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, The function of the proxenia in po~itieal and mili tary 

intelligence is presentéd id this study in order to establish 

'" , the fact tha,t the' coUection of information "and clandestine ' 
1 

f~ activi ty played a significant role in Greek history from' the " 

5th to the mid 4th century B.C. This study is d~vided into 

six' parts: Part '1 presents the problemi Part 2 offers the 

methods used in this work and a review of the literature relevant 

to the subjecti' ,Part 3 is a presentation of the evidence and a 

discussion of the specifie examples which demonstrate the' 

exploitation of the proxenia as an intelligence ~temi p~rt 4 

off ers an analysis of the evidence contained in~e previous 

section; Part 5 includes .a suromary and indication of directions 

for further tesearch ~egarding the use of intelligence systems 
Ji' 

after the fourth century B.~.; final1y Part 6 contains the 

bibliographr 
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Résumé 

And"ré Gerolyma tos 
M.A. 

. d'Etudes classiques 
Université McGill, 
Montréal, Çanada. 

La function de ~a proxenia djlns la, cueillette de 

~
enSeignements politiques et militaires 

en Grèce classique , 

La fonction de la- proxenia dans le domaine du 
........ 

renseignement politique et militaire est exposéê dans la 

présente étude afin de prouver le rôle significatif joué p'ar - ' . 
la cueille~te d'informations et l'activité clandestine dans 

" 
,l' histoire grecque du, Sième au milieu du 4ième siècle avant 

. J ~-c. Cette étude se divise en six parties: la première partie 

pos~~ problème; 
''1 

la seconde partie décrit les méthodes 
• 1 

utilisées pour le solutionner et passe en rev~e les 'documents 
- ,., 

littéraires pertinents au sujet trait~; la troisième partie en 
, ' 

fait la preuv~ et offre une discussion d'exemples spécifiques 

démontrant l'exploitation de la proxénia c0l!\IDe s~stèrne'dè 

rense~gnements; la quatrième partie présente une analyse des 

éHlments de preuve. fournis à la section précédente; la 

èinquième partie comprend un conclusion et des indices quant a 
!' 

l'orientation possible de futures recherches portant sur 

l'utilisation des systèmes de renseignements après le 4ième 
\ 

siècle avant J .-C.; enfin, la sixième et dernière partie ~ 
A 

renferme une bibliographie. 
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Preface -
The pre~ent study was mé3:d~ possible th~nks to the 

efforts of several individuals who generously contributeq their' , 

time and assistance. l have greatly appreciated the guidance 

and encouragement of roy rervisor, Professor John M. Fossey, 

F.S.A" who g'ave me the ~efit of his experienç:e as a scholai. 

His suggestions and comments saw me through the most difficult 

stages of my'thesis. I·would also like to thank Professor M.J. 

Silverthorne for his sup};?ort and for heading me in the right 

direction by suggei?ting the ini,tial references. 

The nature of this study required the consultation 

• of experts in defense ana.lysis whieh was generoufily provided 
~ -: . ;"" . ., . " 

by the members of the rrirectorate of Strategie Analysis, 

Department of National Defence. l am very grateful tg Dr. Erich . , 

SQlero for reading the initial parts of this manuscript and for 
o 

directing me to Mr. George Kamoff-Nicolsky, who despi te his 

'~U.Sy schedule examined substanti~l parts of t:hi's 2.hesis and 

proyided sorne unique insights. and concrete a~vice. 

l am gratef1.Jl 'to Beverley Lamarche' for her _pat:ience 

and tireless efforts as an edi tor, to Karyn Baxter, who 

graciously undertook ta typ~ the manuscript, ta Irene Bouros, 

who typed the Greek segments of Jhe thesis, to Ma:r;cia Mongelonsky 

for 'drawing the map, 10 Ginette Gauvin for proofreading the text 

'at such short notice and to Phil Lamarche for 'numerous odd jobs 

that allowed me the tiroe to finish the ma~usCriPt) l ,would 

also like to mention the tirnely finanéial assistance l reeeived 
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from the' Hewi tt Memorial Bursary. In conclusion, l wish te 
)J 

exp/ress my g;catitudé te my parents Sotos and M,aria G~roly~atos 
'If 

for their unyielding ençouragement and support. 
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L.l INTRODUCTION 

The use of the proxenia by the Greeks as a system of 

informatiort <gathering and as a medium for clandestine, activity 

is a subject whi~h has_received very little 'Qttention from 

scholars. Indeed, the roie of poli tical ~nd "rnUi tary intelligence 

in ancient Greece has largely been i.gl}~ed by mos~ historians ( 

despi te the fact that from the earliest period of Greek· nTstory 

there are many instances of spying as well as of olther types 

of intelligence acti vi ties. The numerous deeds of heroes recorde~ 
. 

in the Iliad and Odyssey inc1ude feats of espionage and subversion. 

_yolon, the son of Eumedes, for' example" disguised himse1f and 
/ 

made his way to the Greek CalnP in order to spy on the enemies 
"\ ' , 

of Troy (Iliad 10.314-348). His attempt was thwarted 6y 

Diomedes and Ody s/3eus who,,-proceeded to interrogate him about 

the Trojan defenses. on~e they acquired the necessary in-form-

atian, Dolon was put ta death - the traditional punishment for 

a spy (I1iad 10.360-456). In many ways, no better example of 

an intelligenoe agent exists than Odysseus, sOD'of Laertes. 

Odysseus of many wiles, a mas ter of disgulse, spy, saboteur 

and expert lial, set the 'pattern for future professionals _ 

particll?Glting in clandestine operations. According to the 
f-t 

Odyssey (4.241-256) Odyjlseus !penetrated the fqrmidable defenses 
(, 

of Troy, by disguising ~imsélf ëls a beggar '" ir: arder to' 

reconnoit;t"e the layout of the city; once he accomplislied this 
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task he quietly s lipped back to the Greek camp 'wi thout being 1< 

! 
detected by the Trojans.. The Trojan horse has bec?me a t'erm 

. 
which i5 synonymous with the use of deception in warfare, for . 
it demonstrated how a small group of men who emp1Clyed ~ubterfuge 

could accomplish what' an army of men could not when . ' 

using, convehtional' warfare. This. lesson was not fo by 

the Greeks who eventually dev~loped safeguards again~t de'~ption, 

safegua~ds which could be used by both extet'nal and internaI 

enèmies" Sparta was apparently the eïrst Greek state in 

antiquity to employa secret service as a security' measure 

,against l)er slave population. The Krypteia was designed as a 
. J 

securi ty' system whose purpose was to watch over the 'Helots in 
~ 

order to prevent them from organizing a rébellion against the 

Spartans (Plato. LaW!" 633b; Plout. Kleomenes. 28.3'). 
. . 

We know from Herodotos that the Greeks employed 

misinformation as a weapon against their enemies. This tactic 

was to a large extent responsible for the brilliant victor:y of j , . 
the Greeks at Salamis. The Greek commanders. were uncertatn 

whether they should fight the persian flee"t at Salamis or 

whether t~~y ~should thence wi thdraw their fleet~so as tot1face 

batUe on the open sea (Hdt.8. 74.1-75.2'3) • Themistokles, foI:. 
~ 

one, was conviI1ced that the Greek fleet \I1oul.d be victo]:'ious at 

Salamis. Consequent.ly 1 he dispatched one of nis servants to 

iriform Xerxes that if the Persi-ans attacked 'the Greek fleet 

where i t was sH:uated, the Athenians would turn against their 

allies (Hdt. 8.74.1-75.23). This was simply a ploy used by~ 

Themistokles to prevent the Greek-'h.eet from retreating. After 
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479 B.C. the Per~ians were on the defen~~e and cantinued the 
, , . 

war,by.attempting ta insti<!lfte d'is-content among the Greeks; 
, 

., 
1 

, th~s they did by employing Ari thmios of Zeleia, (cf 3.3.1 below) r 
, . . . 

the proxenos' of Athens, as their agent for bringing gold into ., 
the. Peloponnese and underrnining the Greek alliance (Aiskhin. 

3. 258;Dem.9.,42)., 

-From the examples recor4eld above we car'!' discern a 
, ~ , , 

conunon characteristic in those who participated in clandestine 

activities - th~y were prominent mernbers Qf their\soeiety; 

/ 

Another interesing feature of these covert operations i5 that, 
~ 

!:li th the exception of the Krypteia, intelligence work seems to 

have been organized on an ad hoc b'asis. Of} t~e 'otier hand, an 
4 

apparent need existed for the. acquisition of consistent -and 

reliable information· ,as <weIl as a system for organizing and 

carrying out olandes tine operations. The absence pf any real / ' 

forced .the Greeks te / bureaucratie infrastructure may have 

ag,apt an existing institution to fulfill their intelligence. 
, 

needs'. The institution which could easily. have accomeda1;ed 

these objectives was 'the proxenia. proxenoi were ;!..n an idea.,1 . . , 

posJ€ion to collect military .and RÇ>li tical inf.ormation and were 
-

suitably placed to condu~~wide ~angè ~f clandestine activities. 

. It is the> purpose of this study to demons~r..ate that 
~ , . 

the title 'of PFoxen<?s was at Urnes given to certain indi vidual.s 

, . 

,. 

.. 
in exchange for. the past, px4esent or future conduct Ot intelligence 

, 
proxenos who was work. Indeed, the ti t).e of designa ted sorneone 

, '\ , " 1 

foreign sta::te given a mandate to look after the "interests ll of a • 
in his own city (IGi 2 .llS) • This mandat'e was vague and tlsually 

( • • 1 ;. <If 

/ Ir r/ .... 
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meant that tbe' proxenos assisted his patrons over areas in which 

he had e~pertise. For exàmple, a proxenos who was engaged in 

commerce might execute his duties by giving aid to the citizens 
, 
"of the state he represen·ted in matters of trade and commerce 

when they visited his city (c;g 1.1. 2 below). ,On the other hand 

a proxenos who was â politician fullfilled his duties by facilit~-·~~ 

ing better relations between his city and' that of his patrons 

(cf 1.1. 2 below). 

A proxenos,by virtue of the goodwill he displayed 

toward· the state which gave him the proxenia,declared himself 

a par~isan supporter .of that state and had to compromise to 

sorne ,extent his loyalty toward his o~n city •. In time the 
~ 

allegiance of the proxenos shifted ~tirely to the state te 

represented and as we shall demonstrate many candidates for 

this office participated in clandestine activities. - ... 
Certain exarnples exist which strongly suggest that 

proxenoi became involved in gathering poli tical and mili tary 

intelligence- ar:d participated in clandestine operations. l 

believe that these instances are not simply isolated phenomenai 

rather they r~present another dimension of the proxenia. l 

shall th~s present a series of exarnples which will demonstrate 
" ~k\ 

that the proxenia was used by the Greeks as one means of 

linformation gathering and as a way of insti$ating ~ifferent 

types of intelligence operations against their enemi'es • 

, ~. 

\ . . , 
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, 
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1.2 ORIGINS' OF THE PROXENIA 
" 

" , 
A prc;>xenos was li tepally the' guest":friend"of a ci ty-,,. 

" , 
state. It was his dut Y to look after the interests of a!foreign 

'.V 

sta te in his own' coun\ry; for example, the Spattan pJ.:oxenos in 

Athens was an'Atheniap citizen. Since the city-st~t~s di4 not 

set up 'permanent e~assies as such, the proxeIloi, to a large 

extent, f·ulfilled: 'the role of diplomatic residents. 

~~ office 'of proxenos was an ahcient "one whic,h was 
,', 

employed throughQut the Greek world. Walbank (Ù78: 4) suggests' 
( . ,'. 

that from the earliest éI,vailable records othe word proxenos seems 

ta have been associa ted wi th the concept 9f n pO 01; Q.1:T)ç , Il one wpo; 
, ' 9 

stands before or protests" .fLSJ S.v';.' npoq'-râ1:Y)ç)., The prefix . 
npo indiaates that the proxehos stood in place of his client 

\ 

the ~boç (Wa1bank 1978:4). The ward I;êvoç irnplies nguest-friend"~ 

or n foreigner"; the general cons ensus among scholars, > however, 

i5 that t; E \1 LCL was associated wi th the ancient custom of "guest-

friendship" (Monceaux 1885:1-5;Phillipson 1911:147;Pope 1935:49; 

Lambrechts 1958:137iEhrenberg 1960:104;Adcock and l10sley 1975:'11}1 

During the early history of Greek city-states, dornestic 

,po1itics dominated the interests of citizens who had litt1e use 

for diplomacy since Greek city-states were essèntia11y se1f-

centered and insu1ar (Adcock and Mosley 1975:11). On the other~' 
"1:0' 

hand, ties of friendship did exist between leaders of s,t,~tès 

l 
( 

For a complete' discussion on the. concept of "guest-friendship" 
see Fin1ey (1954: 74-107). 
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and important families of other citiesi this brought about an 

informaI .diplomatic avenue of communication) (Phillipson, 1911: 148; 

Adcock and Mosley 1975:10-11). In time, this informal re1ation-

ship evolved to the point where thé concept of guest-friendship 

represented the association of" an indiv1.:dual with a ,state: thus 

the proxenia took the form of, a real contract with specifie , 

privileges and obligations' (P~illipson 1911:148). 

The earliest e~tant p~9xeny decrees datè to the late 

seventh al"l;d ear1y sixth cen'turies B.C, (IGix, 1. 858 i SEGxi'.'1180à) • 

According to Wallace (1970: 190) 1 the oldesrt dG>C'll!l"ent to emp10y the 
.' . 

term "proxenos" is the Korkyraian, grave epigram on the Cenotaph 

of Menekrates of Oianthea in Western Lokris '(IGix.l.B67) 1 which , . 
\ 

dates to sometime in' ~qe middle of the sixth century B.C, The. 
, , 

earliest reference to aQ'Athenian proxenos is that of Alexandros 
'. > n..~~ 

.' I~", ;. 

of Maked~nia (~d~,B;.1!6) who l~jved during the time of the 
, . \ 

Persia? wkrs (Wallace 1970:199). It wa~,~ot until the middle of 
~ , \,. . 

the f~fth' 5entur:r B\C, that the ~term px::pxenos became cQrnmon 
~, . (; . , , 

.... ~. .. J 
't:hroughout Greecei the establishment of the institution is 

docurnented by numerous inscriptions from the 1ast third ,o'f tne 

fifth century B.e. (Wallace" 1970:193; Walbank 1978:4) ~ 

It was the prerogative of the assembly or council of 
\ 

astate to appoint the proxenoi who wou1d ~ep~esent that state . r 
elsewhere. Nevertheless, the~ Spartans did not permit their \ 

citizens t~'aceept the proxenia" of a foreign state, sinee ,it 

was the right of a Spartan king ~o seleet and appoint Spartan 

citizens who wouid aet as proxeno~ 9~ a given state (Hdt.6.57.2). 

( . According to Wa,lb'Ylk (1978: 3) l ,three stc::ges existed in Athen!an 

"_'" .. _~" 1 
~\~.~"'" ~~ .. --. 

" ' 
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proxeniéS;, euergesia and canvass on the part of the, çandidate, 

" 

the formaI 'award of the ti tlè' prJxenos and us'ually that of e.\:er'getes, 

finally,the grant of privileges over and above those ~lready 
" \ ,~ 

bestowed.' . In anoient Athens no set pattern existed for proxenra 
r '. " 

decrees «Walbank '1978: 4). Inscription,s vary c<;;>nsi'dera'bly from 

simple grants of the title of proxenos to more complex documents 

. ," which praise the candidate. Variations occur. insofar as concerns 

, -' 

the right to have access to the magistrates, council'or 

assembly of the' state, and wi th r:egard' to safeguards, "grant~, 

inôemnitie$, sp~cial privileges, instructions for publication , . ' 
" 

i 
and invitations to public entertainrnent (Walbank ~978:4). The 

title of"eue+"getes usually accompaniedo that of 'proxenos a,nd, 
1 

according ta Walbank (1978:5), this implies that th~ proxenia 
1 

was not'awarded unless' it had been earned through euergesia. 

It is rather unfortunate that only about half of the 
',. 

Athenian praxenia decrees which have survived contain a 'c1~use 

describing services which had earned the ti tlé of proxenos (Wa1ban~ 
" 

1978:5). An examination Qf these documents suggests that, 
1 

although the proxenia covered a wide fange of acti vi ties '·on the 

part of the recipient, a large number of these documents falls 

into th~ee categ~ries: commercial, religious and P01itica1. 

Since the proxenai ta sorne extent Tu1fil1ed part of the duties 
< .?'" 1 , 

of consularsthese categories identify the most çommon areas 
• • l , ' 

~Or which a Greek state required permanent diplomatic 
1-

representatives abroad. 

