      their diplomats. In many ways, the making of peace resembled a cotillion among the great, in which popular opinion had neither
      say nor vote. Thus, the complexity of negotiations reflected the challenge of reconciling traditional territorial ambitions with the need for a stable and broadly legitimate European equilibrium.
      It certainly did not reflect public opinion outraged by its enemies. In all of this, none of the diplomats felt the slightest
      need to consult public opinion, which hardly existed in 1815, with the limited exception of France and Britain.26 And so they did not. The result was that those who made the settlement were able to suppress the deep bitterness of those
      who had suffered under French depredations and rule in deciding how Europe would treat Napoleon and his successors.
     

     The near century of peace from 1815 through 1914 resulted from two factors: The settlement at Vienna kept a modicum of peace
      for nearly half a century. Then, with nationalism's reemergence, beginning in 1848 with its revolutions and the late 1850s
      with the wars on the Italian peninsula but in its most virulent form in the Franco-Prussian War, accident as well as incompetence
      conspired to limit the damage, at least until 1914. In the Franco-Prussian conflict, the incompetence of Louis Napoleon's
      Second French Empire, as well as the French passion for political fragmentation, resulted in a decisive Prusso-German victory,
      one magnified by the brilliance of Bismarck's strategy. Thus, the implications of the reappearance of nationalism as a major
      driver in war and the making of peace remained hidden even to the most sophisticated analysts. The lid remained on until the
      catastrophe of 1914.
     

     As Sir Michael Howard has pointed out in two significant works, it was during this period that present conceptions of “peace”
      as a condition wholly distinct from war emerged full-blown. The making of peace between the British and French on one side
      and the Russians on the other at the end of the Crimean War found an altered world. The telegraph now allowed reports from
      both the front and the negotiating table to reach Paris and London newspapers the next day.27 However, it did not matter until the denouement of the Franco-Prussian War, when public opinion in Prusso-Germany and France
      played major roles, first in driving the two sides into conflict and then in making it exceedingly difficult for Bismarck
      and the Republic's negotiators to arrive at a settlement, even considering the decisive nature of Prussia and its German allies’
      battlefield victories.
     
If the 100 years of relative stability that ended in 1914 created the expectation that peace was the norm in human affairs,
      the catastrophe of the First World War should have disabused most of that notion. It did not. Unfortunately, after 1919, the
      prevailing opinion among many in the democracies, with the possible exception of France, was that the First World War had
      all been a tragic mistake, largely caused by miscalculation and error rather than deliberately set in motion by any one power.28 Others in the Anglo-American community believed that the outbreak of the war was the inevitable consequence of evil, balance-of-power
      machinations by selfish, secretive, and largely unaccountable governments – ironically, the very features that had underwritten
      the success of the Vienna settlement. Such attitudes go far in explaining the fact that Britain and the United States so totally
      ignored the strategic and moral threat posed by the rise of Nazi Germany and its burgeoning military power in the 1930s.29

     For their part, the ideologies of both Nazism and communism in the Soviet Union absolutely rejected the idea that peace, whether
      between races or classes, was the norm – the latter at least until the entire capitalist world had been overthrown, the former
      until the “biological revolution” had completely altered the world's racial balance. As General Erich Ludendorff was to argue
      after the First World War, peace was simply a continuation of war by other means, a complete reversal of Clausewitz's dictum.
      It was a dictum that Adolph Hitler's Third Reich would even manage to exceed.30

     The Wehrmacht's absolute defeat in the Second World War and the destruction and occupation of the Reich solved the first problem together
      with those posed by Imperial Japan and Fascist Italy. There could now be no quarrel on the part of the Germans, east or west,
      with the terms the victors imposed on them as there had been in 1919, when the victors had not even reached German territory
      when the war ended. The German problem, at least as far as the threat the Reich represented to its neighbors, had been solved once and for all.31 In contrast, the unresolved ideological conflict between Soviet communism and American capitalism–democracy should by all
      rights have led to the Third World War. But the existence of nuclear weapons as well as the belief by each side that the other's
      internal contradictions would eventually bring it down prevented the outbreak of another world war, which would have placed
      humanity's survival in doubt.
     

     Of course, nuclear standoff did not mean the end of war or, for that matter, the concomitant problems raised by the need to
      make peace. In the case of the wars of colonialism – the Dutch East Indies, French Indo-China, Malaya, Cyprus, Kenya, Algeria,
      the second Vietnam war, and so on – the making of peace found solution by the defeat of the colonial power (or its replacement)
      and absolute victory by the insurgency. However, in conflicts such as the Arab-Israeli wars, the India-Pakistan conflicts,
      or perhaps even the Falkland Islands War of 1982, military operations have produced neither a protracted war nor an enduring
      peace.
     

     The defeated in each case simply refused to accept the report cards of military operations, no matter how decisive they might
      have appeared to outside observers. In effect, the seeds of the next conflict found themselves firmly implanted in the soil
      of bitterness left after the “decisive” victory of the last conflict. And that looks to be the problem the United States confronts
      in the aftermath of its “decisive” victory in the three-week war of March–April 2003 against Saddam Hussein's Ba’athist regime.32

    

    PROBLEMS WITH THE MAKING OF PEACE

    
     What conclusions might one draw from the problems that peacemakers have confronted in the aftermath of conflicts or, for that
      matter, the mistakes that they have made in their efforts to find a satisfactory solution to those problems? The last section
      of this chapter attempts to sketch out some thoughts on why the making of peace has remained so flawed throughout history,
      so intractable, so ambiguous, and so uncertain.
     

     As noted earlier, there have been sustained periods of peace. After all, Roman power did result in an unalloyed period of
      more than two and a half centuries of peace throughout the entire Mediterranean basin.33 It did so by the simple expedient of confronting Rome's opponents with either extermination, if they resisted, or absorption, if they chose
      instead to accommodate to Roman demands and join the protection racket the Romans were so successful at running. Masada suggests
      the extent to which Rome was willing to pursue its ends against the recalcitrant within the Empire. Against the barbarians
      outside the Empire's frontiers, the Romans followed a policy of the velvet glove covering the iron fist within, mixing diplomacy
      with political manipulation of the tribes on the other side of the Rhine and the Danube with extermination of tribes or political
      entities which became too dangerous or truculent, such as the Dacians in the early second century A.D.34

     Yet, as suggested earlier in this chapter, the Pax Romana represented an anomaly in the turbulent path history has followed over its course. In most of the historical landscape, if
      the contenders in war were willing to cease hostilities for a time, they nevertheless viewed peace merely as an interregnum
      between wars, an opportunity to prepare for the next conflict. Thus, lasting periods of peace were the last thing on the mind
      of those drawing up the articles and agreements that ended military operations. Rather, peacemakers aimed at establishing
      conditions that would best position strategically their polis or state for the inevitable and expected resumption of conflict.
      Even then, compared to much of history, such attempts to control war and its impact represented a substantial advance over
      what had occurred before or what was to happen afterward. The world wars of the twentieth century hardly represented an advance
      over what had occurred during the eighteenth century, when the opposing sides at least were willing to limit the scale of
      the conflicts on which they had embarked.
     

     There were exceptions. The most obvious was the Congress of Vienna, in which the contenders had suffered through nearly a
      quarter century of constant, seemingly endless conflict, with battles and losses on a scale never before seen in history.
      Something similar occurred in the making of peace at Westphalia in the mid-seventeenth century and perhaps even in the aftermath
      of the Second World War, at least as far as most Europeans were concerned. The crucial point that led to a peace establishing
      a less ferocious international environment was the fact that both the perils and the damage that prolonged conflicts inflict on all had become clear to rulers
      and negotiators.
     

     The vast differences in the context within which wars have ended make it extraordinarily difficult to develop a realistic
      theory that would improve either the conduct of war or the processes through which nations must negotiate some sort of a settlement
      that possesses some prospect of creating political stability, without which peace is simply not possible. To have any relevance,
      one must tie any theory of peace making closely to the harsh reality of historical examples. As Claudewitz suggests:
      
      
       
        [Theory] is an analytic investigation leading to a close acquaintance with the subject; applied to experience…it leads to thorough familiarity with it. The closer it comes to that goal, the more it proceeds from the objective form of a science to the subjective form
         of a skill, the more effective it will prove in areas where the nature of the case admits no arbiter but talent.…Theory then
         becomes a guide to anyone who wants to learn about war [or peace making] from books.35

       

      

     

     That said, there are a number of issues raised by the past which may shed some light on how statesmen and political leaders
      – and military leaders, for that matter – might best think about the making of peace. To begin with, they must understand
      not only the nature of war but also the attributes and consequences of the conflict they are setting out to fight. In some
      cases, they will find themselves involved in war due to the actions of others, but even then it is essential that they think
      through the nature of the peace that will come afterward. Failing to consider present actions in terms of future risks holds
      that future hostage to ill-considered arguments of military or political “necessity,” which subsequently may place intolerable
      burdens on those tasked with making peace in the wreckage left by war.
     

     The first and certainly the most important factor in the making of peace lies in the nature of war itself. Second, and equally
      important, is the nature of the international environment; perhaps the human condition is a better way to describe it. Third,
      and heavily influenced by the nature of the war that has occurred, is the context within which statesmen and political leaders
      have to operate after a conflict has ended. One of the real dangers of history is the fact that it is easy for historians
      with their after-the-fact knowledge to “Monday-morning quarterback” decisions that occurred in conditions of uncertainty and
      ambiguity that are beyond their comprehension. Finally, there is the persistent problem of ahistoricism, which has encouraged
      far too many political and military leaders during the past three millennia to ignore the errors of their predecessors – no
      more so than at present, when history seems not even to get a nod from policy makers or senior leaders in the military and political worlds of Washington,
      DC.
     

    

    THE NATURE OF WAR

    
     In Book 1 of On War, Carl von Clausewitz laid out the most systematic and thoughtful examination of the fundamental nature of human conflict
      that has ever been written. In simple terms, “[w]ar is thus an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will.”36 Simple indeed, but the complexity lies in the fact that in war, the enemy is a thinking, breathing human with deeply held
      aspirations and thoughts of his own.37 And, as a thinking, breathing human, the enemy, because of his aims, culture, history, and perceptions, often will act in
      a fashion which we do not expect. The result may be to lengthen, embitter, and expand the conflict beyond its intended bounds,
      no matter how carefully statesmen or soldiers have considered the implications of war.38

     Thus, factors beyond pure military calculations become increasingly important, if not dominant, not only in the conduct of
      war but in the making of peace. It was for some years a dangerous trend within the American military to believe that one can
      fight wars in the clear world of high technology, precision, and computers when, in fact, civilian casualties, unforeseen
      incidents, and other incalculable results of military actions directly impact the political context within which the West
      has attempted to wage its wars since the Treaty of Westphalia.39 War, certainly within the framework of American policy, is by nature a political act, and the violence of military operations by their nature will directly affect the political and strategic context, which in turn will determine the success or failure of the use
      of military force.
     

     Inevitably, war involves the deepest of human emotions: anger, hatred, bitterness, fury, and a desire for revenge on the part
      of both those who wage it and those whom it impacts. Again, Clausewitz: “Consequently, it would be an obvious fallacy to imagine
      war between civilized people as resulting merely from a rational act on the part of their governments and to conceive of war as gradually ridding itself of passion, so that in the end one would never really need to use the physical
      impact of the fighting forces.” Perhaps more than any other form of war, wars between civilized people have descended almost
      to the brink of what Clausewitz termed “total war.”

     The savageries of the last year of the Second World War, which extended from the final flickers of the holocaust; to the Soviet
      invasion of East Prussia, Pomerania, Silesia, and Brandenburg; and to the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, suggest
      all too clearly the collapse of human values in the process of six years of brutal, murderous killing.40 As the greatest of all historians, Thucydides, suggested at the end of the fifth century B.C. about the dark results of war
      – in this case the worst of all forms of conflict, civil war,
      
      
       
        [T]here were the savage and pitiless actions into which men were carried not so much for the sake of gain as because they
         were swept away into an internecine struggle by their ungovernable passions. Then, with the ordinary conventions of civilized
         life thrown into confusion, human nature, always ready to offend even where laws exist, showed itself proudly in its true
         colours, as something incapable of controlling passion, insubordinate to the idea of justice, the enemy to anything superior
         to itself; for if it had not been for the pernicious power of envy, men would not so have exalted vengeance above innocence
         and profit above justice. Indeed, it is true that in these acts of revenge on others men take it upon themselves to begin
         the process of repealing those general laws of humanity which are there to give a hope of salvation to all those who are in
         distress.41

       

      

     

     How then is the statesman or political leader to make peace among nations, given the all-too-frequent collapse of civilized
      values during war and the wreckage left in its wake? The troublesome answer would appear to be that those directly involved
      in the struggle will find it almost impossible to separate themselves from the anger and bitterness that are the inevitable
      end by-product of war. Moreover, the democratization – perhaps popularization is a better word – of conflict since the American Civil and the Franco-Prussian Wars has only enlarged the impact of such
      emotions, heavily influencing both the conduct of war and the making of peace and significantly constraining the freedom of
      maneuver enjoyed by statesmen and diplomats alike. As the Prussian Chancellor, Otto von Bismarck, discovered to his considerable
      discomfort, his unleashing of German nationalism in 1870 to defeat the French came back to haunt him in his efforts to patch
      together a peace that would satisfy the many internal constituencies that would comprise the German Reich he was attempting
      to cobble together.
     
In fact, it would appear that the wreckage of bitterness left by wars lingers in many cases not for decades but sometimes
      for centuries, as the sad, dark events in the Balkans since the breakup of Yugoslavia have underlined. That bitterness is
      not just a matter of historical memory, although that plays its role, but also of myths, legends, and folktales that lie deep
      beneath the surface – yet form the core of the popular world and its cultural values. For statesmen or diplomats, attempting
      to put together what seems to them a reasonable peace, as did the United Nations' (UN's) negotiators in the Balkans, such
      folk memories are unseen and more often unnoticed. But they are there, nevertheless, and their insidious influence on any
      population will affect whatever “reasonable” settlement others may attempt to create. In the mind of many Serbs, the Battle
      of Kossovo in 1389, in which the Ottoman Turks crushed the main Serbian army, is as alive in their consciousness as if it
      had happened yesterday.
     

     Thus, above all, statesmen and their military advisers must never forget that war is about killing, even in an age of technological
      marvels. As Clausewitz, drawing on the experiences of the nineteenth century, warned,
      
      
       
        Kind-hearted people might of course think there was some ingenious way to disarm or defeat an enemy without too much bloodshed,
         and might imagine this is the true goal of the art of war. Pleasant as it sounds, it is a fallacy that must be exposed: war
         is such a dangerous business that the mistakes which come from kindness are the very worst.…This is how the matter must be
         seen. It would be futile – even wrong – to try and shut one's eyes to what war is from sheer distress at its brutality.42

       

      

     

     Unleashing that brutality – no matter how one might attempt to limit the “collateral damage” (that dreadful euphemism dreamt
      up by the American military) – in turn stokes the anger that makes war such a treacherous means of pursuing policy goals.
      Moreover, the casualties that one's own side has suffered in the conduct of military operations create their own legacy of
      anger and bitterness among one's own people. Such emotions help to explain why human passion is the least measurable and controllable
      variable among Clausewitz's trinity.
     