. , 

\ 

c' 
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THE COMMERCIAL ROLE OF· THE PROXENIA -\ 

The evo1ution of the proxen.i.a in Greece, 1before the 

," c1ass;lca1 period, was primarily the result of à growth in trade 
l " 

'. accompapied by an absence of international laws and f:'reaties 

.. governing cornmerèia1 'r!i=!lations between ci ti~ns -'Qf different 
... Q ... , 

states (PhillipsDn 19l1:148;Ha~ebroek 1933:l29-130;Walbank 
, ~ 

~978:2iHopper 1979:113). Tbe laws and courts of a city-state did 

not' recognize rights for non-citizénsi consequently, it 

became the responsibility of proxenoi ~o plea? in the courts or 

assemblies on behalf of the foreigners whom they represented 
, 

(Xen.BeJ:l. 4.5.6; "Aristoteles" Ath. Pol. S.iL 2;Hicks and 

Hill 44 i :;Eor a fù:tther disc·ussion of these phetlomena see Adcoçk - ~ 

and Mos1ey 1975:16Of'f~Walbank 1978:2). Occas,ionally the proxenoi 

functioned as conunercial' agents by pèrfotming various 'ta~ks such 

as verifying the identity of ïndividuals who ~ere ~out ta. 

receive m~ney from bankers (Dem.S2.4),' acting as trustees (Dem. 

52.24),. and assisting merchants of'their client-state for the 

purpose of trade (Pollux, Onomastikori 3.59). Nwnerous 

inSCliiptic:ns {3erve as examp1es of the proxenia having, been 
, " 

granted to individuals engaged irr trade (eg. Syl13 .187; Syll ~ .110; 

té sy113 .. 219isylI3.2l7;IGii2~176iIGii2.206iIGii2~339) ~nd other 

ins~riptions conferred'further pr~vileges on those'wh9 had 

'. 

already receiv~d th~ proxenia (eg. IG~i2.229iIGi~2.252;IGii2.343). 

, 
, , 

symbo"la 

The establi~hm~nt of \nter-s~ate judic:~al agreement's 

in the fifth century<B.C. did not dimini~h'the 

! , 
i , , 
; . 

• 
" 

" 
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commercial role of the proxenia, part1y because the institution 

of symboZa did not develop to any great extenti furtherroore, the 

insU tutions of the symboZa a~d the proxenia did not f-'U~filr 

the same'functions (Hopper 1979:113;Gauthièr 1972:18). 

THE RELIGIOUS ROLE OF THE PROXENIA 

According to Monceaux(1885:39), th~ religious aspect 

) 

of the proxenia was as important as the commercial function. 

l)elp{loi had perh~ps the mose extensiv~ network' of proxenoi who, 

as patrons Of Pythian Apollo, maintained this god's authority in 
", 3 3 3·3 3 
every Greek state (egSyll .267'iSyll .2~,8iSyll .269;Sy11 .270iSyl1 

'- ,3 3 3 3 i 3 3 
308iSyll .309~Sy11 .378iSy11 .. ,448;Sy11, .449iSyl~_",.A50;Sy11 .477; 

• • • ff 

syll3.47B;sy113.516;Syl13.Sl7;TOd l82;cf lengthy discussion byf 
1 W ... "', 

Monceaux 1885: 273 ff). At ~e~.pltoi, when astate .-wished, to lfIake ' 

an official sacrifice to Apollo, it se~t special ambassadors 

called Theo'tropes; i t· was, however, the dut Y of :the proxenos''to 
, ,v , 

presèpt the sacrifice and commence the ceremony, (Monceaux 1885: 

41 -42). Furth~rmore, it was the re~ponsibi1ity' of the pr9xenoi 

to announce to their respective client~cities forthc~ming religious 

events at Delphoi",(CIG. 1693) whi1e the proxenoi representing 

the various Greek states at Delphoi fulfil1ed their responsibilities 
l 

by providitg hospit~!ity fo~ the citizens of th~ir patron-cities 
+ ""... .... 

~ ~ 

visiting Delphoi (Euripides ton 551; 1039 iAndromache 1103). The 
, 

award of proxenia was usually bestowed on 'those individuals who 

cou1d have used ~heir influence to assist the sanctuary 

'p~li Uca1J,y a~d financ::ially 

3 
Sy~1 _.452iTod '182) .. 

"'3 '3 3:' 
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THE POr..iTICAù ROLE, OF THE 'PR01Ü:NIA-
, , 

, -' 

It Wf1S' the' task of some proxenoi to recei ye ambas1?adors 

and other diBlomatic officials from~ their"client-states and to 

procure for thesè functionaries admission ta the assemblYI 

council, temples and theatres' (Pollux; Onomastlkon 3.59-60). 'When­

ever astate wished to conclude a peace or tG re'~ew cl truce i t 

transmi tted these wishes through the proxenoi' (ThouJ(. 5.59.4) • , , 

'It was not" moreover, unusual for the proxenos to take the 

iniative by proppsing the conclusion of treaties (Thouk.S.59.4).' 

Occas-~onaIIy ''the proxenoi were sent as ambassadors to lhe s!;:ates 

they ;represén,ted; .for exampIe, Kallias f the proxenos of Sparta 

at Athens~ was sertt,to Sparta on numerous Dccasio~s (Xe~.He~l. 

6.3.3-5) and Demos'thenes, ,pro.xenos of Thebes at Athens, nEigotia ted 
, # .. , "'!,...... l' 

an alliance between Athens;' ànd TheJoes (Aiskhin .14l-3~ . 

'If' The proxenia sèrved an importimt role in the inter-
~' '>.. • • 

national relati~ns of Greek ~tates and this international aspect 

revol ved around th~l' poli tiqal character ot the proxenia. The 

award of the titIé of proxenos w~s made to an,individual as a 
• e>, 

result of a proposaI by a pOlitician. corisequently, this process 

often reflected thé political sentiment of the candidate. It 
.. 1 

was' not a coin'cidertce that' sorne of the most notable .proxenoi 

were sympathetïc to the political ideology of the faction which 

governed thei~ client statei as a result of this they wi~hed to 

purs)le c16ser ties 'between their- country and 'the c.i ty which 

awarded them the ti tle of proxenos • Sorne examples of important 
' .. 

" 

. " 

-1 

) 

\ 
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, . 
Athenians who served as proxenoi and were closel.y identlfièd wi th 

-the political ideology of the facti~n which controlled theil' , . 
patrop-s1tate were: Rimon, proxenos of Sparta (Andokides 3 ~ 3.) ; 

, l , 

J . 
l'i!ikiéis, proxenos of Syracuse (Diod.13;27); Kallias; proxenos 

. 
of 'Sparta (Xen.Hell.6.3.3-5) ;and Demosthenes, proxenos of Thebes 

(Aiskhin.141. 3) • 

\ The.political aspect of thè proxenia i8 further attest-. 
ed· by. the nature ,of pri vi'leges awarded to the candidates. A 

majority of these benefits were accorded in c~se the recipient 

suffered exile and was forced to seek p,olitical asylum in the 
, l 

state he had represented (Balogh 1943: 46). When Alkibiades was 

forced to flee rather than'return to Athens and face trial, he 

sought refuge in Spartai as the proxenos of Sparta, he had every 

right toreceiv,e -asylum (Thouk.5. 43.2). 

Another demonst~~tion of the close political affiliation 

between a proxenos and a particular faction of the state he 

represented is perhaps demonstr.ated by the restoration' of proxenia 

decrees, "which had been erased'\ 9Y the Thirty Tyrants in 

404-403 B.e. (eg:IGii2.66 'iIGii2.6;IGii2~52iIGii2.9;waH)ank 1978: 

No.72). These decrees were awarded by the democrats, consequently 

it is probable that the Thirty wished to ~ever any tie which t~e 

Athenians may have had with individuals in other states who 

aavocated the democratic cause. 

A common clause in Athenian proxenia decrees is the 

harm cla~se., which protected the proxenos and occasionally his 

family from civil wrrog (egÎGii2.56;IGii2.61';IGi2.-S9iIGi2.149i 

IGi2.72;IGi2.146iIGii2.32;IGi2.1lSiIGii2.48icf'walbank 1978:5). 
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This clause was often supplemented with another one which 

instructs generals andJother state officials to protect the 
, 

proxenos and his family from murder or finy other type ~f violence ~l 

to punish those who c,,\use him harn (eg. 'lGi 2 '. 27 ; IGi 2 . 28ai tGi2 . 

56 i IGi 2 .59 i IGi 2 • 72 ; IGii 2 . Bi IGi 2 .154'; IGii 2'. 5~ ; IGii 2 • 32 ). Certainly , 

in the case of Athenian proxenoi, the proxenos, becarne 50 closely' 

identified with the patron-state that often his fate was tied 

to the fortune of his client. On occasion the' Atheni~n proxenos 

becarœ the target of hostility toward Athens. In 364 pr 363 B.C." 

the island of Kos rebelled from the second Athenian,Confederacy. 

This revo14 however, was preceeded by 

proxenos (IGii 2.111). The island was 

Khabrias and Kas wa~ forced to sign a 
1 

the murder of ~he At~nian 

soon recaptu.red by ,/ 

new treaty of ~nc@ ,'" , 

wi th Athens, one of /the condi tians of which was the eXE.,cution ' . , 

of the man responsible for the dea'th of the Athenian' proxenos 

(IGi~ 2 .lll) . 

~HE lNTELLIGENCE ROLE OF THE PROXENIA 

We shall now consider another aspect of the proxenia: 

the role of the ,institution in gather~ng info~ation and ~n 

other ültelligence activities. "Thé proxenia coulÇi function as 

both an overt and a covert intelligence system. Represéntatives 

of this institution were indeed in an ideal position to collect 

and transmit poli tical' and mili tary information, to or~anize 

political subversion and sabotàge; they could also arrange 

the betrayal of besiege'd cities ta the forces of their patrons. 

In th~ same manner as the praxenia was adapted to futfill 

commercial] religious and poli tical fun ct ions , so too it 

---,--- -" 

, 

" 
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was manipulated to serve a br~~d spectrum of in7elligence 

" activity. Evidence of this aSpect ,of the praxenia is presented 

in Part 3. 
, . 
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1.3 DEFINITION OF INTELLIGENCE 

) 

The relationships of the Ancient Greek city-states 
1 

constituted an intricate web of treaties, alliances, and secrèt 

agreements contributing to a pracarious balance of power. This 
" 

4t 

delicate balance existed among neighbou.ring states and often 

between confederacies of Greek' cit·ies. The most notable example 

was the co-existence of the Athenian Confederacy and the Pelo­

ponnesian League. When the equilibrium/shifted from one side .\ 
ta another th~ result was war. The formaBion of the Athenian 

Empire led to conflict with the Peloponnesian League because 

the Spartans feared that unless Athens was ehecked she would' 

grow tao powerful and dominate aIl of Greece. It was necessary 

for the city-states ta partieipate in international relations' 

sinee they were eeonomically inter-depende~t. No Greek 

state could afford the luxury of existing in a vacuum. 

Successful involvement in thé international affairs of Greece 

required that the government of the seate have aecess ta 

,information. The pace of events from the middle of khe fifth 

century B.C. on through the fourth century B.C. changed rapidly. 

The powerrul leagues of Athens and Sparta rose and fell and new 

powers such as Thebes, Thessaly and ~akeaonia challenged the 

supremacy of the old. Consequently, alliances shifted with the 

tide of events. 

Informatio'n, or the gqthering of intelligence, is 4 

essential for any government in arder ta de termine the poli tJeal 
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and military direction of the state. It is characteriked by 

t~e collection of data on the political, military, and economic 
, t, . 

movements of' enem"ies and allies 1 bath reai and p6tential, and ~ 

- ~ 

concerning internal organizations dangerous to the'state. 1 In'~ 

of conflict, 
1 

prope{intE;llig~ce can' abviously facilitate the war 

effort by providing detaiis of the military disposition of 

enemy·forces and'fleets. Intelligence, however, covers a wider 
f , 

range df activity and the collection of different types of 

information by overt or covert means. A modern parailei ~s 
1 

the proliferation of intelligence agencies in mo~t countries, 
, 

the Uni ted States.' This is, necessitated by both ... .... 1 
the quantity and the specialization'of ihformation, including 

not only military and political intelligence but econo~ic, 

scientific, sociological and technological data. Spying r for 
. ) 

example, is a covert means ofgathering intelligehcei whereas 

if information ,is provided by ambassadors and merchants while 

visi ting other states, it is overt. It i5, therefore, the meaps 

employed in acquiring information,which are overt or covert and 
"" 

'not the nature of the intélllgence i tself. This.i,s an import .... 

ant· di$tinction sinèe roost city-states possessed little which 

dan be describetl as classified information. At best this would .­

in'cl ude shipbuilding~' grain supply, and data on fortifications. 

~he concept of military security, however, did ex,ist and it is 

referred ~ to in the funerai sp€;ech of perikles (Thouk. 2 .. 39.1). ' 

1 For the internaI threat to city-states by subversive groups 
an excellent account is provided by L.A. Losada l The Fifth 
Column in the Peloponnesia~ War (1972). A~ interesting 
discussion on the dangers of subversive activities in cities 
under si e.ge ts given bi" Aineias the 'Tactician (2 A 1"'13) • 
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For the rnost part, intelligence establisl1r:œnts are the 

prerogative of specialized agenci~s and organizations at the 
• 

disposaI of governments. In the perio9 of the ancient Greek 

çity-states there is no evidence for the existence of an , 

intelligence organiz~tion along 
( 

the seurces, 'moreover, 
\ 

does 

moder,n lines. An 'exarninatian of 
r 

not reveal which part of t~e 

government was directly involved wi th the gathering of' infqr-

rnation. 
. ' 

The intelligence systems that were in use functi'oned 
-' 

without an umbrella organization to ,direct thern. They' took 

many fo:t;"ms and originally may not have been intended 

for specifie use a,s intelligence apparatus. 1 ~or· example, 

rnerchant.s travelled for the purpose of trade and could be used 

to prov~de political ~nd military information. Arnbassadors 

also fu~nished valuable i~telligence yet this was not their 

primary function. In these cases, ,_ gathering 'informa tion was 

merely a byproduct of an e~isting institution which was not 
-l' 

eSS,entially intend~d to sei;e as an intelligence system. "The 

sante may be said fo~ many insi:i tutiol1s and professions used as 

a caver for intelligence work. It ~ not uncornroon today for' 
~ \ 

intelligence agencies to employ tournalists, lawye;rs(' business-- ;-", 

men, athletes, stt}dents, actors, doctors-, an/d ~ven, ~riests to, " 

serve as spies or simply to rep?rt back what they ha~e seen '.', 

while travelling behind the I.,r0n.\ c~rtain, Naturally the bulk 

oi intelligence work is done·through embassies and individuals 

possessin9 diplomatie immuni ty CAgee 1975 ~ 50~521 • 

It is important to men~ion that these typ~s of systems' 
l ' 

r 
1 

i 
1 

i . 
1 
1 

l ' 
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, 
at be~t provide low,grade intelligence. 

l' 
The employment of 

merchant~, aé~ors, doctors, envoys, ambassadors, and 50 on, 

as spies has a limited value~ Their movements can be placed 

u~der control and close scrutiny and t~ey can be supp1ied 
, 

easily with misleading inform~tion. In 416 B.e. the,Athenians 

dispatched a delegation to Egesta in order to verify tha~ this 

state had sufficient resQurces to finance a joint offensive 
\ > 

wi th Athens (Thouk. 6.6.3). According to Thoukydides (6'.46.3-5) 1 

the Athenian representatives were deceived by the Egestaians 

who manipulated their resourc€s in a wa~ designed to make the 
~ , 

Athenians be1ieve that they had considerable weaJth. The 

deception worKed and the envoys,upon their return te Athens, 

strongly recomme~ded 

1-3). Censequently, 

Athenian intervention in Sici1y .(~houk.6.8 

contro1~over the mO~&_O~baSsadors 
'-

limited their potential as ,an intelligence source. An inter-

esting example is found in Thof:J.kydides (2.12.1-2).. Just before 

the beginning , of hostilities between the Athenians and the - . , 
Spartans, the Spartan king sent an envoy to Athe~s to see if 

the Athenians ~re 1ikely to ~ome to terms. The~theniansl 

howeve"l', re.fused the envay' s admission to the city 1 and sent him 

back with·an escort to prevent him from making contact with anyone. 

Other possible sources ~ information were deserters .: 

and political'refugees. Intelligence from such sources proved 

valuable yet short-lived. Once these individuals reported wh~t 

they knew they could not be sent back for 
J 

notable exception is Alkibiades; not on1y 

more information. 

did he ~UPPlY the 

Spartans with information but also showed them pow to defeat 

A 

" 

.' 
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the Athenians in Sicily. 