     Perhaps the most salient warning that the nature of war suggests about the making of peace has to do with the aims with which
      the opposing sides wage the conflict. It was far too easy for those removed from the conflict to believe that their limited
      aims – themselves a reflection of their removal from the conflict – will allow them to achieve a peace of understanding with
      those against whom they are engaged in bitter, internecine conflict. That is rarely the case.
     
Moreover, just because one side has only limited aims and goals does not mean that the same is true of the opposing side.
      Nazi Germany possessed unlimited goals. There was and could be no compromise that could bring the murderous conflict to an
      end in Europe without the absolute destruction of Nazi Germany. And the means employed included the massive, destructive,
      and, in the end, murderous strategic-bombing campaign against Germany's economy and population.43 The peacemakers in 1945 had no choice but to exterminate the political framework of the Third Reich. Luckily, they received
      considerable help from how the war had ended, with Germany wrecked from end to end and Allied military in occupation of the
      entire nation. Virtually no one in Germany at that time could argue, as so many had done in 1919, that the German military
      had not been defeated. Indeed, the entire nation had stayed the course to “the bitter end.”
     

    

    WAR'S HUMAN LEGACY

    
     By its nature, war leaves to those who hope to sketch out a successful peace a dog's breakfast of hatreds, anger, bitterness,
      and, invariably, complexities, many of which are beyond the understanding of even the most brilliant statesmen. In his discussion
      of the origins of the First World War, Winston Churchill sketched out what he believed to be the greatest difficulties that
      had confronted Europe's leaders in the runup to war. His words are equally applicable to the difficulties which confront statesmen
      in the aftermath of conflict:
      
      
       
        One rises from the study of the causes of the Great War with a prevailing sense of the defective control of individuals upon
         world fortunes. It has been well said, “there is always more error than design in human affairs.” The limited minds of even
         the ablest men, their disputed authority, the climate of opinion in which they dwell, their transient and partial contributions
         to the mighty problem, that problem itself so far beyond their compass, so vast in scale and detail, so changing in its aspect
         – all this must surely be considered [in any analysis of the outbreak of the war].44

       

      

     

     For the peacemakers, the problem is doubly complex in that they must consider not only the present with its myriad demands,
      all resulting from the fury of the war just concluded, but a dim and uncertain future that will inevitably find itself influenced
      by their decisions as well as the desiderata of war. Rarely, if ever, do those charged with making the peace consult the past. In 1919, making an impossible task more
      difficult, the British commissioned one of their diplomat/historians to research the lessons of the past with a view to applying the results to the Versailles peace-making efforts. They then entirely ignored the study. On the other hand,
      the Americans, bathed in Wilson's heady visions of international nirvana, never bothered to consult the past at all.
     

     One should also not forget that those involved in the processes of peace confront an insatiable set of demands on their time,
      of which they often possess too little, unlike their eventual critics, the historians, who possess infinite amounts of time
      to analyze what should have been done. Under the pressure of too little time, incomplete knowledge, and limited foresight, particularly about the
      future, politicians and diplomats must simultaneously seek to satisfy both the needs of the hour and the hopes of the future.
     

     Yet, some historians persist in analyzing the efforts of statesmen as if their subjects had access to the historian's hindsight.
      For example, there are those who blandly criticize Bismarck for having created the conditions that made possible the First
      World War. Undoubtedly, there is a certain truth to such charges. But they miss the vast problems that the “Iron Chancellor”
      confronted in putting together the Peace of 1871, while at the same time creating a Germany which for more than a thousand
      years had been known as the “Germanies.” They also grant Bismarck too little credit for keeping Europe at peace for the subsequent
      twenty years. Even then, war came only after another quarter century of peace, and only after Bismarck's successors had made
      a hash of his foreign policy and created the disastrous strategic framework of Germany against the other major European powers.45

    

    THE CONTEXT OF PEACE MAKING

    
     Clausewitz in On War makes a particularly sarcastic comment about those who embark on war: “No one starts a war – or rather, no one in his senses
      ought to do so – without first being clear in his mind what he intends to achieve by that war and how he intends to conduct
      it.”46 In fact, throughout history there has been a lack of clarity in the thinking of those who unleash war, particularly in terms
      of the larger strategic and political aims.
     

     The Germans, for example, had no clear vision of the postwar world when they launched the Schlieffen Plan in 1914. Militarily
      defeating their opponents was the whole basis of their planning. They had prepared no coherent set of strategic goals defining
      what Europe would look like were they to win. Without clear strategic and political goals, the momentum of the war simply
      drove them down the road to megalomania, the Peace Treaty of Brest-Litovsk being a case in point. Their goals in the west were equally immoderate, which made the Allies at Versailles
      in 1919 even less willing to grant the Germans a peace of reconciliation.

     In sum, the making of peace confronts statesmen with a world in which the first-order effects are still not clear, while second-
      and third-order effects are entirely opaque. We live in a nonlinear world, where seemingly unimportant decisions reached in
      the heated aftermath of one conflict can have a disastrous and totally unintended impact on the future course of events. Thus,
      the decision pushed by Lloyd George at Versailles to limit Germany to an all-professional military force of 100,000 soldiers
      – including 4,000 officers – instead of Clemenceau's proposal for a conscript army of 300,000 men would have the totally unintended
      effect of providing the Germans by 1939 with the best military machine of all the European powers.47 Unintended effects, incalculable in thinking about the future, make the task of the peacemaker almost impossible. In effect,
      they ensure that no matter how clear-headed he or she might be, there are issues and decisions, the ultimate effects of which
      cannot be foreseen.
     

     The larger the scale of conflict, the truer that tends to be. Thus, the human landscape of Eastern Europe in 1919, with its
      intractable historical legacies, set an impossible task for those seeking to resolve the more recent hostilities prompted
      by the war itself. Nothing better exemplified that than the difficulties posed by the new Czech Republic to Wilson's desire
      to base “the peace to end all wars” on solving the nationality problem of Eastern Europe. Virtually its entire borderlands,
      its mountainous strategic frontiers, were inhabited by Sudeten Germans, nearly all of whom preferred to join the new German
      state.
     

     Thus, the dilemma was either to force the Sudeten Germans to remain in the Czech Republic, which would thwart one of Wilson's
      basic principles, that of national self-determination. The alternative was to create an indefensible Czech state by allowing
      the Sudeten districts to join the Reich. Real politic won out, but less than two decades later, Adolf Hitler was to throw that decision in the face of Chamberlain and Daladier.
     

     In the end, one suspects that about the best one can expect from statesmen is a willingness to recognize and accept the intractability
      of the tasks they confront and the consequent incompleteness of any solution. The hope that negotiations and diplomatic decisions
      made in the aftermath of war can entirely resolve problems that were insoluble before conflict is, indeed, more often than
      not an idle dream.
     
At best, when confronting the uncertainties of the future, one can patch together a peace that will last for some length of
      time; one can try to erect arrangements enabling its later amendment as circumstances change; and one can hope that those
      who follow will display more wisdom than those who unleashed the dogs of war. Even then, whatever peace emerges will remain
      conditional – dependent not only on the ever-changing context of international relations but also on the willingness and ability
      of those who inherit the peace once made to maintain it, even as memories of the prompting conflict dim. Nothing better underlines
      this reality than the dark and troubled decade of the 1930s, during which Hitler's dissolution of the Versailles settlement
      was less the result of the Reich's inherent economic and military power than of the general unwillingness of the Western Powers,
      in particular Britain, to enforce the strictures laid down by the peacemakers in 1919.48

    

    THE PROBLEM OF MEMORY AND AHISTORICISM

    
     In 432 B.C., the Spartan king Archidamus addressed the Spartan assembly with the clear warning that one should not embark
      on war without a clear understanding of the parameters within which one hoped realistically to fight it. In particular, he
      warned,
      
      
       
        Spartans, in the course of my life I have taken part in many wars, and I see among you people of the same age as I am. They
         and I have had experience, and so are not likely to share in what may be a great enthusiasm for war, nor to think that war
         is a good thing or a safe thing.”49

       

      

     

     Therein lies the problem of generational transition because the young Spartan warriors in the assembly had no knowledge of
      the horrors of hoplite warfare, of standing in the bloody, terrifying Spartan phalanx that had battered its way through Sparta's
      opponents for more than three centuries without defeat. But those successes never made the battles of hoplite phalanxes any
      less terrifying.50 For the young Spartans, however, brought up on the myths of Spartan triumphs, not to mention the Iliad, war appeared enticing – even thrilling – with the opportunities it offered them to write their names in the book of Spartan heroes, such as Leonidas and the three hundred who had stood alone at Thermopylae.51

     Yet, the knowledge of what war was like has always remained confined to those who have experienced its horrors firsthand.52 Thus, while the peacemakers at the Congress of Vienna possessed a deep sense of the horrors that war had imposed on their
      world over the past quarter century, those memories gradually faded in the collective memory of Europeans, as new generations,
      who held no such memories of the cost of war, emerged to take the reigns of power. The Revolutions of 1848 were a signal that
      that transference of power was occurring, as were the conflicts that followed in their wake. Even the most virulent of those
      conflicts, however – the Seven Weeks War and the Franco-Prussian War – led to relatively short wars, in which decisive results
      – at least for the Germans – appeared to be the norm rather than the exception. By the early twentieth century, the reality
      of war had become entangled in a deep covering of myth – for the French the Napoleonic Wars, for the Germans the War of Liberation
      and the Franco-Prussian War – epitomized by the paintings of glorious cavalry charges and infantry squares.53

     All that changed after 1914, but the price extracted by the first clash of arms was so high that none of the leaders of the
      major powers had the moral courage to call a halt.54 Both sides continued to double the bets until the final crackup in 1918, when the Germans collapsed under the massive costs
      of conducting an attritional war against the rest of the world. But the nature of the war as well as its apparently indecisive
      conclusion then confronted the peacemakers with an impossible task.
     

     If that generational change helps to explain the persistent willingness of statesmen and soldiers to embark on war without
      having thought through its darker possibilities, then the creation of myths about war may be equally important in distorting the possibilities of creating a lasting peace. Certainly, the Greek world of the polis found its deepest
      cultural roots in the Iliad, but the creation of myths that form the general impression of the war just past is clearly one of the most important factors
      in determining the stability of the peace that statesmen attempt to mold in war's aftermath.

     Thus, the Germans created a series of deeply false myths in the immediate period after the ending of the First World War:
      that their army had remained unbeaten in the field in 1918, only to be stabbed in the back by revolutionary Communist and
      Jewish traitors in the homefront; that Wilson's “Fourteen Points” had tricked them into agreeing to an armistice and that
      military necessity had played no role in that decision; and that Germany was no more responsible for the outbreak of the war
      than any other power.55

     A massive disinformation campaign organized and, in some respects, directed by the German government then persuaded not only
      the great majority of Germans of these “truths” but significant numbers of British and American leaders, policy makers, and
      intellectuals, not to mention academics, as well.56 Similarly, in the post–Civil War period, the losers managed to create the myths about both the ante bellum South and the war itself that fundamentally distorted the understanding of the causes and course of the Civil War until the
      1960s.57 Even more disastrously, those myths helped to perpetuate the dark paths of race relationships in America for nearly a century.58

     The disastrous impact of such myths on the work of the peacemakers hardly needs emphasis, but at least the myths of German
      and Southern innocence have largely disappeared from the pages of history books. Yet, as American and NATO peacemakers discovered
      in the Balkans, myths still exercise an impressive influence on how many human beings evaluate the world. Already, there are
      many in the Middle East who view the events of September 11, 2001, as a pernicious plot by the American government, undoubtedly
      aided and abetted by the international Jewish conspiracy, to take over the region's oil supplies.59 Whatever the outcome of America's ill-considered venture in Iraq, myths are adding to the impossible task that any peacemaker
      will confront in attempting to bring some modicum of stability to the dismal state of affairs currently in train throughout
      the Mesopotamian Valley.
     
Beyond myths and their pernicious impact lies the influence of the general ignorance of history. Nothing has displayed the
      dangers of an ignorance of the past more clearly than the postconflict stage in Iraq. Here, a set of deeply held beliefs by
      American policy makers, particularly in the Department of Defense, ignored not only the vast tableau of Middle Eastern history
      but even the recent past of American history as well. Barely fourteen years before operation “Iraqi Freedom” kicked off, the
      U.S. military launched an equally successful takedown of Manuel Noriega's corrupt regime in Panama. Within a matter of hours,
      American military forces had eliminated Panama's military and police forces and removed its government from power. The result:
      massive looting that wrecked the economy and the discovery that Panama's infrastructure had deteriorated far beyond American
      estimates. All of this occurred despite the fact that the United States had had extensive involvement in Panama over the previous
      century. Yet, virtually every experience of operation “Just Cause” appears to have disappeared from the collective memory
      of those in Washington at the onset of the invasion of Iraq in March 2003.
     

     But the American crackup in Iraq after the brilliant initial conventional campaign is hardly atypical of the pattern of ahistoricism
      that has marked Western behavior during the past several centuries, particularly in the Anglo-American world. The great classicist,
      Bernard Knox, has perhaps best encapsulated the reasons lying behind the Western denial of historical experience as of relevancy
      to thinking about the future in an essay on the differences between the Weltanschauung of the modern world and that of the ancient:
      
      
       
        The early Greek imagination envisaged the past and the present as in front of us – we can see them. The future, invisible,
         is behind us.…Paradoxical though it may sound to the modern ear, this image of our journey through time may be truer to reality
         than the medieval and modern feeling that we face the future as we make our way forward into it.60

       

      

     

     In the end, any successful attempt at peace making must bring to the table an understanding of the context, not only of the
      conflict just past but also of the larger cultural and historical framework within which it has taken place. And here, history
      must be a dominant player. That is because only a knowledge of the past can provide a sense of the causes, the cultural and
      political perceptions, and the influence of the past on the thinking of those who are directly involved. If, as Sun Tzu suggests,
      a knowledge of one's opponent is crucial to success in war, then a knowledge of the “other” in peace making is equally important.
      Unfortunately, the record of the past suggests that those who make peace as well as those who make war are equally likely to be ignorant of history and the differences that delineate the “other” – or “others,” as the case may be.
      Without guideposts from the past to suggest paths to the future, then any road, no matter how irrelevant and inappropriate,
      will do. And such roads will inevitably lead to future conflicts.
     

    

    CONCLUSION

    
     The problem with history is that it offers no comfortable or easy answers. The past suggests that there are no “silver bullets”
      for complex problems, and of all the complex problems that human beings manage to construct, there is no doubt that war and
      its aftermath are the most difficult to solve. So, then, what is one to suggest? Perhaps above all, history suggests that
      war must always be a last resort because its aftermath will inevitably raise problems that may be and often are more daunting
      than those that the war was supposed to solve.
     

     On the other hand, there are times when war can be the only alternative. Such was the case with the Second World War. Particularly
      with Nazi Germany, a true “rogue state,” there was no alternative but a war to the end, a war of extermination. Perhaps of
      all the conflicts examined in this volume, that conflict proved the most open to a lasting settlement, at least among the
      nations of Western Europe and then, after the demise of the Cold War, Eastern Europe. Here, though, the mistakes of Versailles,
      as well as how the First World War had ended, provided statesmen and political leaders guideposts that were directly relevant
      to the making of peace. Yet, even then, postwar factors, such as the emergence of the Cold War, proved crucial in establishing
      the context within which a relatively stable peace could emerge, at least in Europe.
     

     The great difficulties, which the First World – with its ignorance of history – will continue to confront in attempting to
      make a modicum of peace in places where the culture and political framework are entirely antithetical, have to do with its
      general inability to understand the complex underpinnings of its societies and how conditional its world really is. Thus,
      the idea that democratic ideals of restraint and individual responsibility for the whole is entirely irrelevant to societies
      closer to Bedouin tribes than the modern world.
     

     Yet, that represents a reality the First World finds difficult to comprehend. The American experience in Iraq should be a
      salient warning to those who still may believe that a market economy based on Friedrich von Hayek or the democratic complexities
      evolved by the Founding Fathers in writing the U.S. Constitution can be implanted in societies where there is simply not even
      a basic rule of law and where the rule of violence is the order of the day. But, then, without even the most basic understanding
      of the complexities and ambiguities of their own society, it is not surprising that the Coalition Provisional Authority and its military support
      floundered so disastrously in the initial year of the Baghdad occupation.61

     There are two crucial points that history suggests about the making of peace. The first is that war is, in every respect,
      an uncertain and unpredictable affair, which will inevitably present as many new problems as the ones that it may solve. Thus,
      the making of peace demands that both in the conduct of war and then thinking about its aftermath, military as well as political leaders must devote substantial efforts to preparing the landscape and thinking through the attendant
      problems involved in the aftermath of war.
     

     The second is that history has consistently underlined that there are cases in which there is no solution, no appeasement,
      except absolute surrender, with some opponents. There will be no accommodation with the likes of Al Qaeda. Nor should those
      who have accepted the Western definition of peace ever believe that the remainder of the human race has willingly accepted
      that definition. At best, one may destroy them, but if that is not politically possible, then the creation of a context that
      limits their ability to inflict damage may be the only solution. In other words, in some cases in the making of peace, there
      may be no satisfactory way to fashion a lasting peace. That recognition is essential to the casting of realistic and sensible
      policies that attend to the world as it is rather than to what we hope it to be.
     

     In the end, there are no easy solutions to the making of peace. As with all things of worth in life, that task demands hard,
      unremitting attention to detail, a real understanding of the context, including history and culture – in other words, the
      other – and a recognition of the limitations of military power. Sir Michael Howard has perhaps said it best in his discussion
      of the realities involved in the maintenance of peace:
      
      
       
        We have thus not yet escaped from the world of power politics and raison d’état. Nor does the increasing multiplicity of national actors in itself guarantee a more peaceful and better-ordered world. Kant
         was right when he said that a state of peace had to be ‘established.’ What perhaps even he did not discern was that this is
         a task which has to be tackled afresh every day of our lives; and that no formula, no organisation and no political or social
         revolution can ever free mankind from this inexorable duty.62

       

      

     

     The chapters that follow this introduction examine how Western belligerents have addressed – or failed to address – the making
      of peace across a span of two and a half millennia and in contests reflecting a broad range of prompting disputes. In some cases, peace making engaged only the contestants themselves; in others, a much larger audience
      intruded. Some efforts produced, at best, a momentary suspension of hostilities; others transformed the very context of international
      relations. All ultimately failed, if one defines success only as the permanent elimination of violence as a means of settling
      political disputes. Defined more modestly, however, as the control and moderation of such violence, some peace-making efforts
      were notably more successful than others. The chapters that follow attempt to elucidate why this was so.
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     It is much easier to start a war than to end one. The former, a single, willful party can ordinarily accomplish with ease;
      to achieve the latter, it usually takes two. Often, it takes more parties than that. Such was the experience of those who
      found themselves engaged in what is conventionally called the Archidamian War – the first stage in what Thucydides termed
      “the great war” that took place “between the Athenians and the Peloponnesians” (Thuc. 1.1).1

     The Archidamian War began in the spring of 431 B.C. It ended, if that is the proper word, ten years thereafter in the spring
      of 421 B.C., when ambassadors from Athens and Sparta met to swear an oath on behalf of their rival cities that for fifty years
      they would honor the terms of what came to be called the Peace of Nicias (5.17-20). The fact that the Athenians and the Spartans
      set a term to the agreement, that they regarded it as a long-term truce and never even imagined that it would be a lasting
      peace, should occasion on our part a brief digression. Peace making in antiquity was not the pious process that it pretends
      to be today.
     

     With regard to war and peace, the ancient Greeks entertained few of the illusions that govern twenty-first–century rhetoric
      and shape policy making as well.2 The ordinary Hellene would have nodded his approval of the opinion attributed by Plato to Minos, the mythical lawgiver of Crete: “What most men call peace, he held to be only a name;
      in truth, for everyone, there exists by nature at all times an undeclared war among all the cities.”3 War was for the Greeks a constant presence, an ineluctable brute fact, that they simply took for granted. This presumption
      had profound cultural and political consequences.

     When twenty-first–century students read in Plato's Republic that Polemarchus (“war-leader”) defines justice as “doing good to friends and harm to enemies,” they know not what to think.
      Rarely do they recognize that this pleasant and rather conventional young man is merely reasserting on the personal level
      the grim civic and martial ethic suggested by his name,4 and even when they are told as much, it often fails to register. In classical Greece, outside the marginal sphere occupied
      by the philosophers, cosmopolitanism was virtually unknown, and patriotism went hand in hand with xenophobia. If “civil war
      is not to thunder in the city,” Aeschylus’ divine chorus warns the Athenians, the citizens “must return joy for joy in a spirit
      of common love – and they must hate with a single heart.”5

     It was with this ethos in mind that Greek cities, when they made a treaty of peace, ordinarily confined it to a limited span
      of years. They knew better than to think that it would last much more than a generation, and they usually recognized that
      even this was a pious hope. Never did they fight a “war to end all wars.” Such a notion was simply beyond their ken. They
      owed their formation neither to the Jewish Bible nor to the Christian New Testament. For wisdom regarding this world and the
      next, they looked to Homer's Iliad and Odyssey. They had little inclination to beat their swords into ploughshares or to turn the other cheek and little expectation that
      even after death they would rest in anything one could intelligibly call peace.

    
BY LAND AND BY SEA

    
     The Archidamian War was an especially difficult war to end. Athens was a sea power. As a consequence of “the Long Walls” that
      the Athenians built during the First Peloponnesian War to link the city proper with its seaport at Piraeus some miles away
      (1.107.1, 108.3; Plut. Per. 13.6-7), Athens had, well before 431 B.C., made of itself an artificial island, the city itself virtually impervious to invasion
      by land. Sparta was a land power; and, with the exception of Corinth, its allies were land powers as well. In 431 B.C., the
      Corinthian navy was no match for that of the Athenians; and, initially, at least, there was little inclination on Sparta's
      part to build up and deploy an armada sufficiently large and to train a host of oarsmen and commanders skilled enough so that
      the Peloponnesians could pose a credible threat to the masters of the sea.
     

     By the same token, even if the Athenians had been inclined to send a large expeditionary force overland to the Peloponnesus
      to take on Sparta's league, they could not have done so. It was easy to fortify the territory of Megara and the Isthmus of
      Corinth; and though Athens could dispatch and land smaller amphibious forces virtually anywhere on the Peloponnesian shores,
      and though it did so during the war on a modest scale from time to time, it lacked the manpower needed if it was to take on
      the Spartan alliance.
     

     Athens’ so-called allies had long before become its subjects. After the Persian Wars, when they had voluntarily banded together
      with Athens in the so-called Delian League, the islanders of the Aegean and the various Greek cities on the shore of Asia
      Minor and Thrace had agreed to contribute ships to the common force, and what each owed had been specified soon thereafter.
      Over time, however, as the decades passed, most of the cities had opted to substitute a financial contribution for their quota
      of ships, and what had begun as an alliance gradually, imperceptibly, inexorably became an empire as the fear of Persia faded
      and a peace was negotiated, as the balance of power within the league shifted decisively in Athens’ favor, as the more formidable
      of its allies became restive, and as Athens resolutely refused to relinquish hegemony in what had from the outset been intended
      to be a permanent league.
     

     The very word phóros, which originally meant “contribution,” came to mean “tribute.” From such an alliance, from what the Athenians themselves
      in their decrees had carelessly come to call an empire (arch[image: ]), one could easily extract the resources needed for the maintenance of a great Athenian navy, and, in 431 B.C., a handful
      of the larger cities were still willing and able to provide ships. But Athens’ subject allies could not field a reliable hoplite
      army to fight in phalanx alongside the citizens of Athens – not, at any rate, one of any size, and certainly not one capable
      of facing the Spartans and their Peloponnesian allies in pitched battle. This they simply could not do. Nor were the Athenians eager that their allies become formidable in such a fashion, for in their resentment of the Athenian
      yoke, by 431 B.C., Athens’ subject allies were far more likely to turn such a force against their common hegemon than to deploy
      it against its Greek foes.6

     In short, it is not easy to see how either of the two alliances which squared off in 431 B.C. could have brought the war to
      a decision and a fully successful conclusion. At the outset, neither had the wherewithal to put the other in sufficient jeopardy.
      Each was supreme in its own element. Each was more or less impervious to assault – as long as its alliance remained intact.
      There, in both cases, lay the Achilles heel, but in neither case was it easy to reach. To exploit the genuine tensions which
      did exist in each of the two alliances, the enemy power would have to field a credible force on the very element on which
      it was comparatively inexperienced and at a grave disadvantage. Nor is it any wonder that Thucydides’ great war lasted twenty-seven
      long years. It is no wonder that, in the event, upsetting the not-so-delicate balance between the two powers required the
      intervention of a third: the Achaemenid Persians, whom the Athenians, the Spartans, and their allies in the Hellenic League
      had expelled from the Greek world so many decades earlier.
     

     All of this suggests that there was a certain geopolitical logic to the vision of a dual hegemony in Hellas, propagated in
      the 470s and the 460s by the Athenian Cimon and successfully supported for a time by his like-minded friends in Lacedaemon.
      It is, in consequence, easy to see why an exceptionally well-informed and thoughtful modern scholar should argue that Pericles,
      the figure dominant in Athens after Cimon's death, eventually came to see the wisdom of the policy pursued by his onetime
      rival. It is no less easy to see why he should suggest that Pericles blundered in spring 431 B.C., when he failed to seize
      on a last-minute Spartan proposal that might have headed off the war.7 In fact, on the face of it, both suggestions would seem to make excellent sense.
     

     Whether either suggestion really makes sense is, however, an open question. Cimon's kinsman Thucydides entertained neither
      – he thought the war, in fact, inevitable – and this should give us pause, for he knew much more than we will ever know, and
      he was no fool. In any case, if we are to come to understand what it was that occasioned the Peace of Nicias, we will first
      have to consider why Athens and Sparta went to war in the first place, how each proposed to fight, how each expected to win,
      and why in the decade-long struggle that constituted the Archidamian War the expectations of both came to naught.
     

    
THE SPARTAN DISPOSITION

    
     The Spartans started the Archidamian War. Of that, there is no doubt. In 432 B.C., they voted for war and rallied their allies.
      At the end of Winter 431, in anticipation of the struggle to come, the Thebans – Sparta's principal allies outside the Peloponnesus
      – launched a surprise attack on Athens’ longtime Boeotian ally Plataea,8 and the Spartans then gathered an army and marched into Attica itself, fully expecting a fight (Thuc. 2.10.1-24.1). The Athenians
      could plausibly claim to be innocent. After all, they had been willing to submit the matter in dispute to arbitration, as
      required under the terms of the Thirty Years Peace, which both sides had solemnly sworn oaths to uphold in 446 B.C. (1.78.4,
      85.2, 140.2, 141.1, 144.2, 145). Technically, the Thebans and their Spartan allies had broken the agreement; and, when things
      did not go well, the Lacedaemonians, who were notoriously superstitious, began to wonder whether in contravening their oaths,
      they had not, in fact, outraged the immortal gods (7.18.2-3).
     

     This is not, however, the whole story. Nor can it be. The Spartans were notoriously slow to embark on war. They had nearly
      always been behindhand in the past. They arrved at Marathon too late to participate in the battle (Hdt. 6.105-7, 120; Pl.
      Leg. 698e; Isoc. Paneg. 87); at Salamis, it took a trick on Themistocles’ part to get them to fight at all (Hdt. 8.40-97, esp. 49, 57-64, 68, 74-81).
      For all their prowess, they had always been reluctant warriors, and everyone knew it. On the eve of the war, Sparta's Corinthian
      allies tell the Lacedaemonians,
      
      
       
        The Athenians are innovators, keen in forming plans, and quick to accomplish in deed what they have contrived in thought.
         You Spartans are intent on saving what you now possess; you are always indecisive, and you leave even what is needed undone.
         They are daring beyond their strength, they are risk-takers against all judgment, and in the midst of terrors they remain
         of good hope – while you accomplish less than is in your power, mistrust your judgment in matters most firm, and think not
         how to release yourselves from the terrors you face. In addition, they are unhesitant where you are inclined to delay, and
         they are always out and about in the larger world while you stay at home. For they think to acquire something by being away
         while you think that by proceeding abroad you will harm what lies ready to hand. In victory over the enemy, they sally farthest
         forth; in defeat, they give the least ground. For their city's sake, they use their bodies as if they were not their own;
         their intelligence they dedicate to political action on her behalf. And if they fail to accomplish what they have resolved
         to do, they suppose themselves deprived of that which is their own – while what they have accomplished and have now acquired
         they judge to be little in comparison with what they will do in the time to come. If they trip up in an endeavor, they are soon
         full of hope with regard to yet another goal. For they alone possess something at the moment at which they come to hope for
         it: so swiftly do they contrive to attempt what has been resolved. And on all these things they exert themselves in toil and
         danger through all the days of their lives, enjoying least of all what they already possess because they are ever intent on
         further acquisition. They look on a holiday as nothing but an opportunity to do what needs doing, and they regard peace and
         quiet free from political business as a greater misfortune than a laborious want of leisure. So that, if someone were to sum
         them up by saying that they are by nature capable neither of being at rest nor of allowing other human beings to be so, he
         would speak the truth
        

        (Thuc. 1.70).