An integral part of an intelligence progr~ must he the 

capability ofeinstigating political disruption and revolutio~' 1) -. . \ 
in~enemy states. This me ans having a system which establis~es . 
contacts-with~poten~ial revolutionary group~ in a rival state 

and a'method of directing their aètions. In practical terms, 

at least as far aS the city-states wer~ conc~~ned, po{itical 

factions aiming at the overthrow of'a government could r~nder 

invaluable as~~ance 'in several ways. One method was the open­

ing of the gates of a city under siege~ , Another was to make it 

r ' 
possible for enemy forces'to enter the besieged city under the 

cover of~ darkness. An excéllen t example of this is provided by the 
t> • 

siege of Plataia. According te Thoukydides (2.2.1-3) a force 

of three hundred Boiotians entered the city at dight with the 

aid of 1,_Nauklièl~~s an~ hi~ friends who opened ,the gates for them. 

Upon victory those san~ groups become essentïal in keeving 

control of the captured city. Contact wi th subversive organ­

izations yields further advantages by providing access to 
, 

potenti~l traitors who ma~ bg privy to reliable information. 

Furthermote, these groups are capable of. carrying out the 
. . 

assassination of state ofeficials and members of ri~al factions 
. " 

on behalf of another state. An e?rly instance of political 

assassfnation is provided by th~ death of Ephi~ltes in 462-1 B.C. 

That a politica.1 faction was responsible is impÙ.ed in 

"Aristoteles" Ath.Pol. (25.4) and explicitlyCstated by 

PloutprkhC?s (~.lO. 7) • Intelligence,' therefore, has a dual 

functioni ~he gathering of information and clandestine activity. 

, 
: ' 
1 
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Both of thesf:. tasks are contro~l.lé"diby opera'tives who perform 
,,' 

two different functions. 

a) They collect information from 
various Sf:1:il"ces . 

. In ancient Greece the use of spies, 
perhaps, is the best example but other 
sources were equally productive: rpolitical 

,',~ exiles / deserters, . and paid informers . 
. 

b) They take charge ,of clandestine 
sources. 

The capture of walled ci ties was a 
particula,dy thorny problem for Greek 
armies since they lacked,both the 
technical ability and thè equipment 
to overcome'fortifications. There 
were only two options; first, to starve 
th~ de fendants to sUbmission, a Iengthy 
process at best, and second, to obtain, . 
the assistance of a subversive group 
inside the besieged city. In this 
respect the clandestine aspect of 
ïntel~igence paid off if its operatives 

r-- were ei ther inside the city or had 
con'tac't wi th :i.ndi viduais prepared to 
betray the town. 

In the absence of a 'central intelligence network in 

ancient Greece,how could both of these activ~ties be accomp~ished? 

The Greeks solved the problem by adaptin9 the proxenia to fanction 

as an intelligence system. This is characteristic ,~ince,q~ite 
, , 

often in'antiquity, institutions created to serve one purpose 

were later modified to cape with new situations. The high 

command of,the Athenian army, fo~ example, was entrùsted to a • 

board of ten generais. When the Athenians createdft navy, in 

the,'beginning, of the fifth century B.e., they did not establish 

a corresponding board of admiraIs but adapted ,the board of 
, 1 

generals to take charge of the navy. The men elected 'to the 

board of generals had to be capable of cornmand~ng bath a fl~et, 

: 

" 
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1 
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/' 

and a field arroy,. 

_ The proxenia could function as both an overt and a 

covert intelligence sys~ern. R~presentatives of this institùt~ 

ion ~ad access to the po~~tiçal power centres of the city-states 
.\ 

and were in an ideal position to contact subve~sive groups on ' 
" 

behal·f of t~e stat~/they represented. Proxenoi, more?ver, 

could eàsily part(ci~ate in saboeage, betrayal of besieged 
/ 
i 

ciiies, and political subversion. 

The intensificàtion of tensions between Athens and Sparta 
. ., 

in the latter haIt of the fifth century B.C. created the need 

f.or the ext-ension of intelligence networks. ,The stliuggle 

between these two states was further enhanc.ea by factional 

fighting within the cities of.their allies which c~eatêd a schism 

irr' the Greek world, with the àdherents of democracy appealing 

to Athens, anà~the followers of oligarchy looking 'to sparta4for 

protection. Consequently, gover~ments' and factions turned ta 

bre praxeni~, since thLs institution could ea~ily be àdapted to 

serve in ~n intelligence cappcity. 

j , 
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2.,1 REV,IEW ~ol L~TERA'I;URE 

) 

Very little attention hÇl.s previausly been ~aid ta ,the 

importance of the proxenia and information gathering in Anèient 

Greece. 'ln reality only five~authors have taûched upon the 
1 ~ 

matter and,their results rnay be briefly summarized to give the 

background tO,this stqdy. 

2.1.1 'MEIGGS, RUSSELL, liA N~ on Athenian Imperiali"sm" 
:rhJ Classical Revi€WJ 63 (1949) 9-12. 

• - 1 

Th~s article is' the first to suggest that the A~henians 
~ . ~. .. ... 

manipulated the proxenia to serve the intere?ts of Athenian~ 

imperiallsm. ' Meiggs arg'ues that the Athenians adàpted the 
.' . 

~ . 
proxenia'as a means of keeping watch over their reluctant'qlliçs. 

, , 
He supports his discussion by près~nting a series of inscription~ 

(IGi 2. 56 : IGi 2 • 27 i IGi 2 .28; IGii 2 • 32) which contain clauses guarantee-

protection for proxenoi and sometirnes for their 

families as weIl. Penalties or punispments'against anYO~~WhÔ 
\ 

harmed or murdered' a representative of Athens wbre alsG inëludéd 
, .. r "" 

in 'seveqll o,f th~se documents. M~iggs' refnforCes this assertion 

in his book, The Athenian Empire (Oxford, 1972), through his. 

discussion.of several proxenoi who were used as inst~uments of ' 

the empire~ Mei99s, mo,reoyer,' corrunent~ on the fact that the 

Athenian·proxenoi, in return for ,the honaur of public recog­

nition by Athens, were eager to defend the interests of Athens 
( , 

and could have been.used as an excellent source of political 

in telligence • 

• - J-' 
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2 .1,T 2 PERLMAN, S ~ "A Noté" on the Poli tical ,Implications of 
the Proxenia in the Fourth êentury B.C~"", The CLas8iaat Quarterly 

B (195'8) 185-187. 

~l?er1man examines the pol"i tic,~l role of the pr,?xenia 

, and discusses a further ~imension by suggesting,that the award 

ol' proxenia was closely identified"with the external policy of 

the state. perlman's presentation is confined to the fourth 

century B.e. and he trÇj.ces the a-etivities pf s~veral proxenoi who 

us~d their influence to further the interests of the' state they , , , 

represented as weIl as the for~ign pol~cy of their own .. city 

(for exampie, Ekphantos of Thasos ~f. 3.42 below] and Klearkhos of ~ , t: ;, 
Spa.rt;l,&f. 3.3, 2belCM J). IJ;l 'this light, Perlman argues that the 

. 
proxenia was a vital, instrument used to'extend a state's influence 

abro~d and.t6 prQvïde a link bet~een the ruling fàction 
, 
of one city and a faction of similar political ideology in 

°1 1 

another state. 

2.1.3 LOSADA, LUIS A., 
(·Leiden, 1972) ~ 

The firth Column in th~ PeZoponnesian War 
; 

." 

The betrayal of cities by individuals and factions has 

been frequently attested in literary sou~ce~ ~nd has received the 

attention of various scholars. Losada provides a complete 

study of this subject during the Feriod of the Peloponnesian war. 
, 

According t6 Losada, fifth èolumns operated throughout the entire 
, ' 

course of the war and in all parts of the Greek world. The 

motives of those engaged in this type of activity did not revolve 

around the traditional political division between oligarchs and 

d~~oc~~t~ but depended on social, economic, psychological and 

i, 
1 

, ' , 

political factors. The technical and economic conditions of warfarei 

- , 
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in the Cl,assical period,' 19ore9yer, led Etach side f during the 

Peloponnesian war, to seek the support of fifth colurnns. Losada 

suggests that the success or failure of th,ese groups WÇ3.S a 

decisive factor in the outcome of the conflict. Significantly, 

sorne of the fifth co1umns examined by Losada were organized and , 
1ed by proxenoi. This was the case with the Athenian proxenoi in 

Myti1ene \(cf3.4.3 belcw) and the Korinthi,3.n· proxenoi in Korkyra 

(cf. 3.5.1 below). 

'2.1.4 STARR, CHESTER, PotiticaZ Intelligence -z.n ÇZassical Greeee 
(Leiden, 1974). 

This study examines the role of intelligence in the 

history of ancient Greece between 500-336 B.e. Starr prese~ts 
. " 

.nurnerous examples of intelligence activity in an effort to prove 
\ 

that problems of political intelligence really did exist in . , 

ancient ~reece. He concludes by suggesting that the-Greeks made 

use of virtually every mode of intelligence which was availablei' 

th,ey f~iled, however!r<- to evaluate the information properly. He 

~ncludes with his survey of espionage activity, two examples of , . 
proxenoi, Arithmios of Zeleia (cf.3.3.l below) and Polydarnos of Phar-

'salos' (cf3:2.5 belbw) who supp1ied their clients with information 

,and who took part in clandestine work. Starr's work is essentially 

a broad outline of the different uses of political intelligence 
, , 

made by the ancient Greeks and it ~s not intended to be a 

complete study of any particular intelligence a(ctivi ty. 
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2.1.5 ENGELS, D." "Alexander's Intelligence System"," The 
Classical warterly 30 (1980) 327-340 

., Al though this, article daes not talk about the proxenia 

as such i t deals with I?henomena 50 closely related to, t~e following 

discussion that i t represents an "impôrtant part of the background 

development of thought relevant to this study. Thé purpose of 

this work is to provide an analysis of the metbods whieh 

Alèxander the Gre,i;it used to obtain and evaluate mili tary and 

political information and the counter-intelligence which he 

employed against bis enemies. Engels suggests that throughout 

Alexander's eampaigns, diplomatie envoys were used as spies to 

'provide strategic and taetical intelligence. Another important 

source or intelligence was the interrogation of high-ranking 

:officials from one nation to obtain information about the 

neighbouring nations, whiCh Alexander planned to conquer. 

According to Engels, when the Makedonian army was 

moving, it could only collect supplies wi thin a sixt Y to 

eighty mile radius. Consequently, it was .essential for Alexander 

to obtain precise intelligence eoncerning harvest dates, 'the 

location'of suitable routes, transport facilities and the 

di~tricts of agricbltural prpduetion in territories through 

which the army would march. Alexand!=!r acquired this type of 

informa tion from native guides 1 seou'ts, deserters and p:çisoners. ) J 

At the same time, Alexander went to great 1tengths to prevent 

information about Makedonian strategie and tactical planning 

from reaching his opponenus. One method employed was to 

restrict the individuals permitted to attend military conferences 

to important and trusted eommanaers. Alexander, furthermore, 

J 
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o 
employed an organizatipn oi· agents and informants \,li'thin his army 

,to :report on suspicious acti vi ties among his own officers and 

troops. 
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2.2. THE APPROACH Ta, AND METHODS OF THIS STUDY 

The primary evidence presented in this study is based 

on literary and epigraphiç sources. In sorne instances it has 

been possible to correlate proxeny decrees, which describe the 

intelligence acti vi ty of an indi vidual ,w,i th events rnentioned 

in literary sources. These episodes dernonstrate the effect that 

the intelligence role of the proxenia had on the course of Greek 

history between ,the fifth century B.e. and the first part of the 

fourth centry B.e. 

Examples of proxenoi functioning as. intelligence agents 

are presented in chronological arder and by region.' This is 

a logical division since i t permi ts, 'in sorne cases, an analysis 

of the activities of proxenoi of more than one state in a given 

region.' A rnap is included (endpage) to dernonstrate that the 

distribution of proxenoi engaged , in intelliçence acti vi ty covered 

sorne ~f the rnost strategically important areas of the Greek 

world. 

An atternpt has been made to present the historical 

background of events which reveal the intelligence activities 

of proxenoi and link their participation to a specifie episode 

involving the collection of information or any other type of 
intelligence activity. In sorne cases it has been possible to 

proyide the complete historical context of events depicting the 

intelligence role of the proxenia and identifying the category 

of intelligence activity which the proxenos performed. Other 
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cases require sorne degree of speculation. This is due to the 

abs'e'nce of complete ex tant sources surrounding a particular event 

or period of Gre~k his~ory and the fragmentary nature of 'sorne 

of the epigraphical evidence. èonsequently the approach of 

this study is not based only upon the individual examples cited 

but aiso upon th,e cumula~i vi effect of thè evidence presented. 

It would he wrong to place too much em~hasis on the interpr~-

tation of one or two isolated incidents; the cumulative weight OI 

~ inéidents analysed in the following section seems 

~o suggest that we may be dealing with something more general 

than a few isolated phenomena. ' 

( 

-~_~ ... ~ __ .... ___________ tr....---"'-"-----~"'-----~"_·_--
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3.~. Introduction 

One of the earliest grants bf proxend.a in the 5th 

century B.C. was given to lüexandros l of Makedonia (Hdt.8.136 •. 
i 

1-3) .' There i~ s'Orne debate as to the. exact date of his proxenia 

but it served both the inter~sts of Alexandrqs and of the Athenians. 

\ 

, 1 

Wa11'ace (1970: 199-200) and Waloç.nk (1978: 66) 1ink A1exandros.~ 

proxenia to the 1ate 480 '8 B.C. If this is ,the case, the,closer 

ties wi th Alexandros' coin<;ide. ~ith J the Them;i.stokIe,ian ship-
l , 

building proQrammè and the 'nee,? for 'large shipments of" timber 

from Makedonia. Indeed, as a vassal of the grea t k~ng, A1~'x'andros 

had a~~ess, to the pl'ans of 'the perslanS( and was in an idea1 
J 

position to assist the Greeks as weIl as the Atheriîans with 
... 

valuable information. \According to the aecàunt of Herodotos 
, 

(9.45-46) .just before the engagement at Plataiai Alexi',indros , 

sedretly rode up tri the Greek lines a'nd, iniormed· them of the 
t.. 1 A 

,Persian p1a!l,of b~tt1e. Thiseventis dismisséd by BUl?Y and 

, Meiggs (1979: 184) as being improbable. On the other hand, what 

giyes i t a ring of truth is that of aIl the Greek armies -present .'---
at P1ataiai it was thè Athenians to whom Alexandros went·direct-

.. 
ly. Logically A1exandros should have transmi~ted his' information 

to Spartan troops. This w.ould have made sure that his informat­

'. ion got ta the Spartan kirrg;-Pausanias, the commander of the 

combine'ci G,reek forces, as quickly as possible. In, fact, 

Herodotos (9.45.4-7) quotes Alexandros t~Î1ing tbe Athenian 
, • < 

so1diers: ; 
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Does Herodotos imply that Pausanias can count only on the Athenians 

to keep a secret arid not on his own soldiers? This is very 

unlikely. A more plausible explanation is that Alexandros was 
, 

sure that his informatibn would be accepted as reliab1e by the 

_ Athenians, whereas thé rest of the Greeks might have been very 

sceptical of what a vassal of persia 'told the~. 
, 

The Athenians, on the other han'd, would 

reason to trust A1exandros, especially if 

Athenian proxenos. This is only conceivable if 'the pr:oxe 

Alexandros -is dated before the battle of Pla taiai. Unf ... 
/' 

i t is possible for Geyer (1930: 44) , Lanbarda (1931: 480-84), 

good 

an 

(OCD
2

S. v. Alexander (1)) to, .... argue that Alexandrds became an Athenian 

proxenos only aftèr the Persian wars. If that is the case the 

Athenians may have honoured Alexandros for his assistance during 

the Persian' wars, thus maintaining a èlose friendship wi th 
" , 

someone who wa,s situated in a strategie posi tian in northern 

Greece. Persia may" have been defeated but she still posed a 

formidable threat. Anoth~r major factor was the supply of timber 

for Athenian ships from northern ~reece.1 At this time 

1 For the importance of the Makedonian timber supply to the 
Athenian navy anq mercantile marine see T,houk. 4.108.1; Xen. 
Hell. 6.1.11i SIG,587',66~304;SIG3248-N.7. 'In 407 B.C. another 
Make20nian king, Arkhe~aos, was made proxenos and bene factor 
(IGi ~l05). 

r 
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interests of Athens 'were greatly ~xpanded, 

especially, in northern Greece and tht3 northern Aege~n. For 

Alexandros the proxenia meant close ties with an emerging power 

and a counterforce to Persia. 