       

      
Such was the common sense of the matter. The Athenians were enterprising. They had long been so, and the Spartans were cautious
      in the extreme.

     For all of this, there was reason. Enterprise and daring had paid off for the Athenians. In 499 B.C., in a moment of enthusiasm,
      they had foolishly lent support to the Ionian revolt against Persian rule (Hdt. 5.28-38, 49-51, 54-55, 97-6.34); and, in 490
      B.C., when a Persian expeditionary force arrived at Marathon to inflict on the Athenians the punishment they had so manifestly
      earned, Athens’ hoplites, supported by Plataea alone, had with audacity charged, routed, and massacred the hitherto invincible
      Mede (6.94-119). Ten years later, when Xerxes, the Great King of Persia himself, marched into Greece with a sizable army and
      a great fleet drawn from a vast empire that stretched from Egypt in the west to the Indian subcontinent in the east, the Athenians
      had boldly evacuated their own territory and had taken to the sea. Their commander Themistocles had then tricked Xerxes into
      forcing a naval battle on the Hellenes in the bay dividing the island of Salamis from Attica, where his armada – superior
      in numbers and in skill – could not effectively maneuver, where the Greek triremes could immobilize his ships, and where the
      marines aboard those triremes could fight from shipboard almost as if on land (8.40-97). In the wake of this great victory,
      the members of the Hellenic League had agreed to carry the war across the Aegean to the Asia Minor shore (8.131-32, 9.102,
      105-6) where, in 479 B.C., on the day the armies of the Hellenes defeated the Persians and their Theban allies at Plataea,
      the Greek naval forces and the hoplites they landed opposite the island of Samos at Mycale on the Anatolian shore inflicted
      on the Mede a no less impressive defeat (9.90-106). Then, when the Spartans had proved reluctant to make an ongoing commitment
      to defend the Greeks of Asia Minor and those who lived on the islands of the Aegean against Achaemenid Persia (9.106), the
      Athenians had enthusiastically stepped into the breach and offered their services (9.106, 114-21). In this fashion, in little more than a decade, a city of thirty thousand adult male citizens (5.97, 8.65),9 a backwater just a short time before, had achieved naval hegemony in the eastern Mediterranean. Contemplation of the Athenian
      accomplishment in this brief span of time takes one's breath away.

     If in 431 B.C. the Athenians had reason to be daring, the Spartans were no less right to be cautious. To begin with, they
      were few in number. In 480 B.C., if Herodotus is to be trusted, there had been 8,000 adult male Spartiates (7.234.2).10 In time of war, they tended to dispatch two thirds of their soldiers on campaign (Thuc. 2.10, 3.15); and, at the time of
      the battle of Plataea, they reportedly sent out 5,000 Spartiate hoplites and a like number of hoplite soldiers from among
      the períoikoi – the free-subject population – of Laconia and Messenia; and this force they supplemented with a sizable body of nonhoplite
      auxiliaries drawn from among the helots – the servile population in Laconia and Messenia which tended Lacedaemon's farms (Hdt.
      9.10-11). Herein lies the rub. The mere existence of these helots posed a grave danger to Sparta.
     

     In 480 B.C., if Herodotus is reliable, Lacedaemon's servile population outnumbered its Spartan population by a ratio of seven
      to one or more (9.10.1, 29,1, 61.2). In the half century that followed, we have reason to believe that the population of Spartiates
      endowed with full political rights dwindled dramatically,11 and we have no grounds for supposing that the same can be said for the helots. To make matters worse, the helots of Messenia
      constituted a people in bondage. They were not comparable to the slaves of Athens: They were not drawn from a considerable
      array of peoples speaking a variety of languages, worshipping divers gods, and possessing no ground for solidarity apart from
      their common condition. Until the late eighth century, the Messenians appear to have been an independent – if perhaps not
      fully defined – community.12 Thereafter, they were a conquered people, reduced to servitude and forced to farm their ancestral land for a foreign occupier,
      and they knew it. They spoke a common language, a dialect of Dorian Greek; they worshipped the same gods; and they intermarried
      and reared families. They had grounds for mutual trust and, from time to time, as one would expect, they did revolt.13 We hear of no more than three such occasions, but the Spartans were notoriously secretive about internal matters (Thuc. 5.68.2),
      and there may well have been other revolts.14 The Messenian helots rose up in a dramatic fashion in the first half of the seventh century (Strabo 8.4.10). There is reason
      to believe that they did so once more on the eve of the battle of Marathon (Pl. Leg. 3.692d, 698d-e).15 And they did so, to devastating effect, in 465 B.C. On this last occasion, the Spartans and their allies in the Hellenic
      League were able to drive the rebels from the cultivated land in the lowlands of Messenia, but they failed in their attempts
      to extricate them forcibly from the mountainous region near Mt. Ithome, where the terrain was unsuitable for the hoplite phalanx
      – and, in the end, they had to negotiate a humiliating evacuation of their formerly servile foe (Thuc. 1.101.1-103.3).

     If the Spartans were a martial people, if they systematically indoctrinated their young in the city's traditions, if they
      encouraged a fierce xenophobia and taught their children loyalty, if they required young men to be physically fit and trained
      them in the martial arts, if they encouraged erotic attachments between men likely to fight in phalanx alongside one another,
      if the men of the city lived until an advanced age in barracks, ready to roll out of bed and fight at a moment's notice,16 it was because they had to do so. They could not fully trust the períoikoi, who deeply resented their rule and the arrogance the Spartans displayed (Xen. Hell. 3.3.6).17 And they confronted the fierce hatred of their subject population, which Aristotle (Pol. 1269b36-39) describes as a hostile force “continuously lying in wait for misfortune to strike,” as it did, for example, in 465 B.C. when
      an earthquake leveled the five villages constituting Lacedaemon proper and killed an untold number of Spartan women and men.18

     The same motive that made the Spartans warlike made them exceedingly reluctant to go to war and engage in battle. The Athenians
      were tolerably numerous. There is reason to suspect that their population may have grown in the wake of the Persian Wars,
      as the phóros contributed by those among their allies who chose not to contribute ships made it possible for poor Athenians to earn a living
      by serving in public office or rowing in the city's fleet.19 The Athenians could suffer a setback and remain confident they could recover. After all, they had done so in the past. In
      454 B.C., for example, in the midst of the First Peloponnesian War, when Athens first found itself engaged in a struggle against
      the Spartans and their Peloponnesian allies, the Athenians had lost approximately 250 ships and 50,000 citizen and allied
      rowers in a quixotic attempt to oust the Persians from Egypt. This blunder had cost the Athenians as much as one fifth of
      the city's adult male population, if not more.20 But, in short order, they sent out another fleet and inflicted on the resurgent Persians off Cypriot Salamis a devastating
      defeat (Thuc. 1.112.1-4), and it was in the wake of this battle that both sides thought it prudent to negotiate a peace, leaving
      the Athenian Empire intact; the cities of the Hellespont, the Anatolian coast, and the Aegean free from Persian control; and
      Athens unchallenged at sea in the northeastern Mediterranean, the Hellespont, and the Black Sea (Diod. 12.4.5-6; Plut. Cim. 13.4-6, Per. 20.1-2).21
The Spartans were not in a comparable position. Even more than the Israelis of our own time, they were highly sensitive to
      the loss of life. In Messenia and Laconia, they ruled by intimidation and, at the slightest provocation and sometimes without
      any overt provocation at all, they could be ruthless in the extreme.22 Their hold on their subject population was, as is always the case, more psychological than real. This they knew and they
      recognized that there would be serious trouble, possibly fatal to their city, should they ever display weakness in any fashion.
      If they were reluctant to embark on war, if they generally avoided decision by battle, it was because a single, shattering
      defeat might seal their fate. In the conduct of foreign policy, they were generally as prudent and patient as they were formidable
      when they actually fought. Thucydides is right at least in this: When they went to war in 431 B.C., the Lacedaemonians did
      so because they were genuinely persuaded they had no other choice. The elaborate skein of alliances that they had formed in
      the sixth century to bolster their security was in jeopardy (Thuc. 1.86, 88, 118.2) and their future well-being was at stake.
      This, as Thucydides goes to some lengths to make clear,23 they had good reason to believe.
     

    

    THE SPARTAN ALLIANCE

    
     The five villages in which the Spartans lived lay deep in the Eurotas Valley in a region called Laconia, which made up the
      southeastern fifth of the Peloponnesus. This region they controlled; and, as we have seen, by conquest, in the late eighth
      century, they came to control Messenia, the southwestern fifth of the Peloponnesus, as well. They profited from the fact that
      they were cut off from the outside world not only by a range of mountains that ran along the east coast of the Peloponnesus
      but by rough, mountainous terrain to the north of Laconia as well. In effect, the Spartan homeland was a fortress. In the
      absence of strife within Laconia itself, a modest number of men could make considerable trouble for an hostile army intent
      on entering that region through the passes to the north.
     
Geography posed one problem for the citizens of Lacedaemon, as the Spartan polity was called, and it was quite serious, indeed.
      Mt. Ithome to the west also cut the Spartans off from Messenia. The only safe route by which they could march an army into
      that district ran north from Laconia through the mountain passes exiting into southernmost Arcadia, then west through that
      upland region, and south again from the high plains and the rolling hills of southern Arcadia into the great fertile plain
      of Messenia itself. In the long run, if they were to hold Messenia, the Spartans had to control this route. To do so without
      fear of interference, they needed the help or at least the connivance of Tegea, the most important of the Arcadian cities
      immediately to the north. This they had presumably learned during the great Messenian revolt in the seventh century – when,
      for a time, the Arcadians had come to the aid of the rebels.24

     Initially, the Spartans sought to conquer Tegea outright; when this attempt foundered, they successfully sought to draw it
      into an alliance by force. This event, which appears to have taken place in the middle of the sixth century,25 meant in turn that the Spartans came to have an interest in the well-being of the Tegeans and in the political stability
      of that pólis, which could support Sparta properly only if it was properly supported in turn. This then led by an inexorable process to
      Lacedaemon's involvement farther afield. Eventually, the Spartans found they could subdue and draw into alliance the better
      part of the Peloponnesus if they championed the interests of the propertied classes and overturned the populist tyrannies
      that had sprung up in the seventh and sixth centuries B.C. within many of the cities there and elsewhere.26 In this fashion, step by step, the Spartans established their hegemony within the Peloponnesus as a whole,27 and this made it highly likely that, if the helots of Messenia or even those of Laconia were ever to rise up in rebellion,
      they would face the combined forces of what modern scholars call the Peloponnesian League, and the same claim could be made
      with regard to any power from outside the Peloponnesus which dared to go to war with Lacedaemon.

     Some years after the conclusion of Athens’ great struggle with Sparta, a Corinthian leader is said to have summed up Sparta's
      strategic position by comparing Lacedaemon to a mighty stream. “At their sources,” he noted, “rivers are not great and they
      are easily forded, but the farther on they go, the greater they get – for other rivers empty into them and make the current
      stronger.” So it is with the Spartans, he continued. “There, in the place where they emerge, they are alone; but as they continue
      and gather cities under their control, they become more numerous and harder to fight.” The prudent general, he concluded,
      will seek battle with the Spartans in or near Lacedaemon, where they are few in number and relatively weak (Xen. Hell. 4.2.11-12).
     

     On the part of Sparta's enemies, such a consummation was devoutly to be wished, but its accomplishment was, of course, easier
      said than done – for the Peloponnesian League was a considerable obstacle. As such, it was not, however, insuperable. In sustaining
      its hegemony within the Peloponnesus, Sparta encountered grave difficulties. In the course of constructing what perhaps should
      properly be called the Spartan alliance, Lacedaemon ousted Argos – which had also been allied with the Messenian rebels28 – from its traditional position of leadership within the Peloponnesus. To add injury to insult, the Spartans then seized
      from Argos for their own use a swatch of fertile territory, called Cynuria, which was located near the coast to the northeast
      of Laconia, southwest of the Argolid (Hdt. 1.82). This meant that the Argives, comprising a sizable community, were a brooding
      presence within the Peloponnesus, ever intent on overturning the existing order and on regaining their lost territory and
      their prestige. Once in a generation, almost like clockwork, they tended to launch a war against Lacedaemon.29
The second difficulty was twofold. To begin with, the cities within the Spartan alliance had their own particular interests,
      and they had territorial disputes with their neighbors, most of whom were also within the alliance. Their adherence to Lacedaemon
      limited their freedom of maneuver and, over time, this bred resentment – as, in alliances, it always does. Sometimes, their
      sense that they were being treated unjustly by their hegemon erupted into fury. At times, another development intensified
      this fury. The cities within the Spartan alliance tended to be oligarchies which excluded the great majority of citizens from
      political influence and control. Within nearly every city in Greece, there were tensions between rich and poor, and the Spartans
      had for understandable reasons sided with those like themselves: namely, the well-to-do. This guaranteed that a shift toward
      democracy within any of the allied cities would produce a government wary of, if not openly hostile to, Lacedaemon, a government
      beholden to poor men eager for the acquisition of adjacent land. It did not help that at some point, not long after the Persian
      Wars, Argos became a democracy,30 sympathetic, at least in some measure – so we must presume – to democracies elsewhere. The Spartans had long been afraid
      that the Argives and Arcadians would form an alliance with the Messenians of the sort that had existed for a time in the seventh
      century, if not also in later times.31 After the Persian Wars, the Spartans had all the more reason to be afraid.
     

     In short, the Spartan alliance was fragile. Concerning events within the Peloponnesus, we are by no means well informed. We
      possess no ancient history written about Sparta or the region as a whole. We learn about incidents only in passing and generally
      by accident. Now and again, however, there is tantalizing evidence, suggesting that in the fifth century something was amiss
      within the Spartan alliance. On the eve of the battle of Marathon in 490 B.C., for example, we have good reason to believe
      that all of Arcadia was disaffected (Hdt. 6.74). Moreover, the Tegeans in particular appear to have been at odds with the
      Spartans shortly before the battle of Plataea (9.37-38), and they appear to have been so some years thereafter as well (6.72).
      The contingents from Mantineia and Elis, two of the principal cities within the Spartan alliance, showed up too late for the
      battle of Plataea in 479 B.C. For their tardiness, there can have been no excuse, as the Spartans knew all too well. The campaign
      was well planned; the Mantineians and the Eleans were forewarned; and it says a great deal about the fury of the Lacedaemonians
      that in the aftermath, the ruling order in both communities thought it prudent to banish the generals who had been in charge
      (9.77).32
There is also scattered evidence indicating that at some point between the battle of Plataea in 479 B.C. and the helot revolt
      in 465 B.C., almost certainly in the early 460s, the Spartans had to fight two pitched battles – one at Tegea against the
      Tegeans and the Argives, another at Dipaea against all the Arcadians except the Mantineians.33 Moreover, there is reason to wonder whether the Eleans may not have been involved as well.34 Had this struggle coincided with the earthquake and helot revolt of 465 B.C., or had it followed hard on that cataclysm,
      especially if the Athenians had also taken advantage of Lacedaemon's moment of weakness and distress, the Spartans might well
      have found themselves driven from Messenia and reduced to the fastness of Laconia35 – as, in fact, they were not much more than a century thereafter. Then, the Thebans defeated them in the Peloponnesus at
      Mantineia, liberated the helots of Messenia, built a capital for them on the slopes of Mt. Ithome, and established Megalopolis
      in southern Arcadia as an obstacle athwart the road leading from Laconia to Messenia.36

     There was one additional difficulty, which emerged in the wake of the First Peloponnesian War, a struggle that took place
      between 461 and 451 B.C. and then flickered into existence for a brief moment five years thereafter. Sparta's most powerful
      Peloponnesian ally, the city within its alliance that was always the most independent, was Corinth – and, in the wake of this
      war, the Corinthians were left at their wit's end.
     

    

    THE CORINTHIAN CONUNDRUM

    
     Corinth occupied a position of great strategic significance on the isthmus at the entrance to the Peloponnesus that separated
      the Corinthian Gulf from the Saronic Gulf. Its central location athwart the trade routes and the fact that it possessed in
      the Acrocorinth an impregnable fortress gave it great influence. Prior to the Persian Wars, it was a great power in its own
      right, fielding the largest navy in Greece and maintaining exceptionally close relations with a commonwealth of independent
      colonies that it had scattered along the trade route to Italy in the west as well as in Thrace to the east.37 In those years, on the rare occasions in which an over-ambitious Spartan king sought to extend Spartan hegemony beyond the Peloponnesus, Corinth was perfectly capable of inducing Sparta's allies to refuse cooperation.
      There was even a moment in the late sixth century B.C. when Athens itself owed its independence to truculence and obstinacy
      on the part of Lacedaemon's Corinthian ally (5.74-77, 90-93).38

     In the aftermath of the Persian Wars, Athens quickly came to overshadow Corinth, and though there is reason to suspect that
      the assertiveness of the Athenians during the war made the Corinthians nervous from the outset (8.43-44, 59-63, 74-78, 94),39 there is little indication of outright hostility on their part.40 Corinth was, after all, a commercial power, far more interested in trade than it was in war. Moreover, for the most part,
      it looked to the west. Nearly all of its colonies lay beyond the aptly named Corinthian Gulf, along the coast of the Ionian
      Sea, or in Sicily; and, in this region, the Athenians played no special role. For Corinth, however, the First Peloponnesian
      War marked a great change.
     

     This war began, as we have seen, in 461 B.C., some thirty years before the long and bitter struggle depicted by Thucydides.
      The desultory conflict that erupted between Sparta and Athens that year resulted from a long-festering territorial dispute
      between Corinth and its neighbor Megara, from Corinth's seizure of the district in dispute, and from the refusal of the Spartans
      to come to Megara's defense. In fury, the Megarians turned to Athens, which came to their aid, fortified the mountain passes
      leading to the Isthmus of Corinth, and built long walls to link the town of Megara to Nisaea, Megara's port on the Saronic
      Gulf (Thuc. 1.103.4).41 When Corinth appealed to Sparta for help, the Spartans declared war but, in the struggle that followed, they proved feckless
      in the extreme. The hoplites of the Spartan alliance were unable to make their way through the mountain passes in the Megarid
      the Athenians had fortified; and, apart from Corinth and Aegina early in the war (1.105.1-2), the cities in that alliance
      made no known effort to confront Athens on the sea.
     

     Moreover, in the interim, when the Spartans agreed to evacuate the rebellious Messenians occupying Mt. Ithome, the Athenians
      settled them at Naupactus near the mouth of the Corinthian Gulf, within sight of the narrowest point in that lengthy body
      of water (1.103.1-3). Although we do know that the Corinthian losses were considerable on both sea and land (1.105-106; Lys.
      2.49-53), we are otherwise exceedingly ill informed concerning the conduct of this war. In particular, we are not expressly
      told whether the Athenians parked a fleet in Naupactus and conducted from there a blockade of Corinthian trade. We are not expressly told whether
      the Athenians used Pegae, Megara's port on the Corinthian Gulf, to similar effect; and nothing is said in the meager sources
      to suggest that a similar blockade was mounted from Salamis in the Saronic Gulf. But given that, almost from the outset, the
      Athenians used Naupactus and Salamis in such a fashion during the later war described in such fine detail by Thucydides (Thuc.
      2.69.1, 93.4), it is reasonable to suppose that they did so earlier as well, and we do know that they kept a fleet in Pegae
      during the First Peloponnesian War (1.103.4, 107.3, 111.2). The Athenians were not lacking in strategic imagination and enterprise.42

     Most of the ancient cities were farming communities, based on agriculture and little else.43 Corinth was, as we have seen, an exception to the rule.44 Within this pólis, there were some landholders, to be sure, and agriculture and animal husbandry were not unknown. But the territory of the
      city was quite small, and most of what its citizens consumed had to be imported from abroad. Its wealth – even in Homer's
      day, Corinth was famous for its wealth – rested almost entirely on trade. Unless merchants intent on transporting goods between
      the Black Sea and the Aegean, on the one hand, and the central and western Mediterranean, on the other, were prepared to risk
      everything by circumnavigating the Peloponnesus and rounding the notoriously dangerous Cape Malea, they had to unload their
      cargoes at Corinth and sell them on the spot or arrange for them to be carted across the isthmus to another ship – or, if
      their vessels were small, they had the option of paying to have them moved across the dragway linking the Saronic and Corinthian
      Gulfs. On all such trade, the Corinthians exacted a toll, and the merchants of Corinth were themselves in an ideal position
      to operate as middlemen, which they did. The Corinthians profited as well from providing for the needs of the sailors and
      merchants who passed through the town: The city was renowned not only for the work done by its artisans45 but also for the quality and number of its prostitutes.
     

     The long period of blockade – if, as seems likely, there was one – and the years of terrible hardship associated with it would
      help explain why in the late 430s the Corinthians should display such bitterness – against the Athenians, whose benefactors
      they once had been,46 and against the Spartans, who had done next to nothing in their defense. The elaborate comparison made of these two peoples in the remarkable
      passage that I have quoted at length from Thucydides’ history tells the tale, as does their reckless conduct on the eve of
      the Peloponnesian War.

     There is reason to believe that in the period following the First Peloponnesian War, the Corinthians did everything in their
      power to improve their strategic position within the Corinthian Gulf and along the ancient trade route stretching from its
      mouth north past the island of Corcyra to Epidamnus in what is now Albania, then across the Ionian Gulf to the heel of Italy's
      boot and on to Sicily.47 There were two obstacles to their success. Megara revolted against the Athenians in 446 B.C., slaughtered the Athenian garrison,
      and returned to the Spartan alliance; however, when the Thirty Years Peace was signed, Athens’ allies the Messenian émigrés
      retained control of Naupactus. Moreover, to the north and west, another power of some considerable importance – Corinth's
      renegade colony Corcyra – maintained itself in splendid isolation, fielding the second largest fleet in Hellas, treating its
      metropolis with an infuriating disdain, and refusing to be party to any of the quarrels that affected the Greeks (1.13.2-4,
      25.3-4, 38.1-3). If Corinth was once again to be secure, if it was not to be a pawn in the rivalry between Athens and Sparta,
      it would have to reassert itself, build up its fleet, and, by diplomacy or war, regain control of its lifeline to the west.
     

     In 436 or early 435, a fateful opportunity presented itself. Civil strife, the bane of nearly all Greek cities, had erupted
      at Epidamnus, and the democratic party, which controlled the city, found itself besieged by the Epidamnian oligarchs and their
      allies among the Illyrians. For help, they had turned to their mother city Corcyra, a democracy. In keeping with their customary
      policy, the Corcyraeans, who had earned notoriety by failing to aid the Greeks against the Persians in 480 B.C. (Hdt. 7.168),
      spurned their colonists’ appeal (Thuc. 1.24.3-7). In desperation, the Epidamnian democrats then sent an embassy to the oracle
      at Delphi, hoping that it would sanction an appeal on their part to Corinth, which, as it happens, was at this time an oligarchy.
      Centuries before, when relations with Corcyra had been everything they were supposed to be, in accordance with their custom,
      the Corinthians had appointed a founder (oikist[image: ]s) to lead colonists drawn from among the citizens of Corcyra to the place chosen for the establishment of Epidamnus on the Illyrian shore. This provided
      the Epidamnian democrats with the requisite excuse; the oracle, when asked, opined that their city was, in fact, a Corinthian
      colony; and the Corinthians leapt at the opportunity they were then offered (1.24.1-2, 25.1-3, 26.1).48

     With little delay, they dispatched colonists drawn from among their citizens and those of their allies to join with the Epidamnian
      democrats in refounding the city, knowing full well that, in doing so, they might become embroiled with Corcyra, as they had
      been on occasion in the past (Hdt. 3.48, 54; Thuc. 1.13.2-4), for the Corcyraeans would certainly not welcome direct Corinthian
      intervention in their immediate neighborhood. In this regard, the fears of the Corinthians were fully realized, for the Corcyraeans
      responded by accepting an appeal for support from the exiled Epidamnian oligarchs and their Illyrian allies and by initiating
      a siege of the city by both land and sea (1.26). The Corinthians then began to equip a relief force and, to this end, they
      drew material support from nearly all of their Peloponnesian allies – apart, that is, from Sicyon, Sparta, and the landlocked
      Arcadian cities of Tegea and Mantineia (1.27). At this point, the Corcyraeans blinked. They sent an embassy to Sparta and
      Sicyon and, with the encouragement and support of these two cities, approached the Corinthians. At first, they demanded that
      the latter abandon Epidamnus as no concern of theirs (1.28.1) and then they suggested that, if this was unacceptable, the
      oracle at Delphi or one or more of the cities in the Peloponnesus as agreed upon by both parties arbitrate the dispute (1.28.2).
      In effect, in suggesting that powers allied with Corinth or an oracle that had already sanctioned Corinth's intervention at
      Epidamnus arbitrate, the Corcyraeans were offering to surrender if the Corinthians were willing to allow them to save face.
      In the process, they warned the Corinthians that, if they had to do so, they would seek help elsewhere (1.28.3). When the
      Corinthians replied that no such discussions could take place until and unless the Corcyraeans lifted the siege, the latter
      offered a series of alternatives: They would withdraw their forces if the Corinthians were willing to do the same; the struggle
      could continue while arbitration was under way; or there could be an armistice and arbitration (1.28.4-5).49

     It is easy to see why the Spartans sent ambassadors to support the Corcyraeans. They recognized that, if the Corcyraeans were
      driven to seek help from the Athenians and succeeded in securing it, they might become embroiled in the dispute themselves.
      When the Corinthians refused to let the Corcyraeans gracefully back down, at least some of those in authority at Lacedaemon
      must have thought the situation dire.
     
The conduct of the Corinthians is explicable only in terms of bitterness and ire. The Corcyraeans had been a thorn in their
      side for more than two centuries (Hdt. 3.48-53, 7.168; Thuc. 1.13.2-4). This was certainly a part of the story. More important
      was the fact that, if the Corinthians annihilated the Corcyraean fleet and seized the island, especially if they managed to
      secure Epidamnus in the bargain, they would have in hand the resources necessary to confine or eliminate the Messenians at
      Naupactus and to reestablish their own hegemony in the Corinthian Gulf and the Ionian Sea along the trade route between Greece
      and Italy. It was a gamble, but – given what they had been through during the First Peloponnesian War – the risk was worth
      taking. Or so it must have seemed at the time.
     

     Had the fleet dispatched by Corinth and its allies defeated the Corcyraeans at Leukimne in 435 B.C., they probably would have
      won the game. But they lost that battle. Epidamnus fell to the Corcyraeans and their allies (1.29-30); and when the Corinthians
      responded by mounting a supreme effort to build a great armada capable of reversing the decision at Leukimne (1.31.1), the
      Corcyraeans made good on their threat. They turned to Athens, and the Athenians were drawn in. The latter had no interest
      in the quarrel; they owed Corcyra nothing; and, when faced with the facts, they initially evidenced great reluctance. But
      they could not stand idly by while the city fielding the third largest fleet in Hellas conquered the city fielding its second
      largest fleet – not, at least, if they were given an opportunity to prevent this from happening. Corinth's bold venture threatened
      the naval balance of power and did so in a manner they could not tolerate. To such a possibility, the Athenians, who depended
      for their nourishment on grain imported by sea from the Crimea, could not be indifferent, and so they made a defensive alliance
      with the Corcyraeans and sent to Corcyra a flotilla (1.31.2-45.1).50 Had the Corcyraeans proved victorious at Sybota in 433 B.C. without Athenian help, the diplomatic crisis looming on the horizon
      might have been averted. But it took Athenian intervention to save the Corcyraeans,51 and this left the Corinthians not only frustrated but deeply enraged. At this point, they appealed to Lacedaemon, threatening
      ominously that, if the Spartans failed to come to their defense, they would do what the Corcyraeans had done. They would look
      elsewhere for help – and they would take other members of the Spartan alliance with them. So they said (1.71.4-7).
     

     It is unclear what the Corinthians meant. There were, in fact, only two possibilities, and it is not plausible to suppose
      that either would have conferred on them the naval hegemony they had quite recently with such vigor sought. In the Peloponnesus, there was Argos, the only power mentioned by the scholiast who glossed this passage; and, abroad,
      there was Athens. Argos lacked the wherewithal to aid Corinth in this fashion, and Athens was not about to sponsor the emergence
      of another great naval power. Either way, however, the Corinthians would have disburdened themselves of Sparta, and this was
      surely the point.
     

     Corinth's suffering derived from its close relationship with Lacedaemon. When Athens accepted Megara into alliance in 461
      B.C., it did not do so out of any particular solicitude for the welfare of the Megarians. Nor was it acting out of hostility
      to Corinth. Its aim was to guarantee its own security by bottling up the Spartans and their Peloponnesian allies within the
      Peloponnesus. Its larger purpose may have been to disrupt and dismantle the Spartan alliance. In any case, if Corinth abandoned
      Sparta for Argos or Athens, it would not regain thereby the standing it had once possessed, but it would gain this: No one
      with the ability to cause it trouble would have any particular interest in interfering with its trade.
     