If AlexandrQs was nct, in fact, the first proxenos to 

provide information it may at least be that his case wasvone 

which led 'to the adaptation of the proxenia. to suc'b a purpose. 
\ ~ 

Despit"è the amhigui't;i.es over the exact date of the proxenia of, . ,. , 

Alexandtos, tJrere is every indication that the Atheniàns after 

this began to manipulate the Il intelligence" potential of the 

proxenia. unfortunately, there does not' exist a complete 

record of aIl of the Athenian proxenies issueci or, for that 

matter, of those of any other Greek city-state. What does 

remain, though ,provides an indication of the use made 'of the 

proxenia by the different Gre~k ~overI':\ments. The pove,.rty of 
ftj 

evidence i however, narrows the scope' of this discussion to oilly 

a few of the Greek ~ states.' 
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3.2 NORTHERN GREECE 

\ ~.< -' 

3.2.1 Nymphodoros of Abdera 
} 
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'1 

In the: struggle between Ath~~ns and Sparta ,~n the latter 

half of the 5th dentuty B.e, r,r the proxenia begân ,to play a vital 
, -, 

role. Just ~:fter the beginniiig of th~ Peloponne.sian war the 
\ 

\ ) 

Athenians wan~ed to bring Sitaikes, king of the Odrysians in 

Thrake, into an\'lliance wi'.f.h them (Thouk.2. 29.1-7). Sinee 

Si talkes was a t t~is time the enemy of Athens, the Athenians 

made Nymphodoros O~\~dera their p;oxenos 'in ca.' 431-;-3Q B.e: to' 

conduct negotiations \ThOUk. 2.29.1)., According to Thoukydides 

(2.29.~), NymPhOdor~s h\d a great deal of influence with S\talkes 

'who had married NymPhOd~OS' sis ter. 

Nymphodoros, iI~\ faet, not o~ly indueed Si talkes into 
\ 

an al.liance wi th Athens; hÈ\ also brought about 'a reconclliation 

between Perdikkas of Makedonla and the Athenians (Thouk. 2.29. '7)., 
. \ 

As a resul t'of Nyrnphodoros' efforts, Perdikkas imro~diately joined . ' 
, , 

forces wi th the Athenians under Phormio and took the field against . \ -... ~ 

the Khalkidians (rr:hpuk. 2.29.7). \, 

The question which must be\ asked now is whether the 
'\ 1 

actions of Nymphodoros were the resul t of diplomatie hegotiations' 

or of an intelligence aCf;:ivi ty. On the surface ÎJt appears io 

! 
" 

" ~ 

be a diplomatie achievement:. The Athenians deeded to turn -their 

enemy Sitalkes into an ally and used his Qrother-,in-law to 

accomplish this. 'Ori 'the "other harl"a, why should 'N'ymphodoros have 

assisted the Athenlans and was it necessary' for the Athenians 

, '~'-"'Jt ... -~,-~- ~R~"'" • 
Q 
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to grant Nymphodoros the proxenia? As" far as the motives of 

NymphodQ~os are conçerned, we can, only assume that he stood to 

gain something from his association with Athens: The inscript-

-,-ibn of his pro'xepia does not survive 50 we Gan not ascertain 
, 

what privileges were attached to it. ' This could include any 
~ 

nvmber of privilege~ and benefits: the right to 'Qwn land and' 

a house in Athens, exemption from taxes (aTtÀElu), the right to 

pay the same ~axes as an Athenian (LOOTf:,Àr- la) and protection as 
\ 

well as compensation to his family. in case of his death~ , , 

What-is interesting is that accofding to Thoukydides 
. 

(2.29.1), Nymphodoros was first made proxenos and'then summoned 
, 1 

to Athensi during his visit there, Nymphodoros' was persuaded by 

the AtheJ;üans to use his influence on Si talkes. Whatever 
r, 

transpired in Athens, it was more than enough tO gain Nymphodoros' 
, # 

friendship. ,He not only agreed to bring Sitalkes' over to the 
( , 

Athenian camp, but he further promised to end the war in Thrak~ 

and, to persüade Sitalkes to send the Athenians a force of 

Thrakian cavalry an'd peltasts (Thouk.2.29.5). , AH of this' 
~ ~ 1 

Nymphodoros accomplished and it must be kept in mi~d that it 

was for the benefit of Athens. Nyrnphodoros' type of intelligence 

activity is plainly overt. 

The motives of the Athenians, in 'giving Nymphodorps 

the proxenia, are ,quite ,clear. On the one hand they gain a 

valuable,ally in Sitalkes and on th~ other they have a 

p~rmanent agent in Thrake. They could, moreover, dep'~nd on 

Nymphodoros to report on any activi ty", in ThraKe detrimental to 

Athenian interests in the future. As events were later to show, 
,<;). 
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it was i~perative for the Ather-ians to l).ë,ye a, proxenos in the 

area to keep them informed. Perdikkas of Makedon;a played a 

" double game between Athens and Sparta, thê details of which are 

discussed by J.W. Cole (1974:55). At one time he helped the 
, 
Khalkidlans a~ainst Athens (Thouk.l.57.1-6); at> another he 

'sided with Athens against'her rebellious allies (Thouk.2.29.6). 

In 429 B.C. combined operations rad been planned between Athens 
p 

and Si ta1kes 1 against perdikkas. 
r'· 1 

NYmphodoros perhaps had a hand 

in persuading Sitalkes 'to move against p~rdikkas. As the 

Athenian proxenos, Nymphodoros would have done everything in 

his pcMert'? look aft(;'!r Athe-nian interests. In 429 B.e. Sitalkes 

muslered a large Thrakian 'army and invaded MaKedonia. The 
, 1 

territory was laid waste, but for sorne ;re~son ~hich Thoukydides 

(2.101.1) does not adeguate1y explain / the Athenian contingent 

did not qrrive, and Sitalkes withdrew., , 
3.2.2 Aristonos of L,arissa _ /' 

The Athen~ans, however, did not restrict their 

. intelligence acti vi ties on1y to the cou,rt of Si talkes.. In 

431 B.e., the first year of war, the Peloponnesi~ns invaded 

Attika. '. The Athenian hoplites were kept behind the wal1s by , . 
1 

l " Perdikkas and only a few co1umns of cava1ry werl:!' sent out by the 

Ath~nians to engage ,the enemy. One of these columns, composed 

entirely of_Thessalians; was commanded by Aristonous of Larissa 

(Thouk.2.22.3). An inscription,.has survived (IGi2 .S·S)·'Which 

bears the namefof a certain Ariston6s granting him the title of 
,1 

proxehos and, benefactor.· Furthérmore 1 the decree includes 

provisions for Aristonos ta have access ~ the court of the 
", 

polemarkhos Lf he suffers civil in jury. There may also have 

,.. 
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.been,a clause wpich included compensation to be paid if Aristonos 

was killed. Unfortunately, at this point the text of the inscript-

ion is missing. A.strong case has been made (Walbank 1978: 16~) 

that AristonQ§.,' the proxenos, is the sam~ as Aristonous, the 

commander, of-the Thessalian cavalry column mentioned by 

Thoukyd'ides (2.22.3). 

This may "~~ anothe,r glimpse into the diplomatie and 

int4,igence efforts ~~, the Ath~'nians in Thrake and Thessa1ia. 

As an Athenian proxenos Aristonos ~ould be valuab1e in provïding 

the Athenians w~th information as well as acting as a middleman 

between Athens and mercenary, forée~ of cavalry in T~esTalia. It 

is interesting that in ~n obscure passage of Âeneias\ tbe 
" t' ~ 

Tactician (22.29) the èontracto~ of mercenary forces ~s referyéd " 
- ( , ! 

to as a 'proxenos. It i,5 not, howéver', clear if Aeneia~acticion 

is referring to'a traditional typé of proxenos or if he rneans 
\ 

{ 

1 that the contractor is the proxerkîs ,of the mercenaries, that is, 

. '-. \ thelr representatlve. 

3.2.3a Strophakos of Pharsalos (and 3.2.3b Three Illyrians) 

When Brasidas was trying to,make his way through 

'Thessalia in 424 B.C. to get to Thrake, he ran into sorne 
~-

resistance. Tt was, partly due te "his, abilities a's a diplpmat 

and partly on the advice that he may h~ve received from se;eral 
'1. 

,of the Thessalians accompanying him that he got through. 

Before proceeding tO:Thessalia, Brasidas had taken the. 

precaution df including with his staff several of his friendF 

from Pharsalos in ,The~alia. One of these Tbessalians, Str,ophakos, 
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was the' proxenos of the Khalkidians (Thouk.4.78.1). In this 

instance, Strophakos, a Thessa1ian, was acting on behalf of 

the Kha1kidians by supplying va~uable intelligence to Brasidas 

on how to proceed through Thessalia. No doubt" the grant of 

proxenia to Strophakos had paid its dividends to the Khalkidians. 

Brasidas marched through Thessa1ia unmolested and 

followed up with a victorious winter campaign (along with the 
~ 

aid of Perdikkas of Makedonia) in Thrake. The Athenians did 

not take any military action to check ~rasidas. According to 

Bury and Meiggs (1979:281) the inactivity of the Athenians was 

due to two causes. First, the disaster of Delion had disheartened 

themi second, the peace party represented hy Nikias and Lakhes 

" took this opportunity to work towards peace. Instead, taking 
-

advantage of ~he one year truce which was concluded with Sparta, 
, 

t:.hey 'concentra ted" on improving their position in the area. 

In the summer of 423 B.e., Brasidas was obliged to 

join Perdikkas and march against Arrhabaios( king of the 

Lynkestians. This expedition against the Lynkestians served no 

,purpose to the interests of Sparta, but it was important to 

Perdikkas. Since Perdikkas was cbntributing to the pay of the 

Peloponnesian army i t was necessary for Brasidas to co-operate. 

The combined forces of Brasidas and Perdikkas defeated the 

Lynkestians. Then, events took a different course. Perdikkas 

was expecting a force of Illyrian roercenaries to join up with 
, 

him but the Illyrians'betrayed hiro and instead joined up with 

Arrhabaios (Thouk.4\125.1). Fortunately, (3.2.3b on the ma~) we 

have a surviving inscription (JGi2.72) f in a tragmentary 



( 

, ' 

J' 

( 

38 

condition, which may'shed sorne light on the betraya1 by the 

l lly'rians. According to Walbank (1978: 235)" the inscription is 

a record of the grantin~ of a proxenia to three Illyrians, who 
.~ 

may have been re1ated, for their services té the Athenian 

people and army. Furthermore, a clause was added which offered 

compensation if any of them were murdered at any place under 

Athenian control. Both Walbank (1978:237) ahd Biller (IGi 2.72) 
, 

place the date of this inscription ca.42l-20 B.C. and argue 

that the granting ?f the proxenia was related to the campaigns 

of Brasidas and Perdikkas in 423 B.C. Unfortunately, there is 

no way of determining if the three individuals referred to in 

IGi 2 .72 were instrumental in persuading the Illyrians to 

abandon Perdikkas. It would not, however, be illogical for the 

Athenians to have used the same approach with the Illyrians as 

they had done with Nymphodoros and the Odrysians of Thrake. 

Only in this case the grant of proxenia would have been made 

after the recipients had perforrned sorne kind of service for 

the Athenians. If that service was persuading the Illyrians to 

support the Athenian cause it paid-off handsomely. The appearanee 

of the Illyrians on the side of Arrhabaios caused panic in the 

Makedonian army and forero Perdikkas and Brasidas to retreat 

(Thouk.4.125l. Ultimately, this episode led to a breach between 

Brasidas and the Makedonians (Thouk.4.128.5t. 

3.2.4 Kallipos of Gyrton, -(Thessalia) 

Shortly after this, perdikkas changed sides aga~n and; in 

oroer to prove his loyal ty to l'>thens ( he prevented the Lakedaimonian:: 

i 

j 
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from rein forcing Brasidas in'Thrake (Thouk.4.132.1). Perdikkas 
• 

accomplished this by convincing his friends in Thessalia not 

to permit Lakedairnonian forces ta cross their territory (Thouk. 

4.132.1-3). Perdikkas, however, may not have been the only one 

who wanted to prevent the Thessa1ians from a110wing the 

Lakedairnonians to cross Thessa1ia. Another inscription has 

survived which records the grant of proxenia to Ka11ipos of 

Thessalian Gyrton (IGii2 27). According to the text of the 

document, the board of generals recornmends that Kallipos be 

praised for his good will towards Athens and that he be 

recagnized, together with his sons, as proxenos and euergetes. 

Wa1bank (1978:353) suggests that Kallipos' sérvices may have 

been of a military nature. It is quite conceivable that 

Kallipos was ,given the proxenia for his part in persuading 

the Thessalians not to permit the Peloponnesians to cross their 

country. If the efforts of the three Illyrians (3.2.3b) 

mentioned in the decrees of proxenia (IGi 2 72) of ca. 421-' 

20 B. c. as well as those of Kalipos are related to the events 

in Thrake, it may offer an insight into the covert activities 

of tqe Athenians. Even if Meritt (1939: 63-69) is right in 

placing the proxenia of Ka11ipos in 416-415 B.C., this still 

does not preclude the possibility that Kallipos was made 

proxenos for his services in 423-422 B.C. 
, ·1 
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3.2.5 Polydamos of Pharsalos 

In the fourth century events took a different turn 

in Thessalia and both Athens and Sparta had to contend with a 

new power for control of northern Greece. 

and early fourth centuries B.e., Thessalia 

During the fifth \ 

comprised numerous 

cities which were in a constant state of hostility or war. By 

the time of the Peaae of Kaltias (371 B.e.) Thessalia was 

unified into a 'powerful state under the hegerronia of lason of 

Pherai. lason was a capable general and dip10mat and it was 

these abilities which helped him to control Thessalia. His 

ambitions, however, were not confined to this region; he aimed 

at heg~a over Greece and at leading a crusade against Persia 

(Xen. Hell. 6.1.12-13). As master of Thessalia he had the best 

cavalry in Greece at his command and the means of raising a 

powerful army ta accQmplish his aims. A serious obstacle to 

Iason was Sparta, the most powerful state in Greece at this time. 

To overcome this Iason ailied himself with Thebes, and with the 

Second Athenian Confederacy (Tod 1948:2.67-68) . 

In July 371 B.e. the Spartan army was routed at the 

battle of Leuktra by the Thebans. When the news of the Theban 

victory reached lason he set out immediately with his army to 

join his allies. The presence of the Thessa1ian forces compelled 

the Spartans to accept a truce with the Thebans instead of 

waiting for their reinforcements to arrive and attempting to 

resume the battle (Xen.Hell. 6.4.22-26) . The Spartans were now 

confronted with a formidable coalition of Boiotia and Thessalia. 

Thebes, up until the battle of Leuktra,was not considered to be 
\ 
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a major military power. The reorganization of her army by 

Epaminondas and Pelopidas led to the victory at Leuktra and 

made Thebes a power to be reckoned with. 

The Spart ans were kept abreapt of the events in 

Thessalia early enough to prevent the ascendancy of Jason and 

ultimately to rob the Thebans of a powerful ally. According to 

Xenophon (Hell.6.1.2), the Spartan proxenos ln Pharsalos 

presented the Spartan assembly with a detailed report of the 

situation in Thessalia outlining the dangers lason was posing 

for thern. Polydamos of Pharsalos ~as a prominent man in his 

own city and aoll .. over Thessalia (Xen. Hel1.6.1.2). He was in an 

ideal place to observe the situation in Thessalia and when he 

felt that the interests of Sparta were threatened he did not 

hesitate to inform her government of the state of affairs. 

Xenophon (Hell.6.~.4-5) quotes his words to the Spartan 
\ 

assemlHy: 

'Eyw, ~ aVÔpfÇ Auxf5aL~6vLoL, np6~cvoç 6~wv 
~v xal cûcpyé"~ç é~ n~vTwv ~v ~c~v~~cea 
npoyovwv, a.';Léù, éciv Té TL 6.nopw, np6ç ùllêiç 
(éVUL, éàv T[ TL XUÀCTIOV Ù~LV tv TTI GCTTaÀLa 
\ ) \. T ~ ~ 

OUVLO'tTrral,OT)!lutvCLV. UXOUC'[C Il~v oov, c6 
oLs' '(J'TL, xaL Ù!lCLÇ 'Iaoovoç è5vO/la' Cl yàp 
~V~p xat 6UVU/lLV ~X&L ~EydA~v xat 6vo~aaT6ç , 
COTLV. 

) 

( 

Polydamos then proceeded to give the Spartan assembly the political ~ 

and mili tary details of lasons' actions in Thess.alia (Xen.Hell. 

6.1. 5-13) : 

1) the alliances of Jason in Thessalia. 
2) the strength of Iasons'~army, six 
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3) 

4) 

thousand mercenaries. 
the alliances of lason with 
the Markians, Dolopians, the 
King of Epeiros and the Thebans. 
the future plans of Jason to: 
a) build a navy and raise an 

army of ten thousand hoplites. 
b) cut off the Athenians from their 

naval supplies in Makedonia. . 
c) subdue Greece and conduqt a war 

against Persia. 
the need for lason to conclude ~n 
alliance with Pharsalos, Polydaroos' 
city, in arder to complete his hold 
over Thessalia. 
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Furtherrnore, he urged the Spartans to send an army,to Thessalia, 

assuring them that its presence would cause the rebellion of the 

ci ties allied wi th lason. 

This is an excellent exarnple of a proxenos functioning 

as an intelligence agent. Polydamos had the qualifications 

which enabled him ta have access to information not available 

to many individuals. The prestige and prominence he enjoyed 

made this possible. For eX';lItlple, a great deal of what he 

reported ta the Spartan assembly he learned from TIason himself 

(Xen. Hel1.6.1.4-S), and the rest from other sources. In his 

report (Xen. Bell.6.1.8), Polydamos indicated that he was able 

to verify part of what he picked up from Iason,although he did 

not specify how he could do 50. We can assume, however, that he also 

had contacts in other Thessalian cities keeping him informed. 

Despite his warnings and advice the Spartans did not 

take the initiative and eventually had to face a powerfuland 

united Thessalia( hostile to them. Polydamos returned to his 

city and if we consider his past performance we may assume that 

he kept on informing the Spartans about the situation in 
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Thessalia. According to Xenophon (Hell. 6.4.34-33), after Iason's 

assassination in 370 B.C. his brother Polyphron took over the 

hegemonia of Thessalia and executed Polydamos. Xenophon does 

not give the reason for Polydamos' death but we can safely 

assume 

,,, 
} 

that his association wi th Sparta was part of i t. 

1 
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3.3 THE HELLESPONT' AND PROPONTIS 

3.3.1 Ari thmios of Zeleia 

Athens had shawn interest in the Hellespont as early 

as the first half of 'the fifth century B.e. The importance of 

this region lay in its access'to the Black Sea area with its 
o 

grain. It would be natural for the Athenians to establish 

proxenies there, if only to safeguqrd their economic interests. 
1 

One such prox~nia was given to"Arithmios of Zeleia (Aiskhin.3. 

258-279). Arithmios, however, betrayed his office, and instead 

of serving the interests of Athens he decided to work for the 

Persians. Sometirne between 480 - 460 B.e., on behalf of the 

Persians, Arithmios brought gold,to the Peloponnese (Aiskhin.3. 

258: Dem. 9. 42) i~ order to insti9ate discontent amongst the 

Greeks. When the Athenians learned of his activities they 

declared him lb:qJ.oç and /an enemy of the Athenian people and their 

âllies (Dem.9,42i Dein. 2.24-5). The condernnation of â~L~(a 

meant that Arithmios was now'regarded as an outlaw and he was 

stripped of all the privileges he had enjoyed in Athens. As 

an Athenian proxenos, Arithmios had the perfect cover to travel 

to the Peloponnese without arousing any suspicion, or for that 

matter, anywhere in Greece. The Persians would have been hard 

pressed to find a better agent to carry their gold. FurtherrnQre, 

they cou Id trust Ari thmias because they could always threaten 

him with exposure, at least up te the time wh en his treachery-:-

was discovered. 

1 

, \ 
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There is a record of at least one other proxenia in . .---' 
, , 

the Hellespont, dated to the middle of the fifth Oentury B.C., 

naming Pythagoras' of Selymbria as the Pf~xenos of Athens (IGi 2 

1034; Wa1la'ce 1970: 203) • He, together wi'th Arithmias of Zeleia .. 
and Alexandros of Makedonia, are the earliest recorded proxenoi 

in the fifth century B.C. (Walbank 1978:4). 

3.3.2 ,Kiearkhos of Sparta 

The basic strategy of the Spartans, during the 

Peloponnesian war, was to try to for~e the Athenians to commit 
• 

their army to battle. The Spart ans thus, ravaged 'Attika 

with the object of inducing the Athenian hoplites to defend 

their land. If the y could achieve this, they were confident 

that .their superbly trained army would easily defeat the 

Athenians. This tactic, however, fai1ed to achieve its purpose. 

The Athenians, ever appreciative of the capability of the Spartan 
~ 

army, remained behind their walls. This they did secure in the 

knowle9ge that the fleet could keep Athens supplied as long as 
; 

necessary. 

~ The critical point of the Athenian grain supply was 

the Hellespont. As lon~ as Athens controlled this region she 

could maintain a s~cure aCbess to her food supply in the Black 

Sea area~ By 411 B.C. the Spartans rea1ized the futility of 

their strategy. According to Xenophon (HélI. 1.1.35), King 

Agis of Sparta, while stationed at Dekeleia, cou Id actually see 

the -Athenian ships carr.yiI?.9' grain to Perir~ieus;"l A9ts, therefore, 
-. l 

resolved to gain control of the H~llespont in order ta cut off i 

1 
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thé Athenians from their food supply (Xen. ~.1.1.35)._ 

Accordingly, an a ttack was p1anned on Khalkedon and Byzantion 

(Xen.'He11.1.l.35). The assault on Byzantion, however, was 

co-ordinated to coincide witha revoIt inside the city (Thouk. 

8,80.2). A faction in Byzantion wanted to withdraw the city 

from the Athenian alliance and had mad~ overtures to the Spartans 

for assistance (Thouk.8.80.2). Considering the circumstances, 
(" 

it is not surprising that Agis gave the command of the Spartan 

forces to K1ea~khos, son of Rhamphias. What is unique about 
i 

K1earkhos is that, among other things, he was the proxenos of 

Byzan:tion at Sparta (Xen. HeIL,l.I. 35). When the Spartan forces 
~ 0 

reached Byzantion, the revoIt took place and the Spartans 

ocoupied the ci'ty (Tho\lk. 8.80.3) . 

What we must ask here is, if Byzantion was 

taken with the aid of fifth co1umnists, of what significance 

wa~ the proxenia of Klearkhos. l be1ieve there are two factors 

te consider. First, the faction within Byzantion most probably 

made contact with the Spartans through the'proxenos, K1ear~hos. 
'V' 

We know from Thoukydides (8.80.1) that Klearkhos during that 

f same summer was in the area, for he had been sent by the Spartans 

to Pharnabazos, satrap of Hellespontine Phrygia (Thouk.8.80.l)j 

bath Pharnabazos and Tissaphernes, satrap of Sardis, were 

urging the Spartans to begin operations in the Hellœspont. It 

is thus not inconceivable that he,was met by representatives 

from Byzantion and informed of the potential coup. Secpnd, the 

Spartans had to consider their position in Byzantion after its 

capture. This city had been a loyal al1y of Athens and i t still 

J , 
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was a strategie point 'in the Hellespont region. It would be 
, " 

imperative, thereforeLt that the city be placed urfder the corrunand 
< 

of someone o/ho enjoyed the confidence of the ruling faction and 

who could prevent any attempt at a counter coup. The Spartan 

meeting these qualifications most admirably was Klearkhos. 

3.3.3 Polykles, Peraieus, and Aristoboulos of Byzantion 

The Hellespont, as we have seen, figured prominently 

in the strategie considerations of Athens and Sparta. One of 

several documents which pertain to this is a record of three 

men of Byzantion being praised for their services to Athens 

IGi 2 .106). Polykles, peraieus, and Aristoboulos are honoured 

f~ their past services and present usefulness to the city and 
\ 
\ 

the army and qre grant-€de3rnmption from the metiç tax at Athens 

,/' G . 2. 
(I ~ .106.1-10). If, mareover, we accept Wilhelm's restoration 

,. 

of line ten (of the decree) they were also granted enktesis of 

hou se and land (IGi 2 .106;walbank 1978:426), Pecirka, (1966:13-17) 

agreed that this restoration was possible, but noted that there 

is no para'llel for a grant of both hguse and land. In cases 

of exiles it was usual ta give grants only for houses. In any 

case, there is a strong implication that these men were exiles 

and may have suffered this fate because of their association 

with Athens. One, or aIl tbree of them, ~ay have been exiled 

from Byzantion after the city rebelled from the Athenian 

Alliance (Thouk.8.80.3) in 411 B.C. 

According to the document, the genera1s at Athens were 

instructed to send the exiles on a trireme by the quickest and 
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safest route, to join the gene~als in the Hellespont. The 

generals in the Hellespont were also instructed to accept their 

advice and work with them towRrds the,best interests of Athens 

(IGi2 .106.20-23). 

The historical context of this docwnent is rnost ,likely 

ta be the period between 411-408 B.e., when Athens wa~ trying 

to restore her position in the Hellespont (Wa1bank 1978:430). 

It is not certain that the decree is a granting of proxenia -

the surviving fragments do not menti"on either proxenia or 

euergesia. According to Wa1bank (1978:431), however, the extant 

sections strongly suggest that these men were already Athenian 

prox~oi or were gaining this office because of their assistance 

ta Athens. By coincidence, when Athenian operations intensified 

in the Hellespont in 409 a.c., two cities, Selymbria and Byzantion, 

were taken with the aid of fifth columnists. ·Is there any 

re1ationship betweBn this and the arrivaI of Polykles, peraieus, 

and Aristoboulos in the Hellespont to "advise" the Athenian 

generals? We will never knQw, but the possibility is tantalizing. 

3.3.4 \ Aeollodoros of Selymbria \ 

We know f rom Xenophon (He Il • 1 . 3 . 16) Ploutarkhos (Alk • 

31. 2-6) and Diodoros (13.66.6-7) that both Byzantion and SelYmb,ria 

were taken by betrayal. In 407 B.e. a decre~ was passed at 

Athens ratifying the conditions upon which Selymbria was restored 

to the Athenian Alliance (IGi 2 .l16). The decree itself is in two 

parts, the second being a clause added by A1kibiades (who 

captured Selymbria) which,among other things,grants the proxenia 
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to Apollodoros and another man, whose name survives only in part. 

Certainly these men were made proxenoi because of their services 

to Athens. Considering that Selymbria was, until recently, at 

war with Athens, the granting of the proxenia to Apollodoros and 

the other man may weIl have been as a result of the part whic:h they 
\ r .. 

took in the betrayal of the city. 

3.3.5 Arkhelios and Heraklides of Byzantion 

From Xenophon (Hell.l.3.16) we are better informed 

about the events in Byzantion. After Alkibiades captured 

Selymbria in 408 B.C. 1 (Xen. Hell.l.3.10;Diod.13.66) he moved his 

forces an~ besieged Byzantion (Xen.Hell.l.3.l4). Findi~g that 

his efforts to take that city by force were getting him nowhere, 

Alkibiades decided on a clandestine course of action. According to 

Xenophon (Hell.l.3.16) he managed to persuade sorne of the people 

of Byzantion to betray their city to hirn. From Xenophon we have 

the names of those who participated in the plot: Kydon, Ariston, 

Anaxilaos, and Lykourgos (Xen. Hell.I. 3:18-19) .AU of these rœn were 

exiled when the Spartan forces under Lysandros again occupied 

Byzantion in 405 B.C. (Xen.Hell.2.2.1). The city remained in 

Spartan control until 390-389 B.C., when it was taken by 

Thrasybouios with the aid of an internaI coup (Dem.20.60;Xen. 

Hell.4.8.27). Accarding ta Demosthenes, the men who handed the 

ci ty over to Thrasyboulos, Arkhelios and Herakl ei des , were 

banished from Byzantion because of their association with Athens 

( ) h ' AI J . Dem,. 20 .60. In turn, t e A them.ans made bath (n~ them proxeno~ 

and benefactors (Dem. 20.60). Arkhelios and Herakleides had proven 

l There is sorne debate about the exact date. 

t 
) 

l , 
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'" 
their value to Athe~s, since by their actions they enabled 

Thrasyboulos to caPt~BYZantion without an assault. A 
"-....... 

protracted siege would have cost the Athenians a grèat deal in 

terms of time, effort, men, and maney. 

3.3.6 Philinos of Byzantion 

After the Peace of Antalkidas 
(. 

(386 B.e.) the people 

of Byzantion remained loyal ta Athens (Isokr.14.28) and in 377 

B.e. (IGii
2

.43) were among the rirst ta join the Second Athenian 

Confederacy. One year prior to thi~ Byzantion had entered into 

a separate alliance with Athens (Tad 1948:2.56). Among the 

envoys of Byzantion sent to Athens for the conclusion of the 

Alliance was Kydon, the pro-Athenian who helped betray his l::ity 

ta Alkibiades (Xen.Hell.l.3.18). When Lysandros capturep 

Byzantion, Kydon fled to Pontas and later to Athens where he 

received citizenship (Xen.Hell.2.2.l). -- ' 

Another of the Byzantine envoys was Phitinas (Tod 1948: 

2.57) who at about thi,s time was granted the ti tle of proxenos and 
2 

benefactor by the Athenians (IGii .76) 1 not on.ly for his good will 

in the present but also !or his past services to th~ Athenians 

(IGii2.76.10-l3). AlI the previous ~oxenies given to the citizens 

of Byzantion, which have been discussed, were granted to men who 

had more th an demonstrated their devotion to the Athenian cause. 

Individuals, such as Arkhelios and Heraklides were banished 

from their city because of their association with Athens. In 

turn, the Athenians rewarded,.them with the praxenia (Dem.20.60) • 
.... 

To the Athenians these men had proven their loyalty as weIl as 
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their value. Phi1inos, to receive the'pr~xenia, must have gained 

the trust of the Athenians, perhaps not in the same manner as 

Arkhe1ios and Heraklides, but to t~e same degree.~ As the 

Athenian proxenas in Byzantion, Philinos was charged with 

looking after the interest of the Athenians and providing 

assistance and hospitality ta Athenian envoys coming to his city. 

3.3.7 Phanokritos of Parion 

Athens, slowly recovering from her defeat during the 

Peloponnesian war, had formed an alliance with Thebes, Korinthos 

and '\rgos against Sparta (395-4 B.e.). During the course of the 

conflict which ensued (the Korinthian war) Athens was restored 

as an independent power in Greece. By 386 B.C. the Athenian 

fleet, under the command of Iphikrates and Dïotimos l had 

blockaded the Spart an fleet, under Nikolokhos at Abydos (Xen. 

Hell. 5.1.25-8). Antalkidas 1 the Spartan general was negotiating 

in Asia Minor with the Persians to bring them into t~e war on 

the side of the Spartans (Xen. Hell. 5.1. 25) .. When he discovered 

what had occurred, he went to Abydos and took command of the 

fleet. Antalkidas with the fleet sailed out of the harbour to 

Per~ote on the Asiatic coast, after spreading the rumor that he 

was going to Khalkedon (Xen.Hell.5.l.25-26). The Athenian 

generals,deceived by the ruse, moved their fleet to the Propontis 
{. 

in the hope of catching up with the Spartans. Antalkidas, 

however, having avoided the Athenians, returned to Abydos unharmed. 

He was able, moreover, to capture eight triremes which had 

arrived to join up with the Athenian' fleet (Xen.Hell.5.1.26-27). 
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This gave the Spartans superiority of numbers and control of the 

sea 1 which enabled them now to prevent ships coming in or out of 

the Black Sea (Xen.Hell.5.l.28). The end result was that the 

Spartans were able to cut off the Athenians from their supplies • 
. 

Shortly after this, Athens and her allies were forced to come to 

terms wi th Spart a and Persia and s igned the King' s PeaIJe in 

397-86 B.C. 

What is remarkable about this episode is that it 

demonstrates the valuable role that military. intelligence can 

play' in warfare. The failure of the Athenian generals to 

perceiv~ that'Anta1kidas was passing them faise information cost 

them 
\ 

the 1.0S5/(f-_ eight triremes and u1timately control of the 

sea. On the surface it appears that the Athenian generals, 

picking up the rumours spread by Antalkidas, had no other 

alternative but to assume that they were true. This, however, 

was not the case. M.N. Tod (1948:2.47) and E.L. Hicks and G.E. 

Hill (1901:1.88) agree that an inscription dating to 386 B.C. 

is related to the events that l.ed ta Antalkidas 1 

ev~sion of Iphikrates in the Hellepont. 

In this inscription (IGii 2 .29) we are told that 

Phanokritos of Parian informed the Athenian generals about the 
~ 

enemy fleet and if the generals, according to the document, had 

acted upon this information, they would have captured the 

Spar,tan triremes (IGii 2.29.11-15) . The failure of the Athenian 

comma'nders to uti lize the information brought to them by 

Phanokritos cost Athens control of the sea, so vital ta her 

interests. Furthermore,~the Athenians would have remained 
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ignorant of Phanokritos 1 deed if he had not gone to Athens and 

informed t~m of his potential service to the Athenian cause. 