     Of course, the Corinthians were not especially eager to be confined to the status of a wealthy, commercial backwater. For
      this reason, they pressed the Spartans, and they pressed them hard. The Athenians made their task of persuasion considerably
      easier when, at some point not long after negotiating the alliance with Corcyra,52 they passed a decree barring the Megarians from trading in the markets at Athens and in its empire and from entering the
      ports belonging to the cities in the Delian League (1.67.4; Plut. Per. 29.4-30.2). The so-called Megarian Decree was occasioned by a minor territorial dispute that pitted Megara against Athens
      and by the fact that the Megarians had begun giving refuge to slaves that had run away from Athens (Thuc. 1.139.2; Plut. Per. 30.1-2), but there was almost certainly another motive as well.53 Of the members of the Spartan alliance nestled along the Saronic Gulf within the immediate vicinity of Athens, Epidaurus,
      Hermione, Troezen, and Megara had sent ships to join the Corinthian fleet that had fought at Leukimne (Thuc. 1.27.2). Only
      one of these cities opted to send ships to Sybota as well (1.46). It was against this city that Athens passed the Megarian
      Decree.54

    
PERICLES’ CALCULATED RISK

    
     On the face of it, the conduct of Athens would appear to be consistent with the hypothesis that Pericles, who was firmly in
      control of the direction of policy, had come to see the wisdom of the grand strategy pursued in the late 470s and most of
      the 460s by his rival Cimon. When the Corcyraeans appeared before the assembly at Athens, the Athenians at first rejected
      their pleas. Only after sleeping on the matter, at a second assembly the next day, did they agree to make an alliance with
      Corcyra; and, apparently at Pericles’ suggestion (Plut. Per. 29.1), they stipulated that it be a defensive alliance only (Thuc. 1.44.1). Moreover, when they sent a fleet to support the
      Corcyraeans, it was a tiny flotilla of ten ships only, commanded by the próxenos of the Spartans at Athens, a son of Cimon, who tellingly bore the name Lacedaemonius. His instructions were to enter the
      battle only if the Corcyraeans were on the verge of defeat (1.45; Plut. Per. 29), and it appears to have been only as an afterthought that the Athenians pressed Pericles to dispatch twenty additional
      ships to reinforce Lacedaemonius’ ten (Thuc. 1.50.5; Plut. Per. 29.3).55 All of this was clearly intended as a signal to Sparta that Athens had no desire for war. All of it was aimed at pinning
      responsibility for the battle to come, and the troubles that might follow, on Corinth alone.
     

     In the aftermath of Sybota, the Athenians followed the same course. They could argue, and argue they did, that nothing that
      they had done involved a breach of the Thirty Years’ Peace. That agreement specified that neutral powers, such as Corcyra,
      could be accepted into either alliance (Thuc. 1.35.1-2). Nowhere did it stipulate that one could not cut off all contact with
      a member of the opposing league (1.144.2).56 In any case, they insisted, there was provision within the treaty for the peaceful settlement of disputes, which were supposed
      to be submitted to arbitration (1.78.4, 144.2). Everything that the Athenians said was clearly aimed at putting the onus on
      Lacedaemon.
     

     It need not, however, have been Pericles’ intention that the dual hegemony be sustained. Athenian conduct admits of another
      quite different interpretation, and this interpretation jibes far better with the passage of the Megarian Decree and with
      Pericles’ adamant refusal – in the face of a suggestion on the part of Sparta's ambassadors that such a gesture would be sufficient
      for the avoidance of war – to even consider that measure's repeal (1.139.1-2, 140.2-5, 144.2, 145).57 To make sense of this possibility, we must situate Pericles within a foreign-policy tradition.
     
The founder of this tradition was Themistocles. He it was who persuaded the Athenians, well in advance of Xerxes’ great expedition,
      that they needed to build the great navy that he then deployed against the Mede at the battle of Salamis (Hdt. 7.143-44; Thuc.
      1.14.3; [Arist.] Ath. Pol. 22.7; Plut. Them. 4). He it was who subsequently tricked the Persians into fighting in unfavorable circumstances in the bay about that island
      (Hdt. 8.40-97). He was also the man who advised his compatriots soon after the Persians were driven from Greece that, in the
      altered situation, the real danger to Athens came from Lacedaemon (Cic. Off. 3.11.49; Plut. Them. 20, Arist. 22.2-4); and on an embassy sent to Lacedaemon in the immediate wake of the Persian withdrawal, he capitalized on the extraordinary
      prestige that he had gained at Salamis (Hdt. 8.124) to put off the Spartans, who objected to anyone north of the isthmus rebuilding
      their walls, until the Athenians, working day and night, had managed to do just that (Thuc. 1.89.3-91.7).
     

     Here is what Thucydides has to say about Themistocles on the occasion in which he remarks on the Athenian statesman's death:
      
      
       
        Themistocles was a man who in a fashion quite reliable displayed strength of nature, and in this regard he was outstanding
         and worthy of greater admiration than anyone else. By his own native intelligence (oikeía xúnesis), without the help of study before or after, he was at once the best judge (krátistos gn[image: ]m[image: ]n) in matters, admitting of little deliberation, which require settlement on the spot, and the best predictor (áristos eikast[image: ]s) of things to come across the broadest expanse. What he had in hand he could also explain; what lay beyond his experience
         he did not lack the capacity adequately to judge. In a future as yet obscure he could in a pre-eminent fashion foresee both
         better and worse. In short, by the power of his nature, when there was little time to take thought, this man surpassed all
         others in the faculty of improvising what the situation required (krátistos…autoschediázein tà déonta)
        

        (1.138.3).58

       

      
Of no one else did Thucydides speak with comparable awe. Indeed, the only other individual he singled out for even remotely
      comparable praise was Pericles, of whom he wrote,
      
      
       
        As long as he presided over the city in time of peace, he led it in a measured manner (metrí[image: ]s) and in safety; and in his time it was at its greatest. When the war broke out, in this also he appears to have foreknown
         the city's power. He lived on thereafter for two years and six months; and, when he died, his foreknowledge with regard to
         the war (pronoía…es tòn polémon) became still more evident. For he told them that they would prevail if they remained at rest and looked after the fleet
         and if, during the war, they made no attempt to extend their dominion and refrained from placing the city at risk. What they
         did was the contrary in all regards, governing themselves and their allies, even in matters seemingly extraneous to the war, with an eye to private ambitions and private profit in a manner quite harmful, pursuing policies
         whose success would be to the honor and advantage of private individuals, and whose failure brought harm to the city in the
         war. The cause was that Pericles – as a consequence of his standing, his understanding, and the fact that he was clearly impervious
         to bribes59 – held (kateîche) the multitude under his control in the manner of a free man (eleuthér[image: ]s) – in short, he led them instead of being led by them; for, since he never came into the possession of power by improper
         means, he never had to go out of his way to please them in speech, but enjoyed so high an estimation that he could get away
         with contradicting them even to the point of angering them. Whenever he perceived that they were in an untimely manner emboldened
         to the point of insolence (húbris), by speaking, he reduced them to fear; on the other contrary, if they fell without reason (alóg[image: ]s) victim to fear, he could restore in them again their confidence. What was, in name, a democracy was, in fact, rule by the
         first man. Those who came later were more on an equal plane with one another, and each desiring to be first, they sought to
         please the people and to them handed over public affairs. In consequence, as tends to happen in a great city also possessed
         of an empire, they blundered in many regards
        

        (2.65.5-11).

       

      
If we compare the two passages, we can infer from Thucydides’ silences what we know from other sources: that Themistocles
      was not as “clearly impervious to bribes” as was Pericles,60 that he never possessed the standing at Athens and the trust that Pericles eventually secured for himself, and that the foresight
      possessed by the latter was less a matter of “native intelligence” than something learned by experience. If Pericles told
      the Athenians “that they would prevail if they remained at rest and looked after the fleet and if, during the war, they made
      no attempt to extend their dominion and refrained from placing the city at risk,” it was presumably because he had been Athens’
      leader in the midst of the First Peloponnesian War when the Athenians had dispatched 250 ships to Egypt on an ill-fated mission
      to help wrest the Nile Valley from Persian control and because he had learned something about the dangers associated with
      overreaching from having to cope with the fallout from that catastrophic campaign.
     

     It is difficult to believe that Thucydides would have praised those two men in such a fashion had they held radically different
      opinions regarding the dangers faced by Athens and the foreign policy proper to it. They had, we know, a great deal in common.
      Themistocles appears to have been at odds with Pericles’ father Xanthippus in the 480s, and he was almost certainly responsible for the man's ostracism in 484 B.C.61 But when the great crisis came and Xerxes began making his way toward Hellas with a great army and fleet, Themistocles sponsored
      the recall from temporary exile of some of those whose ostracism he had himself procured, and he is known to have worked closely
      with both Xanthippus and Aristeides in 480 and 479 B.C.62 Eight or nine years thereafter, Themistocles was himself ostracized in the course of a struggle with Cimon that turned on
      the question of the posture that Athens should adopt toward Sparta.63 There is reason to think that the young Pericles may have been among Themistocles’ supporters at the time. His future associate,
      Ephialtes, appears to have been allied with Themistocles in the 470s.64 It was with Pericles’ help that Ephialtes subsequently secured Cimon's ostracism in 461 B.C.,65 and Pericles was almost certainly a proponent of allying with Argos (1.102.4), of settling the Messenians at Naupactus (1.103.1-3),
      of making an alliance with Megara (1.103.4), and of the war with Sparta that followed. Moreover, earlier in 472 B.C., shortly
      before Themistocles was ostracized, at a time in which the political dispute between Themistocles and Cimon was at its height,
      Pericles served as the chor[image: ]gos for the production at a public festival of a play by Aeschylus that had as its focus Persia's defeat at the battle of Salamis
      and that the Athenians could plausibly have interpreted as propaganda written on Themistocles’ behalf.66 That Pericles was Themistocles’ disciple seems likely; that he was his successor is abundantly clear.

     If this is so, it would make sense of Pericles’ decision to abandon Cimon's ongoing war against Persia and to send Cimon's
      brother-in-law Callias to negotiate the peace he reached with the Great King in 449 B.C.67 Once Persia was driven from the Aegean, Themistocles had believed, it ought not to be the primary focus of Athenian fears
      and concerns (Cic. Off. 3.11.49; Plut. Them. 20, Arist. 22.2-4). This presumption would also make sense of Pericles’ conduct on the eve of the Archidamian War. When Themistocles
      was ostracized, Thucydides tells us, he withdrew from Athens to Argos, and from there he traveled within the Peloponnesus (Thuc. 1.135.3). We do not know precisely where he went and why, and we do
      not know what he said and did – but we can guess. In or shortly before 465 B.C., the Spartans sent an embassy to Athens to
      bring charges of Medism against Themistocles, shortly after they had caught Pausanias – the disaffected Spartan regent who
      had won the battle of Plataea – conspiring with the helots (1.128.1-138.2). All of this appears to have taken place not long
      after the Argives, Mantineians, and Tegeans had taken up arms against the Lacedaemonians.68 We cannot be certain that Themistocles bore any responsibility for the difficulties that the Spartans encountered within
      the Peloponnesus in these years. Nor can we be fully confident that Themistocles was cooking up something with the disaffected
      regent Pausanias, as the Spartans charged. But no one closely familiar with the machinations he engaged in during the Persian
      Wars would find it surprising that he should do such a thing.69 The man was a fox.

     In any case, events in this period revealed the fragility of the Spartan alliance; they indicated the location of Lacedaemon's
      Achilles heel; and they raised the possibility that someone in the future might put together a coalition fatal to Sparta,
      involving the Athenians, the Argives, and various disaffected Spartan allies. This is surely what the Athenians were up to
      when, after ostracizing Cimon, they made an alliance with Argos and, soon thereafter, Megara, knowing full well that this
      encroachment on the Spartan alliance meant war with Lacedaemon; and it explains why they settled the Messenian exiles at Naupactus;
      why they made an alliance with Achaea on the Peloponnesian shore opposite that town; and why, in the course of the war, they
      pried Troezen loose from the Peloponnesian League (1.115.1). That, in the wake of the debacle in Egypt, Athens’ leader Pericles
      had to reverse course, arrange for Cimon's recall (Plut. Cim. 17.4-6, Per. 10; Nepos Cim. 3.3), and support him in negotiating a five-year truce with Sparta (Thuc. 1.112.1; Diod. 11.86; Plut. Cim. 18.1, Per. 10.4); that, in 446 B.C., when the Megarians rebelled and massacred the city's Athenian garrison, when the Boeotians and the Chalcidians on the island of Euboea revolted, and the Spartans with their Peloponnesian allies
      marched into Attica, Pericles negotiated the Thirty Years Peace (Thuc. 1.114.1-115.1; Diod. 12.5-7; Plut. Per. 22-23)70 – these developments tell us a great deal about the straits in which the Athenians then found themselves, but they say nothing
      that would prove a change in overall attitude on Pericles’ part with regard to Lacedaemon. That Pericles had learned that
      it is unwise to fight a two-front war is perfectly clear. That he came to think of Athens as a saturated power is not.

     In fact, if we are to judge his attitude from what he said to the Athenians in the three speeches that Thucydides records,
      he thought the opposite. He warned them to be cautious, to be sure, and he specifically warned them not to attempt to add
      to their empire until the war with Sparta was won (Thuc. 1.144.1). He had not forgotten the disaster in Egypt; no one in his generation could. But he evidently thought that
      an expansion of the empire might properly follow a victory over Sparta. This, in fact, he clearly implied. He told the Athenians
      that they were masters of the sea, and he held up before them an image of glory and grandeur. Pericles’ Athens was, by his
      own admission, a tyrant polis – the unwanted mistress of a great empire (2.63.2), but this did not bother him at all. “We inspire wonder now,” he observed,
      “and we shall in the future. We have need neither for the panegyrics of a Homer nor for the praises of anyone to whose conjecture
      of events the truth will do harm. For we have forced every sea and every land to give access to our daring; and we have in
      all places established everlasting memorials of evils [inflicted on enemies] and of good [done to friends]” (2.41.4). Moreover,
      in the last speech that he delivered to the Athenians before his death, Pericles encouraged them to dream of a universal dominion
      over the sea, extending well beyond the bounds of the empire they currently held (2.62); and, at that time, he exhorted them:
      
      
       
        Remember that this city has the greatest name among all mankind because she has never yielded to adversity, but has spent
         more lives in war and has endured severer hardships than any other city. She has held the greatest power known to men up to
         our time, and the memory of her power will be laid up forever for those who come after. Even if we now have to yield (since
         all things that grow also decay), the memory shall remain that, of all the Greeks, we held sway over the greatest number of
         Hellenes; that we stood against our foes, both when they were united and when each was alone, in the greatest wars; and that
         we inhabited a city wealthier and greater than all.…The splendor of the present is the glory of the future laid up as a memory
         for all time. Take possession of both, zealously choosing honor for the future and avoiding disgrace in the present
        

        (2.64.3-6).