:he Athenians, recognizing the value of good intelligence, 

decided to reward Phanokri tos anyway. For his potential 

service to Athens, therefore f he was made proxenos and bene factor 

and given a monetary reward (IGii2 .29.10-20). 

The motives of the Athenians are quite clear: although 

Phanokritos 1 service was of no use this time, it had potential 

for the future. As an Athenian proxenos, any intelligence he 

now brought would be ta ken far more seriously by the Athenian 

authorities, and it may be that his information about the 

Spartan fleet was not accepted by the Athenian generals because 

they did not have any reason to trust what he reported or they 

may have suspected his motives. E. Ba10gh (1943:46) suggests 

that the Atheniàns were more generous to pro~noi th an to metlcs 
.. 1 

\.. living in the city. They could afford to do this because most 

of the time the proxenoi, since they did not reside in Athens, 

cou1d not make use of their privileges. He further maintains 

1 that the privileges of the office were twofold: to honour the 
1 

;recipient, and to provide refuge in case he'was forced to 

leave his ci ty. The proxenia a1so gavé Phanokri tos an ide~1 

cover for making frequent visits ta' Athens ~nd entertaining 

Athenians in Parion and in this manner he could transmit any 

information he had. It could hardly be considered) irregular by 

anyone if an Athenian proxenos in Parian made frequent contact 

with Athens or Athenians. The office also offered Phanokritos 

political asylum if his association with Athens forced him to leave 
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parion. The unusual privileges granted with the proxenia, 

interestingly enough, only came into play~if a proxenos,was , 
banished from his homeland. rf that occurred, an Athenian 

proxenos was assured of refuge as weIl as certain rights and 

privileges in his new home. 

3.3.8 Philiskos of Sestos 

The circumstances of Phanokritos' proxenia bear a 

strong similarity ta the granting of anoth~r proxenia to some-

one from the Hellespont region thirty years later. Phi liskos 

of Sestos was made proxenos and bene factor by the Athenian 

assembly because he passed on information ta the Athenians 

about the fleet of Byzantian du ring the hostilities of 356 B.e. 

(IGii2 .133). The document is dated ta 355-4 B.e. by Dittenberger 

(Syl13.199) and to 356-55 B.e. by Kirchner (IGii 2.133). Bath, 

however, attribute the proxenia of Philiskos ta the events of 

356 B.C. in the Propontis. 

In 378-7 B.e. the Athenians had organized a second 

Ieague, only this time they emphasized the defensive nature of 

the alliance. During the next eight years Athens prosecuted a 

naval war against the Lakedaimonian Confederacy with considerable 

success. The strain on her resources and the growing j ealausy 

of Thebes combined to induce her ta come to terms with Sparta 

in 371 B. e. ( The l'eace of ](allias) • In the following years the 

Athenians began to extend their power throughout the Greek 

world and to rebuild their maritime empire. Before Ion 9 the 

members of the Second lthenian Confederacy were again tI:ying 
~à 

J 
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to break away from Athenian hegemonia. In 364 B.C. Byzantion 

openly rebelled, followed by Rhodos, Khios, and Keos. The 

rebellion was put down, but by 357 B.C. the sarne states again 

defied Athenian domination. Arnong aIl the members of the 
" 

Confederacy" Khios was the rnost powerful and the Athenians 

immediately dispatched their forces to subdue the island. 

Despite a cornpined land and sea assault, the Athen~ans failed 

to take Khios (t>iod.16.7.3 ;Nepos.ChabriasiPlout.Phokion). This 

encouraged further defections of Athenian allies, among them 

Sestos and other éities of the Hellespont. The Athenians, in 

356 B.C. ,sent their forces out again, this tirne to capture 

Byzantion in arder ta secure the supply route' to the Black Sea. 

An indecisive naval battle took place in the Hellespont but the 

Athcnians failed to take the city (Diod.16.21. l - t ). 

It was during these activities that Philiskos went to 

the Athenian cornrnanders and gave them information about t.he 

fleet of Byzantion. Unfortunately, the inscription of Philiskos' 

proxenia (Syl13.199iIGii2.133) does not give exact details of 

the information he brought to the Athenians. We cannot ever be 

sure what value i t rnay have had for the Athenian commanders 

in the Hellespont. The fact that they failed to capture 

Byzantion rnay imply that they either ignored Philiskos' infor-

rnation or were not in a position to take advantage of it. Accord-

ing to Diodoros (16.21.3) a sudden storm made naval operations 

extremely difficult. Both Iphikrates and Timothe cs were 

reluctant ta engage the enemy under the se circurnstances. Khares, 

the third Athenian corrunander, ignor~ ~heir warnings and having 
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convinced the trierachs (ship captains) and sailors to follow him, 

attacked the enemy fleet. The result was indecisive and the 

Athenians were forced to retire. Another consideration is ehat 
" 1 

Philiskos may ~ve been viewed with suspicion by the Athenian 

_authorities-sinGe-his-ci-t-y-,-Sestos-,had --joined- trre-rebe-rllon. 

What is significant is that Philiskos passed on intelligence 

about the fleet of Byzantion. His action was even more remark-

ab~e in view of the fact that his own city of Sestos had 
" 

joined the rebellion. " To the Athenians, Philiskos not only 

proved his value but also his loyalty. As a proxenos he now 

had an official status with the Athenians as weIl as protection. 

The proxenia offered many privileges but more'importantly it 

bestowed on the recipient 
. .... 

honour and prestige. The title of 

proxenos elevated Philiskos from an informer to a trusted friend 
•• 

of the Athenian people. The decree granting the proxenia further 

stipulated ,that Philiskos was to be safeguarded from harm by the 

Athenian authorities in the Hellespont (IGii 2 .l33). This was 

necessary because any friend of Athens wou Id have been viewed 

with hostili ty by the population.( of Sestos. In 352 B.e. Sestos 

was captured by Khares, the Atheniàn general, and forced back 
1 

into the Athenian Confed~racy. A large number of the inhabitants 

were then slaughtered or enslaved (Diod.16.34.3). Philiskos, 

therefore, could easily be the target of any anti-Athenian 

feeling. Close association with Athens often resulted in 

banishment or at tllœs even death for a proxenos. It was in the 

interests of these individuals to report any activity detrimental 

to Athens. Part of their motivation was that the "decline of 

) 
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Athenian i.nfluence over their own state threatened their safety 

and security. The revoIt of Kos in 364 or 363 B.C. was prece~ed 

by the mu er of the Athenian proxenos a,!ld the exile of the. 

pro-Athen (IGii2 .111). The is1and was soon recaptured 

5 (SIG. 173. N. 8) and a new treaty was signed. One of 

tians was the execution ogf the man responsible for the 

death 0 Athenian proxen?s (!Gi'i 2 .ui) ~ 

• 

------~---_._------------
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3.4 TH~;/ŒGEAN ISLANDS AND ASIA MINOR 
" 

3.4.1 Apemantos of Thasos and His Sons 
f 

, 
L 

Th~e effects of the Peloponnesian war and the disaster 

of the Sici1ian expedition gave the oligarchs in Athens the 

opportunity to seize control of the state in 411 B.C. The new 

regime in Athens formula ted a poliey which favoured the 

establishment of oligarchie government in the states of their 

allies (Thouk. 8.48.5). They had hoped 1;>1. this attitude to 

encourage those states who had rebelled agai,nst Athens ta 

return to the alliance. This policy would also guarantee the 

loyalty of those states who had remained wi th the Athenians. 

Phrynikhos, one of the Athenian aligarchs, disagreed wi th this" 

notion and w~rned his col1eagues that a cOLlsti tutionÇl.1 change 

in Athens:;}id not necessarily affect the attitude of past and 

present allies, sinee ei ther way the allies woulc;1 remain under 

Athenian domination (Thouk. 8.48.5-7). Despite Phrynikhos 1 

'\ 
warnings the Abhenian o1igarchs proceeded with this poliey and \ 

during the surnmer of 411 B.C. Dieitrephes was dispatehed to 

Thasas- and aboli~hed its democratic constitutiori (Thouk.8.64.2). 

It did not také- long for the Thasians to prove 

Phrynikhos right. Two months after Dieitrephes' departure, the 

'" newly established" oligarchie government fortified the citY" and 

turned to the Spart ans for ~ssistance (Thouk.8.64 .3). In 411 B.C. 

wi th the support of the Korinthian conunande,f 1 Timolaos, the 

Thasians suceessfu11y broke away from the Athenian Empire 

t ' 
1 

1 

" 1 

1 
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(HelLO~2.4) .Losada (1972: 87) -points out that the Athenians 

worked -against their own interests by removing the Thasian 

demdcrats since they were t.,he one group which would have, opposed 

a change of allegiance for Thasos. This is made evident by the 

subsequent events in Thasos
l 
in which the members of the demo-

, , 
cratic faction persisted in tneir support of Athens and once 

, ' 
.- ',1 
again the proxenia played a prom~nent role,' r ~ong the pro-Athenian elements 1.n Thasos it was the 

\~l:'oXèl1Qi who took the lead ' in maintaining contact ~h Athens 

and they ultimate1y paid a dear priee for their loyalty ta 

another' state. The Thasian oligarchs quickly realiz,ed the 

-
potential threat that the Athenial1 proxenoioffered to their 

regime and took action accordingly. About 411 B. C., Apemantos, 
, 

the Athenian proxenos in Thasos, was exiled and his property 
~ 

confiscàted (IGxii.,8 .263.6). Unfortunately, the tgxt of the 

inscription referring to Apemantos' exile does not cite the 

rea~{ln for this harc'..ill measure. We can safely assume, however, that 
, 

Apemantos 1 presence -and his association with Athens were 

considered too dangerous by the Thasian oligarchs. Despi te 

this, Apemantos 1 family 1 continued ta maintain pro-Athenian 

sentiments and five of his sons were awarded the proxenia some­

time befor,e the' Thirty carne ta p~wer i~n Athens (IGii 2: 6). It 

is interesting that these proxenies were revoked by the Thirty 

1 

. t 

h many other proxenies which wer~ granted by previous 

From 411 B.e. the history of Thasos is plagued with difficulties. 
It is not clear from' O}.lr sources whether the pro-Spartan 
oligarchie regime was continuous1y in pler until Thrasyboulos 
recovered Thasos' in 407 B.C. (Xen. Hello l a 4.9 iDiod.13. 7~ 1) or 
if i t was deposed more than once between 411 to 407 B.C. For 
a complete discussion of this problem see Losada, 1972:88. 

\ 

\ 
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'1 

~~ democratic regimes (Tod 1948:2.5). Consequently, when the demo-

crats returned to power they renewed numerous proxenies repealed 

by the. Thà.rty. tkfortunately, the original decree confirming 

the proxenia on Apemantos' sons does not survive and wè only 

have the text of the reneWed proxeny. This inscription (Tod 

1948:2.5) only contains details of reinstatement and does not 

refer to the context of the origini:ll grant. We can only specu-

late on the reasons for the granting of the proxenia to Apemantos' 

sons but one thing is certain: Apemantos 1 sons had, in sorne 

manner, demonstra\ed their loyal ty. ta the Athenian cause. 
~> 

It is evident from our sources-t;hat the Thasian oli-

garchs were quite concerned about plots be;ing'hatched against 

their regime. A Thasian inscription dated 411-409 B.e. 1 (Meiggs 

and Iewi.s 1969:83) offers rewards for information about subversion, 
~ 0_ 

revolutionary and treasonable actit-i ties in Tpasos and the 

colonies. Their' concerns were justified because by A07 B.C. 

Thas'os was torn by civil strife (Xen.Hel1.1.4.9). J. Pouilloux -- ~ 

(1954:139-62, No. 18), and H.W. Pleket (1963:75 -77) assign 

t;he ins()!riptio~ to the Thas,ian oligarchic regime 

of- 41~ - 407 B.C.; whi1e F. Chamoux (1959:348-58) attributes 

- the, decree to 43Qç4\~O B.e. R. Meiggs and D.Lewis (1968: 254) seem 

inclined toward Chamoux' s arg~nt. In the same year, Thrasy-

bau los captured the island and forced the restoration of a 
~ 

dernocra'tic constitution and the rec(ill of the pro-Athenian 

exiles (Xen.He11.1.4.9;Diod.13.72.1). The situation dramatica11y 

changed after the battle of~ Aigospotamoi (405 B.e.). In 403 B.e. 

Lysandros, the' Spartan generaI, toaX Thasos and treacherously 
~ 

1 
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massacred those who were associated wi th ,the Athenian çause 

(Polyainos 1. 45.4). Afterwards he placed Thasos under 'the rule 

" 
of a harmost and a dekarkhia of pro-Spartan Thasians (Plout. Lys. 

13.5) . 

3.4.2 Ekphantos of Thasos and His Associates 

In 390-89 B.e. Thrasybou1os took Thasos for a second 

time; according to Demosthenes (20.59) this was possible 

because ~he pro-Athenian democrat:i:c faction of Thasos managed 

to expel the Lakedaimonian garri son and to admit Thrasyboulos 

and his forces inside the city. Demosthenes (20.59) adds, 

however 1 that the Thasians, who assisted Thrasyboulos were the 

followers of Ekphantos, the Athenian proxenos. 

Ekphantos was one of the mero,bers of the democractic 

faction in Thasos who had fled from Thasos in 404-403 B.C. and 
,l, 

subsequen tly had been made proxenos by the A thenians (Dem. 20. 
,J 

59-62;Pouilloux 1954: 201-203). During his exile in Athens he 

may have served as a link between the 'Athenians and the Thasian 

democrats w;ho still remained in Thasos and who, eventually turned 

over their city to Thrasyboulos in 390-89 B. C. The capture of 

Thasos by Thrasyboulos, consequently, gave Ekphantos the 

opportuni ty to return to his is1and and take up the duties of 

proxenos on behalf of the Athenians (IGxiLp. 79) . After the 

Peace of Antalkidas (386-5 B.e.), however, the oligarchs return-
o 

ed to power in Thas~s and one of their first: acts was to banish 

Ekphantos agai!l , with men who had assisted Thrasyboulos (Dem. 

,20.59-61) • This occurred regardless of the fact that the 

", 
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,oligarchie regime of Thasos pursued a pro-Athenian policy and 

u1timately joined the Second Athenian League in 377 B.e. (IGii~43). 

Just as in 404 - 4Q3 B.C., the Thasian exiles sought 

refuge in Athens and,according Ito Demosthenes (20.60), not on1y 

were they giveJ asylum but they were a'iso made proxenoi of 

Athens ,as had been the case earlier with Ekphantos.' Indeed, a 

similar pattern took place. Ekphantos was forced to leave Thasos 

in 404 - 403 B.C. 1ecause of the democratic sympathies which 

motivated him to serve the interests of Athensj in reçognition Ç>;f 

his past\and potential future services the Athenians' granted 

'him the proxenia. In 390 - 389 B. C. his assoeiates, who were 

probably still in contact wi th Ekphantos, handed Thasos over to 

Thrasyboulosi these men' were also later banished by 9,n oli--
j , 

garchic regime and awarded the proxenia by the Athenians. We 

can surmise from this that the Athenians expected that the 

exiled Thas ians would one day return, to Thasos and pursue the 
~ 

interests of the Athenians, as had Ekphantos. Otherwise the 

granting of the proxenia to the Thasians would have been a 

pointless gesture, sinee, as the proxenoi of Athens, they could 

only execute their duties in Thasos. 

" The episodes ,~f Apemantos (cf 3.4.1) , Ekphantos and 

his associates afford us a rare opportunity to study the covert 

and overt intelligence activi ties of several successive Athenian 
,> 

proxenoi in Thasos from 411 to 385 B.e. It ls evident from the . 

events in 'Thasos that the proxenqi of Athens were closely ioenti,t;ied 

by the Thasian oligarçhs with the democ,rati,c factiçm, Çlnd with 
• 

subversion a'nd revolution. The proxenia>had come to r~present 

~~<'F_"~, __ """,",_._~--- - ~ • . 
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Athenian intervention and had played a significant role in each 

of the poli ticaf upheavals in Thasas from the period of 411 to 

385 B.C. The oligarchs of Thasos recogniz~d this and took steps 

to protect themselves by passing Iegislation against subversion and 

offering rewards for information about such activities i as a 
~ti 

further security precaution they banished the proxenoi of Athens. 