       

      
Such is not the outlook that one would be inclined to encourage in the citizenry of what one regarded as a saturated power.
      It was in Pericles’ heyday that Athens dispatched colonies to Thurii on the boot of Italy (Diod. 12.7, 11-12; Plut. Mor. 835c; Strabo 6.1.13),71 to Brea on the Thermaic Gulf,72 and to Amphipolis at a strategic crossroads in Thrace (Thuc. 4.102.1-3); he it was who led an Athenian armada to circumnavigate
      the Black Sea and display to citizen and foreigner alike the greatness of Athenian arms (Plut. Per. 20.1) – and all of this he did not before, but after, negotiating the Thirty Years’ Peace.73

     There was, moreover, good reason for Pericles and his countrymen to regard the Spartans with dislike and distrust. At the
      end of the 460s, the Athenians lost confidence in Cimon and in his policy and turned to Ephialtes and Pericles for two reasons.
      In 462 B.C., some three years after the great helot revolt of 465, the Spartans sent an embassy to ask for Athenian help.
      The Spartans had little experience with storming walled places and the Athenians had a great deal. The rebel helots had holed
      up on Mt. Ithome, and the Spartans had been unable to dislodge them from the fortifications they had cobbled together. Cimon
      persuaded the Athenians to send an expeditionary force to Messenia to aid the Lacedaemonians, but the latter, disturbed by
      grumbling on the part of some of the Athenians and fearful that they would side with the helots, soon sent it back in disgrace
      (Thuc. 1.102; Plut. Cim. 16.8-17.4; Diod. 11.63.2-3, 64.2-3). It was, moreover, that same year that the Athenians captured Thasos, which had revolted
      from their alliance in 465 B.C.
     

     It was presumably its surrender that occasioned their learning that, shortly before the helot revolt, the authorities at Sparta
      had promised the prospective rebels Lacedaemonian aid (Thuc. 1.100.2-101.3). Cimon's ostracism, Athens’ alliance with Argos,
      the settlement of the Messenians at Naupactus, and the Athenian decision to accept Megara into its alliance in 461/60 were
      the immediate consequence of this turn of events. Any wishful thinking that Pericles and his fellow Athenians may have engaged
      in after 446 B.C. and the commencement of the Thirty Years Peace was shattered six years later, at the time that Samos and Byzantium revolted from the Delian League (1.115-17), when the Spartans called a meeting of the
      Peloponnesian League and tried to persuade Corinth and their other allies that they should send a fleet to aid Athens’ rebellious
      allies.74

     The evidence suggests a certain consistency on the part of the Spartans. They were timid and hesitant, but they were also
      profoundly uncomfortable with the reality of Athenian power; and when the Athenians were in distress, they could be expected
      to make at least a halting attempt to take advantage.75 Thucydides reports that, when the Corcyraeans came to Athens seeking help, they argued that conflict with Sparta was nigh
      (1.33.3) and described the Athenians as “anxiously scanning the horizon that you may be in readiness for the outbreak of the
      war that is all but upon you” (1.36.1). He indicates soon thereafter that, in depicting his compatriots, the Corcyraeans were
      right: The Athenians regarded “the coming of the Peloponnesian War” as “merely a question of time” (1.44.2). That they should
      have thought otherwise would have been decidedly odd. As Pericles stated it in spring 431 B.C., on the eve of the war, “It
      was clear before that Sparta was conspiring against us; it is even clearer now” (1.140.2, emphasis added).76

     In judging Athens’ conduct on the eve of the Archidamian War, we have to be open to the likelihood that, like Thucydides himself,
      Pericles regarded war with Sparta as inevitable in the long run, that he did not believe that peaceful coexistence could be
      more than a temporary expedient, and that he hoped, therefore, to be able to fight the upcoming war at a time when the terms
      on which it would be fought would be highly favorable to a decisive victory on Athens’ part. In short, we have to be open
      to the possibility that Pericles’ ultimate aim was Sparta's demise, that his immediate aim was the dismemberment of the Peloponnesian
      League, and that in the mid to late 430s, the means he adopted for achieving these aims were indirect and quite circumspect.
     

     Everything that Pericles did in those years was aimed at strengthening Athens while depriving the Spartans of any genuinely
      plausible justification for going to war. This much is clear. But, by the same token, everything he did appears to have been calculated also with an eye to enraging the Corinthians. For both purposes, the alliance with Corcyra
      and Athens’ conduct at Sybota could not have been more finely calibrated. Technically, neither the alliance nor Athens’ fulfillment
      of its terms was a breach of the Thirty Years Peace (1.35.1-2). Moreover, one could plausibly argue, as the Corcyraeans did
      argue (1.32-36), that the Athenians had no alternative. The Corinthians were certainly behaving recklessly. But, given their
      bitter experience in the First Peloponnesian War, on their recklessness and fury in these circumstances one could bank – especially
      if, at the same time, one skillfully raised the Megarian question. This was a sore subject for both Corinth and Sparta. Athens’
      occupation of Megara in the period stretching from 461 to 446 B.C. had been a disaster for Corinth and a humiliation for Lacedaemon.
      Pericles had brilliantly designed the Megarian Decree. Technically, it was not a breach of the Thirty Years Peace. But it
      put the Megarians, who depended for their welfare to a considerable degree on trade to the east, in a terrible bind. It heightened
      the anxiety of the Corinthians by reinforcing their sense that they were beleaguered, and it caused them to fear that, if
      the Spartans stood idly by while the Megarians faced deprivation and possibly starvation as well (Ar. Ach. 495-556, 729-64, Pax 246-49, 605-14), the Megarians themselves would once again leave the Spartan alliance and join the Athenians. It is difficult
      to believe that Pericles had no notion of what he was doing when he induced the Athenian assembly to pass the Megarian Decree;
      and, even if at that time he had not a clue, he surely recognized its significance when the Spartan ambassadors told the Athenians
      that they might avoid war if they repealed the decree (Thuc. 1.139.1-2).

     In the end, if this account is correct, Pericles got exactly what he wanted: a war that Sparta lacked the resources to win,
      a war for which Sparta was technically at fault, a war which the Spartans would later regret and for which that superstitious
      people would blame themselves when they found themselves in duress – in short, a war that would end in a peace, humiliating
      for Sparta, that would virtually guarantee the disintegration of the Spartan alliance. For when the war was over and nothing
      had been done to satisfy Corinth, that power was bound to bolt as, in fact, it had threatened to do; and where the Corinthians
      went, as they had predicted and everyone understood, others would follow. The key to understanding what Pericles had in mind
      is that he had a grand strategy,77 and that the Spartans had none.78

    
GRAND STRATEGY

    
     Of course, the Spartans were initially unaware they lacked a strategy. Archidamus, the well-informed Agiad king of Lacedaemon,
      had warned them that it would not be possible to defeat Athens without securing a mastery over the sea, and he had spelled
      out in some detail the preparations requisite for the attempt (1.80-84). Nevertheless, the Lacedaemonians persisted in supposing
      that they need only march into Attica and polish off the Athenians in a pitched battle or that the latter would give way after
      a year or two when they saw their land repeatedly ravaged (4.85.2, 5.14.3, 7.28.3).79 In the event, in spring 431 B.C., when they actually did march into the territory of Athens, the Athenians under Pericles’
      direction withdrew behind the Long Walls and waited for the Peloponnesians to cease ravaging the countryside and leave. There
      was considerable grumbling on the part of the Athenians, but Pericles persuaded them to exercise self-restraint. Even before
      the Peloponnesians had withdrawn, he dispatched a fleet of 100 ships to circumnavigate the Peloponnesus, reconnoiter with
      a squadron of 50 Corcyraean ships, and make landings here and there on the coast for the purpose of ravaging the territory
      of the Lacedaemonians and their allies (2.10-23, 25). In the summer, the Athenians turned to the Aeginetans, who had laid
      complaints against Athens before the Spartans and the other Peloponnesians (1.67.2), expelled them from their island, and
      settled Athenians in their place (2.27). And, toward autumn, under Pericles’ command, the Athenians invaded the Megarid with
      their entire levy, ravaging the territory in as thorough a fashion as they could. This, as a matter of settled policy (Plut.
      Per. 30.3), they did in one fashion or another twice every year thereafter until, in 424 B.C., they managed to capture Nisaea,
      the Megarian port on the Saronic Gulf (Thuc. 2.31, 4.66-69).80

     In this fashion, the war continued from year to year – with the Peloponnesians invading Attica in the spring and the Athenians
      deploying their cavalry to harass the invaders when the latter dispersed for the purpose of ravaging the land (2.22.2),81 with the Athenians sending out a fleet to ravage the coastline of the Peloponnesus and probe its defenses in the summer,
      and with the Athenians ravaging the Megarid before the Peloponnesians came and after they had returned home. At or soon after
      the outset of the war, the Athenians mounted from Salamis a blockade of Megara's port on the Saronic Gulf (2.93.4), and they
      no doubt did the same with regard to Corinth; and in the second year, they sent twenty ships to Naupactus to interfere with
      the western trade of the Corinthians and the other Peloponnesians (2.69.1). On two occasions, when the Corinthians and their
      allies sent a much larger force in an attempt to wipe out the fleet at Naupactus, the Athenian general Phormio and his sailors
      showed them just how much skill and experience mattered in battles at sea (2.83-92).82

     Some events of significance did take place in the first few years, but these were few. Pericles and the Athenians came close
      to taking Epidaurus in the second year of the war (2.56.3-4; Plut. Per. 35.3). And, that winter, the city of Potidaea in Thrace, a colony of Corinth and a subject ally of Athens, which had revolted
      in 433 B.C. at the instigation of the Corinthians and with a secret promise of support from the authorities at Sparta (Thuc.
      1.56-66), surrendered on terms (2.70). Otherwise, the war continued in a desultory and predictable fashion – with neither
      side being able to land a decisive blow. This was, in fact, what Pericles had expected; and, if the hypothesis presented here
      is correct, he expected also that as the Athenians repeatedly hammered Megara, put severe economic pressure on both Megara
      and Corinth, and ravaged the Peloponnesian shore – seizing whatever opportunities might present themselves – they would wear
      down the Spartans and their allies.83 Then, when the Spartans offered peace, by imposing humiliating terms, they might be able to create conditions favorable to
      picking apart the Spartan alliance in the fashion in which Themistocles seems to have picked it apart in the early 460s.
     

     This was a strategy that might have worked with reasonable alacrity had Athens not been struck by the plague.84 We do not know how many Athenians the disease killed; and though we have a detailed account of the symptoms, no one really
      knows their cause. The one pertinent piece of evidence suggests that somewhere between one in four and one in three Athenians
      died from the disease.85 In its immediate demographic impact, it was at least as important as and probably more significant than the losses that Athens
      suffered during the Egyptian expedition in 454 B.C. The Athenian response to their predicament was as predictable as it was foolish: After enduring two Spartan invasions and the plague, they briefly
      sidelined Pericles and sued for peace (2.59.1-2). But, of course, they did this to no avail – for their display of weakness
      served only to encourage those in Sparta intent on depriving Athens of her empire altogether, and no one in Athens could contemplate
      abandoning the city's mastery over the sea. Even worse for the Athenians, however, was the fact that in the end, after they
      had fined and re-elected Pericles a general (2.65.2-4), the plague killed the mastermind himself (2.65.6), leaving Athens
      adrift without a coherent strategy or even a strategist and what is worse: with no one in charge, able to guide, rather than
      follow, the vagaries of public opinion (2.65.7-12).

     None of this was of much use to the Peloponnesians. Eventually, to be sure, the Spartans invested Plataea (2.71-78); and,
      after a prolonged siege (3.20-24), the Plataeans surrendered on terms and were executed after a show trial (3.52-68).86 In 428 B.C., the Mytilenians on the island of Lesbos rebelled (3.2-6), and the Spartans and their allies sent a fleet out
      into the Aegean in support of their efforts (3.8-15.1, 25). But the Peloponnesians were anything but zealous (3.15.2-16.4),
      and the Lacedaemonian commander was too dilatory, timid, and xenophobic to be of any help to the Mytilenians or to any of
      Athens’ other subject allies (3.16.3, 26.1, 29-33, 69.1): So, the Athenians were soon able to crush the rebellion (3.18, 27-28).87

     In the aftermath, the Peloponnesians made various unsuccessful attempts to take advantage of factional struggles, which they
      had fomented on Corcyra for the purpose of gaining control of the island (1.54.2-55.1, 3.69.2-85.3, 4.2.3, 8.2-3, 46-48);
      and with the help of the Leucadians and the Aetolians, they made a stab at gaining leverage in the region to the north and
      west of Naupactus, with an eye to seizing that city from the landward side (3.7, 94-98, 100-102, 105-14). For their part,
      the Athenians, intent on preventing the Syracusans and the other allies of the Peloponnesians in Italy and Sicily from building
      ships and sending them help, dispatched a fleet of twenty ships to support their own allies in the war that broke out in that
      region.88

     Eventually, in 425 B.C., the Athenians decided to send forty additional ships to reinforce the twenty already in Sicily (3.115,
      4.2.2-3), and they instructed the generals in charge to pause en route around the Peloponnesus to help the former general
      Demosthenes effect an ambitious and ingenious scheme that he had in mind. This Demosthenes had in the recent past demonstrated
      a measure of tactical brilliance in the conduct of campaigns to the north and west of Naupactus, and he had developed especially good relations with the Messenian émigrés who resided in that
      settlement (3.94-98, 100-102, 105-14).89 It may have been from them that he had learned of the impressive natural harbor that lies along the coast of Messenia at
      Pylos, and his aim was to build a fort on a headland there and to post a handful of triremes and a garrison of Messenians
      who might make incursions into the heartland of Messenia and threaten the Spartans where it mattered most. This he did – while
      the Spartans elsewhere in Messenia and in Laconia dithered, celebrating a religious festival.
     

     On Agis, the son and successor of King Archidamus, however, the news of Demosthenes’ gambit had an electric effect. He was
      at the time in Attica, where he had arrived with the Peloponnesians earlier than usual, at a time when the grain was still
      green and not suitable for harvesting, and the army there – accustomed, as it was, to living off the land – was in some distress.
      The moment he learned of the Athenian presence in Messenia, Agis ordered the withdrawal of the Peloponnesian army from Attica.
      According to Thucydides, the Agiad king thought that “the matter touched” the citizens of Lacedaemon “intimately,” as, indeed,
      it did. Soon thereafter, the Spartans in the region and the períoikoi from nearby marched to Pylos; the Lacedaemonian contingent that had been in Attica followed at a more leisurely pace; and,
      in time, the Peloponnesians were summoned to Pylos (4.2.4-6.2, 8.1-2).
     

     The details of the struggle that then ensued need not detain us.90 Suffice it to say that with support from the fleet intended for Sicily, Demosthenes managed to deploy forces sufficient not
      only to fend off the Peloponnesian assault but also to isolate a substantial contingent of Lacedaemonians posted on the island
      of Sphacteria in the middle of the bay (4.8.2-14.5). Many of those on the island were Spartiates. The prospect that the Athenians
      might capture or kill so many full citizens was more than the Spartans could bear, and so those in authority at Lacedaemon
      negotiated with the Athenian generals present at Pylos an armistice on terms highly favorable to the latter, involving the
      surrender of sixty Peloponnesian triremes; and to Athens they immediately dispatched an embassy, offering not only peace but
      an alliance (4.15-20).