3.4.3 Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene 

. By 431 B.C., at the outbreak of the Peloponnesian war, 

Khios and Mytilene constituted the only membeis of the Delian , 
League who still maintained a degree of independence within ,the 

Athenian ctominated alli.ance. Mytilene in particular enjoyed a sf'ecial 

status whithin the League. Mytilene was in fact one of five 

city-states on the island of Lesbos. The others, Antissa, Eresos 

Pyrrha and Methyrnna were aiso members of the Delian League though 

they were not as large nor as powerful as Mytilene. As an 

island city, Mytilene relied on the sea for corrunerce and thus 

had developed a powerful navy to protect her in terests. This 

enabled her to maintain a distinct profile within the Confederacy 

since, with the exception of Athens, Mytilene was the most power-

fuI member. According to Thoukydides (3.3.1), when the Athenians 

began to receive reports that the Mytileneans were making plans 

to extend their control over the island of Lesbos, they at first 

did not respond, afraid to antagonize such a powerful ally. The 
( 

\ 

Athenians were very apprehensive about the possible unification 

of Lesbos under the control of the Mytileneans since this would 

create a new state more powerful and more difficult to control 

1 
1 
i 
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as a League Jtember. Another relevant aspect is that Mytilene was 

governed by an oligarchy (Thouk.3.27.3i3.39.6) and in this she 

was unique among the members of the Delian League. Generally 

the Athenians supported democratic regimes and occasionally were 

called upon to provide assistance to democratic revolutions. 

They did not, however, make it a policy to instigate political 

upheavals in the ci ties of their allies (Isokr- 4.104;12.99). 
.!, 
\ 

On the whole they were inclined to coexist with the established 

order and only interfered if circumstances forced their hand 

,1 

1 

to assist a revolution already in, progress (de Ste., Croix 1954:passim).: 
1 

As long as the prevailing regime of a state main tained' i ts 

allegiance to the Confederacy i t had li ttle to fear but once a 

government rebelled from the alliance the ci ty-state was usually 

compelled to adopt a democratic constitution. 

Despite the lack of interference from Athens with 

their system of government and the good relations they enjoyed 

wi thin the Confederacy, the leaders of the Mytilenean oligarchy 

decided to se cede from the Delian League. Their motive!> accord 

ing to Thoukydides (3.2.3; 3 .10.4) were twofold: they wanted 

to extend their control over the island of Lesbos but were 

prevented from accomplishing this by the Athenians, and they 

feared that Mytilene would eventually be reduced ta a tributê-r 

status wi thin the Confederacy. These factors led the ans 

along wi th aIl of the other cities in Lesbos, except for Meth mna, 
.-

to rebel against the Athenian Confederacy in 428 B.C. The 

Mytileneans had actually made an earlier atternpt before the 

outbreak of the Peloponnesian war.but their overtures to 

1 

spa.~ta 
1 
1 

1 
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for assistance went unheeded and they postponed their plans (Thouk. 

3.2.1). There is no precise knowledge of the P011ticai system~ 

employed in the other cities of Lesbos. A.W. Gomme (1956.2.252) 

describes Methymna, one of the cities in Lesbos,as a democracy 

and R.P. Legon (1968:200) suggests that there is a good probabil-

'i 
i ty that this was the case. A complete discussion of the historical 

background to the po1itical e'vents in Lesbos surrounding the 

rebel1ion of Mytilene is given by D. Gilles (1968:200), T.J. Quinn 

(1971:405) and M.Cogan(1981:l). In any case, the Athenians, after 

ini tial consternation, acted wi th speed and reso1ution and by 

427 B.e., forced the Mytileneans and their allies to surrender. 

A decisive factor in the failure of· Mytilene wasthe 

timing of the rebellion. It is apparent from Thoukydides (3.4.2) 

that the Myti1eneans. were forced ta act before they had adequa tely 

prepared for war. '1;'his was a direct consequence of the intelli-

~nce activities which took place before the commencement of 

hostilities and in which the proxenia p1ayed a significant part. 

As soon as the Mytileneans made the decision to se~ede from the 

Confederacy the Athenians were quickly informed. In turn, the 

Mytileneans were made aware that Athens was privy to their plans 

and this forced them to accelerate their preparations (Thouk.3. 

3.5). Their d~fenses, however, were not made ready in time and 

they did not receive any assistance from Sparta. Reinforcements 

from Sparta were a key element in the plans of the MyÜ1~neans. 

According to Thoukydides (3. 2.3) they had made the ir plans t'or 

rebellion in concert wi th the Spartans. The premature timing 

of the revoIt,. however, negated any serious military aid from 

.1 
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Sparta Slnce the Athenian fleet effectively blockaded Mytilene. 

This episode presents us with a rare insight into the 

use of intelligence by two Greek city-states and its application 

to both political and military policy. According to Thoukydides 

(3.2.3), the Athenians received reports about the situation in 

Lesbos from thein allies in Tenedos and Methymna and from their 

proxenoi in Mytilene. To prepare for the ensuing hostilities, 

the 11ytileneans were blocking their harbours, constructing fortif­
\ 

ications, building shipsr hiring archers and gathering 

supplies (Thouk. 3.2.2) • The Athenian allies in Tenedos and 

Methymna could easily observe these preparations and pass on 
/ . / 

warnings to Athel)s, but more precise intelligence came from the 

Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene. They informed the Athenians that 

the leaders of the Mytiliean olig~rchy had entered into secret 

negotiations with the Lakedaimonians and planned to unify Lesbos 

under their control (Thouk.3.2.3). The Athenians at first were 

reluctant to take any action against Mytilene but when negotia-

tions failed to persuade th~ Mytileneans to cease their attempts 

to unify Lesbos they opted for a military solution. 

The task of reducing Mytilene was formidable, Jrequiring, 

both naval and land operations, and a costly siege. The 

Athenians, however, were ,poon presented wi th an ideal opportuni ty 

to capture Mytilene by surprise and to avoid a costly assault. 

Accorcling to Thoukydides (3.3.3), the Athenians were informed 

that there was a festival ;f Apollo which took place outside the 

fortific~tions ~f Mytilene and that if they acted quickly they 

co~ld catch the Mytileneans off-guard, forestalling any military 
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action. Unfortunat~ly, Thoukydides does not relate who provided 

the Athenians with this\timely intelligence. If we consider the 
/ 

examples presented 50 ~af):>f proxenoi functioning as intelligence 

agents, it is fair to s1cu1ate that it may have been the Athenian proxenoi 

in Mytilene who provi~ea the information. Losada (1972:81) also 

concludes that it was the proxenoi who informed the Athenians 
, 

about the festjval since they were the same individu aIs who 

revealed the Mytilenean plans for rebellion. 

We must keep in mind that up to this point neither side 

had formally declared war. The Athenians were hoping to send a 

fleet to Lesbos in order to capture Mytilene without the use of 

force and to avoid the embarrassment of war with one of their 

allies ('rhouk. 3.3.3). It seems, however, that the Mytileneans 

were also weIl informed about the Athenian intentions. In this 

case the Mytileneans found out about the Athenian expedition 

and the plan to catch them by surprise outside their walls from 
\ 

someone who came to Mytilene from Athens (Thouk.3.3.5). Consequently, 

they celebrated the festival of Apollo inside their fortifications 

and the Athenians were forced to declare war (Thouk.3.3.5-6). 

ThoukydJides does not reveal the identi ty of the man who 

informed the Mytileneans or for that matter the names of the 

A thenian proxenoi in I1yti lene despi te the consequences of their 

actions. According to Aristoteles (Politics 5.3.3., 1304a) 1 one 

of the Athenian proxenoi was a certain Doxandros, who turned 

informer because he was rejected in bis attempt to marry his 

\

sons t~ the, daughters of a member of the oligarchy. Grote (1849-

1850:5. 143.N.l) and Busolt (1897-1904:1005,N.2) accepted the 
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Aristo1elian account whi1e Gomme (1956:2.252-253) suggests a 

stronger motive than revenge. Legon (1968:204) assumes that 

the proxenoi ~lernocrats ol potentia1 democrats sympathizing 

with the Athenian cuse. 

After/ he beginning of the hostilities we do not hear 
.,/ 

anything more about the Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene except for 

one instance. When the Athenians arrived at Mytilene they drove 

back the ships which came out against them and the Mytileneans 

asked for terms. An armistice was subsequently arranged and an 

embassy was sent to Athens to negotiate peace (Thouk.3.4.4). One 

of the Mytileneans who went with the embassy was an Athenian 
. 

proxenos who, according to Thoukydides (3.4.4), repented of his 

previous actions. It 5eem5 very unlikely that an Athenian 

proxenos who had betrayed his people would now have a change of 

heart and betray Athens, especially since he must have realized 

that at this tirne Mytilene stood litfle chance of success. At 

best, a rehabilitated traitor enjoys 1imited credibility and no 

influence with his compatriots. Why would a man sacrifice the 

security and honour he enjoyed as a proxenos of Athens for 

limited benefits in astate facing defeat? A mor~ plausible 

~xplanation is that by -becorning a member of the embassy our 

repentant proxenos had an opportunity to escape from Mytilene 

and, thùs avaid the,uncertain fate of Athenian sympathizers. Mean-

while, negotiations between the Mytilenean embassy and the 

Athenians failed and hostilitiès resumed. Throughout the 

rernaining period of the siege no reference is made by Thoukydides , 

ta the fate of the Athenian proxenoi nor is any rœntion made of thEm 

.. 
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after the surrender of Mytilene early in 427 B.e. Both Legon 

(1968:210) and Losada (1972:81) surmise that the Athenian proxenoi 

were ki11ed. 

Intelligence played a decisive role in the military and 

political policy of Athens and Mytilene. Before the commencement 

of hostilities there existed a kind of "cold war" ~etween these 
\ 

two states. It was, in thè beginning, in the interest of bath 

cities to avaid any military conflict until they were ready ta 

seize the initiative at a time of their choosing. As long as 

the Athenians were kept informed of the situation in Mytilene, 

they preferred to avoid the use of force and relied on negotia-

tions in arder to control the situation. By receiving constant 

and adequate intelligence they cou Id afford ta delay taking any 

military action unless the,situation changed dramatically. If, 

for example, they discovered that the Spartans were sending 

military aid ta Mytilene they would have ample time to intercept 

anJ'destrOy the Spartan fleet since Athens enjoyed naval super-

iority in the Aegean. 

Their reluctance is understandable, since at this time 

a plague had broken out in Athens decimating the ranks of her 

sol di ers and sailors; this,combined with the demands made by the 

Peloponnesian war, placed a great strain on Athenian resources 

(Thouk.3.3.1). It was hardly a propitious moment to mount a 

military expedition against.Mytilene. The Mytileneans, on the 

other hand, had their own difficulties. They did not des~re,a 

conflict with Athens until their defenses were adequate~ 

prepared and until they had received reinforcements from Sparta 
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(Thouk.3.4.2). What precipitated the conflict~hich both sides 

wished ternporarily to avoid, was the opportunity presented by the 

Athenian in'f.elligence agents in Myti lene. According to these sources 
() 

if the Athenians surprised the Mytileneans while they were 

celebrating the festival of Apollo outside their walls, the 

Athenians could achieve victory at a very small cast. In effect, 

it was this timely l.ntelligence which pushoo the Athenians to 

action. Furthermore, once the Mytileneans were'infor.med that 
'. 

the Athenians were mounting an expedition against them and'were 

party to their pla~s for rebellion, the y decided it was pointless 

to delay an armed conflict any longer. In order for the 

Mytileneans to avoid war at this stage they hâd to accept Athenian 

terms which would effectively cripple their military capability 

to attempt any rebellion in the future, fo~ according to 

Thoukydides (3.3.3), the Athenians insisted on the surrender of 

the Mytilencan fleet and the destruction of the city's fortifications 

This the Mytileneans would not do and they sealed their fate. 

It is fair to say that int~lligence was a key factor 

in the Athenian victorYi without it the Mytileneans would have 

had ample time to prepare and the outcome may have been different. 

The Athenians were not only adequately kept up to date but were 

supplied with an excellent opportunity to strike a decisive blow 

on th~ occasion of the festival of Apollo. The attempt failed 

but it forced the Athenians to act quickly and this ultimately 

was the ke~ to their success. 
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.3.4.4 Apo11ophanes of Kolophon 

Kolophon was an ranian settlement in Asia Minor and 

one of the smaller members of the Deliari League. As was the 

case with many of the Greek cities in the last quarter of the 

fifth century B.e., Kolophon was torn by factional fighting. We 

are not told by Thoukydides (3.34.1) the exact nature of the 

poli tical divisions in Ko1\ophon but we can surrnise that ta some 

extent one of the prime causes may have been Kolophon's 

continuation as a member of the Delian League. This is substant-

iated by the fact that one of the factions, with assistance 

from the Persians, took control of Ko10phon. Meiggs (1972:315) 

assigns this event ta 430 B.e.,while Gomme (1956:2.295) suggests 

that Kolophon and Notion wefe separate cornmunities from 454 B.e. 1 

since bath towns were assessed separately for 'their share of the 

tribute ta the Delian League. The Persian-assisted takeover was hardly an 

action accèptable ta the Athenians,or for that matter ta a large 

segment of the population of Kolophon, since the majority of the 

citizens chose to abandon their city and settled in Notion, the 

harbour town of Ko 1ophon (Thouk. 3. 34 .1). l t is not c 1ear f rom 

Thoukydides (3.34.1) but it seems that Kolophon now pa8sed under 

the control of the Persians and we can assune that it caased ta 

be a mernber of the De1ian League. It i5 not improbable in fact, 
, t 

that,when the Persians were cal1ed in for assistance"they toak 

advantage of the apportunity and established themselves perman-

ently at Kolophon. 

The 108s of their city, however, did little to remove 

the palitical divisions among the Kolophonians now residing at 
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Notion. In 430 B.e. the anti-Athenian faction engineered 

admittance into the citizenship of Notion for the Greeks who 

had remained at Ko1ophon and,with mercenaries' ohtained from 
'" 

Pissothnes, the satrap of Sardis, took control of Notion (Thouk. 

3.34. 2). Members of the pro-Athenian faction, .in the meantirre, had secretly 

made their escape and managed to call in Pakhes, the Athenian ' 

commander, who promptly expelled the mercenaries and delivered 

Notion back to the pro-Athenian faction (Thouk.3.34.2). 

To stabilize the situation the Athenians sent a colony 
-

of their citizens to Notion and a commission to est~blish a 

democratic government in the city. Despite these arrangements 

the Athenians took extra measures to secu~e the harbo~_ area of 

Notion, Dias Hieron. This is underst9ndable since Kolophon was 

still in Persian hands and threatened Notion. Consequently, 

Apol1ophanes, one of the pro-Athenians at Notion, was grantéd 

the proxenia and,according ta the decree,he was instructed to 

keep watch over those guarding the harbour area (IGi2.59). Both 

Kirchner (IGi 2 .S9) and Walbank (1978:210) assign the inscription 

to 427-6 B.e. whi1e Gomme (1956:2.295) assumes that Apollophanes 

was one of the pro-Athenians who "summoned Pakhes. As a rnernber 

of a faction loyal to the Athenian cause, Apo11ophanes was 

ideally suited ta serve as a proxenos of Athens. This i5 evident 

from the first clause of the inscription (IGi 2,. 59.14-15) which 

praises Apollophanes for his $erVlCe to the people and soldiers 

of Athens and it may substantiate the ass~rtion of Gomme (19'56: 
1 

2.296) that Apollophanes was one of those at Notion who ca1led 

in Pakhes. In the same clause (IGi2.S9.14-19), Apollophanes i5 

" 

) 
! 
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~nstructed to keep watch over those guarding the harbour in order 

that it rema:i.n safe for the AtheI1ians. lit is thus clearly' indicated' 

that Apollophanes was directly responsible to Athens and that the 

security of the harbour area was identified with the interests 

of the Athenians and not those of the Kolophonians. 

From the wording of IGi 2.59 it is evident that Apollo-
" 

phanes was not placed in charge over those Who guarded the harbour 

area but instead he was instructed to dbserve their actions. In . v 

effect, ~e was responsible for tactical inteliigence and it 
'. 

became'his dut Y to report any activity which compromised the 

security of the~arbour a~ea. This kind of information gathering 

was not intelligence on a grand scale since icwas restricted to 

the acquisition of specifie data of a military nature. Primarily, 

Apollophanes' role as an intelligence agent was a defensive one~ 

His main responsibility lay in providing information tothe Athen­

ians if any one of those who were in chargè of the harbouÇ area 
1 

jeopordized its security either through negligence or betrayal. 
1 

~s l'ong as the'" Athenians retained control of the harbour area 

they could effectively intervene to support. the democratic 

government ~f Notion against any attempt by the Persian-dominated 

Kolophon to reClajm the harbour town. More importantly', -safe 

harbours on the Ionian coast were vital as supply bases -to'the 

Athenian fleet., 

The other interesti~g aspect of this example is that 

the appointment 0+ Apollophanes as the Athenian proxenos prècluded 
v 

the need for a garrison. We can safely assume that the harb~ur 

area was guarded by Kolophonians from Notion, and not by Atheni~n ,.1 

: , 
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troops. ~t would have been most unusual for the Athenians to 
~ --''', , " 

~ appoint Apo11ophànes to watch over their own troops. The absence 
~\ 

·af a garrisan edabled the Athen~ans ta avoid the expense of 
. -

maintaining troops "'at Notion and the appearance of keeping the 
1 

( city in the League by force. This was true to sorne extent, but 

the absence of an Athenian ~arrison als~ depended upon another 

factor. After 430 B.e. Notion was controlled by a pro-Athenian 

faction whose security depended ~n Athenian suppbrt and the . 
'. 