     It is unclear how Pericles, had he been alive, would have responded to the Spartan offer. If, of course, as some suppose,
      he had become persuaded that Cimon's policy of dual hegemony was viable, he would no doubt have regarded the offer as the
      basis for a lasting peace, and he would have accepted it forthwith.91 But if, on the contrary, as I have argued, he remained convinced throughout that Themistocles had been right all along, or if the Spartan decision to go to war in 431 B.C. had restored his faith in the strategic analysis of that great
      mastermind, as it might well have, he would have confronted a real dilemma. In foreign affairs, to a considerable degree,
      power rests on illusion. Prestige is what soldiers call a force-multiplier. Quite often, it enables one to work one's will
      without deploying one's forces at all. By the same token, a dramatic loss of prestige can trigger the collapse of one's position.
      For the Spartans to make peace on such an occasion would have shattered the confidence of their allies. They had gained immensely
      in prestige when they had sacrificed the three hundred with Leonidas at Thermopylae (Hdt. 7.201-33). To have made peace over
      a like number of Spartiates trapped on Sphacteria would have cost them dearly.92 So Pericles might have thought.

     He might also have thought otherwise. The simple fact that they had sought peace he might have thought a sufficient blow to
      their prestige. There was, moreover, another consideration. In 451 B.C., when, in the wake of the Egyptian debacle, Athens
      negotiated a five-year truce with the Lacedaemonians, the Argives had signed with the latter a thirty years’ peace. That the
      Argives were still eager for the recovery of Cynuria Pericles would have known, that they were inclined to honor their oaths
      he would have known as well, and he would not have been oblivious to the passage of years. He might have calculated that the
      Athenians had some time to kill, that in the short run they had more to gain from pressing their cause, and that Sparta's
      strategic situation was, in the interim, likely to worsen.
     

     If his compatriots captured the Spartiates on Sphacteria and imprisoned them in Athens; if they staged raids from Pylos on
      the lowlands of Messenia; if they captured the island of Cythera just off the Peloponnesian coast, within easy reach of the
      one area of Laconian coastline not protected by mountains, and used it as a base from which to raid the Spartan heartland;93 if they intensified the pressure on Megara and Corinth, which were certainly by this time in exceedingly difficult straits;
      if they seized Troezen, Hermione, Halieis, Epidaurus, or territory nearby lying on the overland route to Argos, as Pericles
      had already once tried to do (Thuc. 2.56.3-4; Plut. Per. 35.3), then, when the Argives felt free to launch a war, the Athenians would be in a better position to join them in exploiting
      the genuine tensions that existed within the Spartan alliance between Corinth, Mantineia, Elis, and Tegea, on the one hand,
      and Lacedaemon, on the other. Such appears to have been the thinking of Cleon, who initiated discussions with the Argives
      at about this time or soon thereafter (Ar. Eq. 465-67), and Pericles might well have entertained similar thoughts.
     

     In the event, of course, Pericles was long dead, and Athens found itself divided along factional lines. In 425 B.C., Nicias,
      the son of Niceratus, favored the policy once championed by Cimon, and Cleon, the son of Cleaenetus, opposed him at every turn. When the Spartan
      embassy arrived, the latter persuaded his compatriots to demand as a condition of peace the surrender of the men on Sphacteria
      and their arms and the restoration to Athens of the Megarian ports Nisaea and Pegae, of Troezen and Achaea, and of all the
      other places that they had given up in 446 B.C.; and when the Spartans were reluctant to discuss in public betraying their
      allies and suggested that commissioners be appointed to work out an arrangement in private, Cleon denounced them, and the
      Spartan ambassadors gave up hope (Thuc. 4.21-22).

     In the aftermath, the Athenians killed some of the Lacedaemonians on Sphacteria and captured the others, threatening to execute
      the 120 Spartiates among their captives if the Spartans invaded Attica (4.23, 26.1-41.1). Then, as the Spartans quailed, they
      seized Cythera and staged raids, more or less at will, on Messenia, Laconia, and Cynuria (4.41.2-4, 53-57).94 The Megarid they invaded twice a year, as before (2.31, 4.66-69; Plut. Per. 30.3); on the Corinthiad, they staged a raid in force (Thuc. 4.42.1-45.1); and they built a fort and left a garrison at Methana
      on an isthmus lying between Epidaurus and Troezen from which they could easily raid the territory of Troezen, Halieis, and
      Epidaurus (4.45.2). This had an effect. In 424/3, we learn from an inscription, Halieis made an alliance with Athens.95

     The pressure put on Megara eventually had an effect as well.96 At some point prior to the summer of 424 B.C., there had been a popular revolution at Megara; the oligarchs expelled by the
      popular party had seized Pegae; and from there they had conducted raids on the civic territory, which compounded the suffering
      caused by the semiannual Athenian invasions. In 424 B.C., the leaders of the revolution came under pressure from their own
      supporters to re-admit the exiles; and, in the expectation that this would prepare the way for their own demise, the former
      entered into negotiations with the Athenians to betray the city (4.66).
     

     The plot was only partly successful, however. The Athenians managed to seize the long walls extending from Megara to Nisaea,
      and they soon secured the surrender of the Peloponnesian garrison at Nisaea itself (4.67-69). But, at Megara, the conspiracy
      was thwarted (4.68.5-6). Moreover, Brasidas – the one genuinely enterprising Spartan officer – happened to be in the immediate
      vicinity with a small force intended for deployment against the Athenians in the Chalcidice. He summoned the Boeotians and,
      with their support, he confronted the Athenians outside the walls of Megara. Upon reflection, the Athenians then backed off;
      the forces of the Peloponnesian League were admitted into the city and the oligarchs in exile at Pegae returned and installed a narrow oligarchy
      in the city (4.70-74). Had the Athenians succeeded in this particular endeavor, the Peloponnesians would have been unable
      to renew their annual invasions of Attica, and the Boeotians, cut off from the Spartans and their other allies, might have
      been forced to make a separate peace.
     

     The seizure of Nisaea marked the high tide of Athenian fortunes. In the winter of 424 B.C., the Athenians made an attempt
      to establish a fort in the territory of Tanagra, hoping to conduct raids from there and to stir up a democratic revolution
      in Boeotia.97 While en route home, they encountered the Boeotian army and suffered serious losses at the battle of Delium, and the Boeotians
      soon thereafter managed to seize the fort (4.76-77, 89.1-101.2). In the meantime, Brasidas had made his way through Boeotia
      and Thessaly on to Thrace, accompanied by a force of 1,700 hoplites, including 700 helots who had been freed for this purpose,
      and he had managed to persuade the citizens of Acanthus and Stagirus to revolt (4.78-89). In the winter, he managed to strike
      a powerful blow against the Athenians by taking Amphipolis – the Athenian colony, rich in timber, that Pericles had established
      at a strategic crossing on the river Strymon (4.102.1-3) – and he made an abortive attack on Eion, three miles downriver on
      the Thracian coast (4.102.1-107.2). This enabled him to deploy his forces east of the Strymon and to sound out the subject
      allies of the Athenians throughout Thrace (4.108.1), which he subsequently did (4.109.2-116.3).98 That same winter, the Megarians managed to wrest from the Athenians and raze the long walls linking their city with Nisaea
      (4.109.1).
     

     These setbacks caused the Athenians to rethink. Since the capture of the Spartiates on Sphacteria, the Lacedaemonians had
      repeatedly sued for peace (4.41.3-4), and in spring 423 B.C., the two sides agreed to an armistice (4.117-19), which occasioned
      a battle in the Peloponnesus between Tegea and Mantineia (4.134) but did not, in fact, stop the warfare in Thrace (4.120-133,
      135). The following summer, when the truce expired, Cleon headed for Thrace with 1,200 hoplites and 300 cavalrymen, recovered
      one of the cities in the Chalcidice taken by Brasidas the previous year, and moved on to Eion in the hope of recovering Amphipolis.
      There, not far from the city he hoped to regain, both Cleon and Brasidas lost their lives in battle (5.1-3, 6-11).99

     By removing from the scene the two most determined proponents of war (5.16.1), this last event occasioned what we now call
      the Peace of Nicias.100 The war had exhausted both sides. The Athenians, who had not yet fully recovered from the plague and who had suffered one
      great blow at Delium and another at Amphipolis, feared that there might be further revolts within their empire. The Spartans
      were beleaguered. They longed to recover the men captured at Sphacteria; they suffered from the raids launched from Pylos
      and Cythera; they stood by helpless while their helots deserted to the enemy; and they greatly feared a helot revolt. To make
      matters worse, the thirty years' peace that they had made with Argos was about to expire; the Argives refused to renew it
      unless Cynuria was returned to them; and the Lacedaemonians feared, not without reason as it turned out, that some of their
      allies within the Peloponnesus intended to go over to the Argives (5.14.1-15.1).

    

    THE PEACE OF NICIAS

    
     Given their mutual exhaustion, it is entirely understandable that both the Spartans and the Athenians should want peace. Moreover,
      in the Spartan case, it was crucial for their security that the war be brought to an end. As long as the Athenians were actively
      conducting a war from Pylos and Cythera, there was reason to be fearful of a helot uprising, it was absolutely essential they
      be on guard at home, and this meant that the Argives would have a free hand within the Peloponnesus, where, the Spartans knew,
      they might wreak havoc. The Mantineians were restive, as were the Eleans. There might be trouble at Tegea. The entire position
      of the Lacedaemonians within the Peloponnesus was in greater danger than it had ever been in the recent past.
     

     It is less obvious that at this point peace was in the Athenian interest. Of course, if they could sustain Cimon's vision
      of a dual hegemony in practice, they could regard the moment of mutual exhaustion as providing a genuine opportunity for a
      lasting settlement. If, however, it was not at all likely that this vision could be realized, the Athenians would have to
      look on peace as a truce and judge it accordingly.
     

     In conducting the war, the Athenians had at one crucial moment blundered badly. It was essential that they defend Corcyra
      and Naupactus. The attacks on Megara and Corinth made perfect sense, as did the seizure of Cythera, the establishment of the
      forts at Pylos and Methana, and the raids they mounted against the Lacedaemonians and their allies within the Peloponnesus
      from those places. After all, the Athenians’ only chance for decisive victory depended on the disintegration of the Spartan
      alliance within the Peloponnesus. The invasion of Boeotia had been foolish, however. Athens was short of manpower and, for the purpose of
      erecting the fort at Delium, the Athenians had exposed their entire hoplite army to no real purpose. Even had they managed
      to conquer Boeotia, it would not at this point have given them any appreciable strategic advantage with regard to Sparta.101 They had done so during the First Peloponnesian War to no avail; and, when the Boeotians revolted in 446 B.C., Pericles,
      recognizing that there was little to be gained from their reconquest and danger in the attempt, had argued against bothering
      (Plut. Per. 18). The Boeotians, moreover, were formidable, as they had demonstrated on that occasion at the battle of Coronea (Thuc.
      1.113; Diod. 12.6; Plut. Per. 18.2-3). Nor were there good grounds for Athens’ involvement in Sicily. No great damage was done as a consequence of their
      presence there, but there were risks involved, and Athens’ commitment in the central Mediterranean did reduce the forces available
      for guarding their empire. That the Athenians should have allowed Brasidas and his men to make their way unhindered to Thrace,
      that there should have been no garrison established in a city as important as Amphipolis was102 – this suggests on the part of the Athenians an unjustifiable mood of complacency.

     There was only one genuinely powerful argument to be made in favor of Athens’ negotiating a truce at this time. Sparta's withdrawal
      from the war might well force the Corinthians to bolt from the Spartan alliance. They had threatened to do so on the eve of
      the war; Sparta had once again proved feckless in their defense; and a peace between Athens and Sparta would place them in
      a difficult position: Either they would have to endure humiliation and accept as a given that, should war return, they would
      be the ones to suffer, or they would have to make good on their threat, leave the alliance, and seek help from the Argives
      or the Athenians. If they did the latter, as they would most likely do, an opportunity was likely to present itself, for other
      cities, such as Mantineia and Elis, were likely to follow suit. And, once they were committed, the Athenians could reverse
      course, make an alliance with Argos and the hoplite powers that had abandoned the Peloponnesian League, and force the Spartans
      to fight a decisive battle on unfavorable terms.
     

     One could also argue that, by making a truce, the Athenians would lose more than they gained. Their ability to mount raids
      on Laconia from Cythera and on Messenia from Pylos really did put the Spartans at risk; and if Argos could be drawn into an
      alliance, as was surely the case, the likelihood that the Argives could lure the Mantineians and the Eleans into revolt was
      very high. Under the circumstances, it would arguably no longer matter whether Corinth left the Peloponnesian League or stayed within it. Either way, a great opportunity was about to present itself.

     In the end, as they pertained to Athens, such arguments were moot. After the death of Cleon, Nicias was preeminent, and his
      stature was at the crucial moment sufficient for the Athenians to follow his lead. In sum, they agreed to the peace and, in
      the aftermath, even made an alliance with the Spartans, hoping that it would bolster what would be a lasting peace; and they
      harbored no intention of ruthlessly exploiting the opportunities that it might produce. To the Spartans, they returned the
      prisoners captured at Sphacteria; and when the Spartans proved to be unable to return to them Amphipolis in Thrace and Panactum,
      a fort on the border of Boeotia, they became suspicious and retained Pylos and Cythera while suspending for a time the raids
      that they had mounted against Messenia and Laconia and removing the Messenians from the fort at Pylos. Moreover, when Corinth
      refused to join in the peace, left the Peloponnesian League, made an alliance with Argos, and induced Mantineia and Elis to
      abandon Sparta for Argos, Athens as a city, in its frustration with Sparta, flirted with the idea of supporting the coalition
      emerging within the Peloponnesus and even made a defensive alliance with its members. But, as the character of this treaty
      suggests, they were halfhearted. When the Argives, the Mantineians, and the Eleans drew the Spartans into fighting a pitched
      battle in the plain between Mantineia and Tegea, the only Athenians present were 1,000 volunteers and 300 cavalrymen who accompanied
      Pericles’ onetime ward and Nicias’ outspoken opponent Alcibiades (Thuc. 5.16.1-83.3).103 Had there been 6,000 Athenians at the battle of Mantineia, the outcome would almost certainly have decided the contest between
      Athens and Sparta once and for all.

     When, under the leadership of Nicias, the Athenians once again embraced Cimon's vision of a Greece governed by a dual hegemony,
      they threw away every advantage that they had gained in ten long years of war. In the process, they gave the Spartans the
      breather they needed to consolidate control once again within the Peloponnesus and then rededicate themselves to the dismemberment
      of the Athenian empire and the subjugation of Athens – which, of course, once the Athenians formally broke the peace (6.105.2,
      7.18.2-4), is precisely what they did.104
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