\' . 
'"establishment of an At,henian.colony at' Notion (Thouk.3.34.4). 

Under these circumstances the~e was' hardly a need for a garrison. 

The queption we must ask is why was a Kalophanian given 

il' the responsibility of watching over thnse who' guarded the harbour 

area and not one'of the Athenian eolonists. As a native of the 
/, 

arèa~Apollophanes was better suited for the task th an an Athenian. 

ije,was familiar with the terrain and the people af Notion. If" 
. , 

therefG~e" ,~here were any attempts at betrayal }\.pollophanes would 

" be in a better position ta discover them and exert his influence 
.: 

over the people of Notion ta rernain loyal to Athens. 

3.4.5 Nikias of Gortyn (Kr~te) 

~ Thoukydides (2.85.1-6) provides us with an interesting 

ep~scde concerning the actj.vities of an Athenian pI'OxeIlœ at Gortyn, a' city in 

Krete. In 429 B.C., Phonnio, the Athenian admiraI, with only twenty ships, 

had defeated a more powerful Peloponnesian fleet in the Gulf of 

Korinthos (Thouk.2.84.1-5). After the battle the Peloponnesians 

retreateld to build up their strength for another engagement and 

'Phormio sent an urgent reguest to Athens for reinforcements • 

. ~ 
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Despite the "urgency of the situation the reinforcements, rather 
... 

~ 

than immediately joining Phormio, were diverted to Krete. 

According to Tho~kydides [2.85.5), it was Nikias the Athenian 

proxenos in Gortyn who persuaded the Athenians to divert 

Phonnio' s much needed reinforcernents to Kydonia, al10ther city in 

Krete. Nikias was able to accomplish this because he promi~ed 

the Athenians that Kydonia, which was hostile to Athens, could 
~ 

be taken with his help (Thouk.2.85 . .5-6). Thoukydides,however, 

informs us (2.85.5) that Nikias was playing a double 'game. He, 

was not as much interested in assisting the Athenians as he 
, 

was in helping the citizens of P?likhene in their war against 

Kydonia. It i5 vety doubtful that Nikias was not acting in good 

faith. If indeed he was, Thoukydides (2.85.5-6) does not say 

what, action the Athenians took against Nikias for his duplicity. 

It would seem remarkab1e under the circumstances that the Ath~n-

iahs would fail td ehastise a proxenos if he was manipulating 

their forces to his own ends. Wa1ban~ (1978:175) dismisses 

Thoukydides' assertion that Nicias was playing a double game 

arguing that it was merely Thoukydides' opinion and not 

substantiated by any'facts. Meiggs (1972:21?> attributes the 

diversion of the Athenian ships to Kydonia to strategie con-

siderations and makes no reference to Nikias' double-dealing. 

As it turned out, Nikias and the Athenian cont~ngent 

failed to take the city. The attempt, however, was worth the 

garnble. Kydonia was an Aiginetan settlement and had the best 
1 

harbour'on the direct route to Egypt. Access by sea to Egypt 

and Libya was important to Pe1oponnesian trade and Athenian 

( -" .. 
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! 

triremes based at Kydonia wou Id be able ta pose a continuing 

threat ta Peloponnesian merchantmen (Meiggs 1972:217) apd 

assure sorne Athenian access to the Egyptian corn supply routes. 

This illustrates two aspects of Nikias' proxenia as an 

example of intelligence activity: the immediate and direct 

access that Nikias had to Athenian authorities, an important 

prer~site for an intelligence agent, and the integration of 

a proxenG)s wi tlùn strategie designs of the Athenian military, 

in this ~~se on a coverb mission. The close a~~Ociation that 

Nikias enjoyed with the Athenian authorities was sa encompassing 

that they risked endangering their fle~t ~n the Gulf df Korinthos 

in order to send i ts reinforcements to Kydonia - soley 1 it must 
". 

be kept in mind, on the word of their proxenos that he could 

facilitate the capture of thi~ import2~t city. Despite the 

failure of the mission there is no mention by Thoukydides that 

Nikias was held responsible in any way or that he was 

of the proxenia. 

deprived 
" 

The other aspeQt of Nikias' proxenia which we must conSider 

is its relationship to the mili tary strategy of Athens and i ts 

relevancy to intelligence activity. Nikias was the proxenos of 

Ath~ns in Gortyn., not. in Kydonia, and as such he looked after the 

interests of Athens in his city. According to Thoukydides (2.85. 

5), however, Niklas aiso pursued Athenian interests in Kydonia. 

His promise to bring Kydonia over to the Athenian side implies 

that he nad contacts in ·that city 'who were prepared to betray 

it. Nikias had obviously cultivated contacts in a state d~stant 

from his own. The curious part of this is that Nikias had 

J 
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established' his contacts with ci tizens of a city extrernely host!tt1J..e 

to Athens. Thü:;, l believe, implies two possibilities. On the 

one hand, {Nikias not only looked after Athenian interests in 

Gortyn but was aiso responsible for keeping watch over other 

cities in Krete: a factor may have been that at this time the 

Athenians did not have many proxenoi in the city-states of Krete. 

On the other hand, since Kydonia was hostile to Athens one way 

of making contact with a faction friendly to the Àthenian, cause 

was to use an interrnediary, in this case, Nikias. As a citizen 

of Gortyn it was far more si~ple for Nikias to travel in and 

out of Kydonia then it was for an Athenian. 

Another consideration is that the e~pedition to Kydonia 

placed a non-Athenian in command of Athenian forces. This has 

prompted W.R. Connor (1976:61) to question the validity of the 

passage in Thoukydides describing this episode, and to suggést an 

al ternate reading. Connor 1 s propos'ed changes would make Nikias 

of Athens, the weIl known politician, the proxenos of Gortyn and 

not the other way around. Walbank ~1976:175-76) dismisses 

Connor's alterations, arguing that it would require the accept-

ance of two separate levels of corruption in the passage. It 

wou1d also imply, moreover, that the Athenian Nikias enjoyed 

such influence with the Kydonians that he could persuad~ them, 

or at least one faction, to join the Athenian empire. This 

requires the. assumption that an Athenian, who was the proxenos 

,of Gortyn, would somehow have contacts with Kydonia, a city at a 

considerable distance fram Gortyn. Another consideration 

which casts strong doubt on Connor's hypothesis is that the 

) 
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Athenian Nikias was the proxenos of Syracuse (Diod.l3.27.~-4). 

As far as it can be deterrnined it was not customary f r a man 

to hold the proxenia of more than one city-state. 

Covert activities, such as the capture of city by 

betraya1, played an important role in the the Greeks. 

It provided not only the surest method of taking rtified 

town but the cheapest in terms of casualties and ti As 

previous examples have shown, the proxenos, on sorne occasions, 

played an essentiai roie. Along with supplying the state which 
\ , 

he represented with information relevant to its in erests, a 

proxenos was idea11y pIa~ed to facilitate covert a tivities. 

He was very familiar not only with the po1itica1 situation in 

his own city but aiso with that in the surroundin states. At 

times,'" as in the case of Nikias, the prox~noi had access to 

cities where the state they represented did not. They were 

in the best position to make contact with politi al factions 

and to arrange for the betrayal of a city. In ê fect this 

is what Nikias of Gortyn attempted to do for the Athenians. 

1 

\ 

J 

)' 

According 
the first 
reco:r;d of 

to Adcock (1957:57), in ancient Gr~ecef down 
phase of the Peloponnesian war, t~ere is no 
a Greek Cl ty being stormed by Gre,ks. 

1 
1 
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3.5. THE IONIAN ISLANDS 

3.5.1 The Korinthian proxenoi in Korkyra 

There existed a coherent balance of power in the Greek 

world (Fliess 1966:15) between the defeat of the Persians in , 

479 B.C. and the outbreak of the Peloponnesian war in 431 B,C. 

(Fliees 1966:15). This balance of power was formally recognized 

by the Athenians and the Pe!loponnesians in 446-5 B.C. wh~n both 

parties concluded what has been called the Thirty Yea:rs Peace. 

AlI the allies on both sides were acknowledged in the treaty, 

and it was stipulated that neith~r the Athenian confederacy nor 

the Peloponnesian League could admit into their alliance any 

ally of the other (Thouk.1.115iDiod.12.7.liPlout.Per.'22.3). 

The spirit, if not the letter' of this agreement r was 

underrnined by the\ defensive alliance concluded between Korkyra 

and Athens in 433 B.C. (Thouk.1.44.l;Diod .. 12.33.l-4). Technically, 

the Athenians had every right to accept any uncommitted state ~ 

into their confederacy. The Korinthian envoys who were 

pispatched to Athens wi th the express purpose of p;teventing an 

alliance between Athens and Korkyra conceded as much when they 

presented the±r objections to the Athenian Assembly (Thouk.l.40. 

2). The inhcrent threat to the status quo was characterized by 

twp factors. Korkyra and ~rinthos were at war and as an ally . 
of Korkyra, Athens was bound to be drawn into hostilities with 

Korinthos and ultimately with the Peloponnesian League. More 

importantly, if Athens implem~nted the alliance to its full 
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potentia1, the combination of the Karkyraian f1eet of one hundred 

and twenty triremes with the powerfu1 Athenian f1eet, could 

dec~sive1y upset the balance of naval power (Hammond 1959:319; 

Fliess 1966:68). Canscious of the momentaus decision to be made, 

the Atheni~n Assemb1y debated the propased alliance with Korkyra 

for twa dqys and finally accepted a defensive alliance with 

Korkyra (Thouk.2.44.l-3iDiod.12.33.l-4). 

To prevent a genera1 conflict with the Peloponnesians, 

the Athenians restricted their participation in the alliance with 
"~If -

Korkyra to a token force of ten ships (Thouk.3.45.l). The 

commanders of 'the Athenian naval contingent were given strict 

instructions ta commit their forces ta batt1e ônly if the Korky-

raians were raute~ and if the Korinthians attempted to land 

troops on Korkyra (Thouk.1.45.3iPlout.Per.29). Events took an 

tmfores"êen course and in August or September 'of 433 B. C. (Hammond 

1959: 319) the Korinthiaqs near..,. Sybota, engaged and defeated the 

Korkyraian f1~et. Initia1ly the ten Athenian ships abstained 

from the battle but when the Korinthian victory made a landing 
'1jt 

on Korkyra imminent,~the Athenian ships were committed (Thouk. 

1.50.3-5)· 

Although the en~agement of Athenian and Korinthian 
, , 

ships at Sybota did not lead to war, the withdrawal of the 

Korinthians' from western Greece had far-reaching consequences. 

The Greek world at that time depended upon three districts for 

most of its grain supply: the area around the Black Sea, Egypt, 

and Sicily. Before 433 B.C., the Athenians dominated the access 

ta the Black Sea regian. After the defense treaty with Korkyra, 
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th~ Atheniahs had t~e means of potential1y eontrolting the corn 

supp1y from Sieily. The Athenian presence in Korkyra, moreover, 

further aggravatéd the < commercial ri valry between Athens and 

Korinthos for the markets of the West. According to G.B. Grundy 

(1948: 1. 322- 30) the J.XJssession of Korkyra by Athens rneant that 

one power now control1ed the two most valuable sources of foreign 

corn and the Megarian decrees showed to the Peloponnesians the 

kind of use whieh Athens would be capable of rnaking of such a 

situation. 

Despi te the drarnatic shift in the balance of naval 

power that occurred after 433-32 B.e. and the enhanf,(ernent of the" 

econornic position of Athens vis-à-vis trade with the West, war 

was averted for another twelve months. At the sarne time the 
\ 

relative weakbess of the Peloponnesian naval forces in eomparison 

to t.hose of the nelian League made militaryaction by the 

Korinthians against Korkyra difficult. On the othe~ hand, 

increased interferenee in the western markets by Athens and the 

potential threat to the Sici1ian grain supp1y by an Athenian 

fleet, based at~Korkyra, presented serioue economic and strategie 

problems for the Korinthians as weIl as for the other Peloponnesian 

states. The strategie importance of Korkyra was dramatized in 

415 B. C. when i t was used by the Athenians as an as~embly area 

for the..,Sieilian expedition (Thouk.6.30.1). 

The key to the strategie situation in the wes t was 

Korkyra, sinee a great deal depended upon the future relations~ip 

between ':he Korkyraians and the Athenians. The basis of the 

alliance between these two states was defensi ve inasmueh as i t 

'r 
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did not require either state to participate in o:{fensive operations 

instigated by the other partner ('rhouk.l. 44.1) . Consequently, 

as a non-aligned power in a strategie location, Korkyra became 

a target of Athenian ~and Peloponnesian pressure to canuni t herse If 

to one of the respective confederacies. The Korkyraians were 

determined ta maintain an illusionary neutrality and resolved to 

continue their deftmsive alliance wi th Athens and renew their 

friendship wi th the Peloponpesians 1 after the outbreak of the 

Peloponnesian War (Thouk'.3.70:2). Unfortunately, such a position 

left the Korinthians,and to sorne extent the Athenians, only one 

option - to use subversion as a means of forcing the Korkyraians 

to abandon their neutrality. This option wou1d have been partic-

ularly attractive to the Korinthians since Korkyra's defensive 

alliance with Athens made a mili tary solution difficult. 

The Korinthia~s devised a covert operation wlth the 

express purpose of undermining the government of Korkyra and 

placing in power men sympathetic ta the Peloponnesian cause. 

This operation originated Just after the battle of Sybota and 

was conceived 1:n order to implement what the Korinthian fleet had 

failed ta accomplish, narnely the realignment of Korkyraian 

foreign pOl~Cy.l During this battle the Korinthians either 

executed or sold into slavery aIl their Krrkyraian prisoners 

except for two hundred and fifty (Thouk.ll.S5.1)., These 

particular prisoners, according to Thouk1;dides (1.55.1), belonged 

1 

jt 

A dispute over Korinthian interferenc'e in Epidamnos 1 a colony 
of Korkyra, had led to war between these two states but the 
scope of the conflict was elevated to international status 
when the Korkyraians concluded a defensive alliance wi th 
Athens. 
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to sorne of the most influential families in Korkyra and the 

Korinthians planned to use these men in order to bring Korkyra over 

to their side. 'fhoukydides does not offer any reasons why the 
, 

Korinthians believed that they could prevail upon their 

Korkyraian prisoners to work in the interest of Korinthos. 

Release from captivity and fear for their lives may have been 

powerful incentires for the Korkyraians but these would not 

have ensured their loyalty to Korinthos once they returned to 

Korkyra. It is probable that the Korinthians had other inducè-

ments to aitract the Korkyrai~ns to their cause. According to 

Herodotos (3.49.1-5) ,there had always been close ties between 

Korinthos and the first families of Kqrkyra of which the two 

hundred and fifty Korkyraian prisoners were members. Ties of 

friendship either between a state and an individual or a group 

of individuals and a gi ven ~:!:ate were not uncommon i furthennore. 

these relationships were held in great esteem and thus the 

Korinthians could expect sorne co-operation from their Korkyraian 

friepds. Was this enough t6 motivate the Korkyraian prisoners 

to work against their state? Indeed not; these prisoners had 

themselves ambitions of ruling Korkyra and were prepared te 

accept an alliance with the Peloponnesians, sinee it would have 

been in their interest to assist the Korinthians. Regardless 

of their motives, the Korkyraian prisorrers agreed to work for 

the Korinthians and to detach Korkyra from her alliance wi th 

Athens (Thouk.3.70.1). 

What fellowed next was a calculated act of subversion 

perpetrated by the agents of one state upon another. An 

j 
1 



84 

important element of the Korinthian plan was the raIe played by 

the Korinthian proxenoi in Korkyra, but even more significant 
\ 

were the efforts of an Athenian "volunteer proxenos" in Ko~kyra, 

ta preserve and exp and the defensive alliance with Athens. The 

struggle, moreover, between the agents and proxenoi of Korinthos 

and the "volunteer proxenos" of Athens was a contributing factor 

to the civil strife which ultimately tore the society of Korkyra 

apart. 

According to Thoukydides (3.82.1), the savagery of 

this, stasis was the first of its kind and it eventually spread 

to other states in the Greek world since in each state the 

leaders of the democratic factions were at odds with the oligarchs. 

What Thoukydides omits to mention, is that the stasia in 

Korkyra originated not only from ideological differences between 

the factions bu,t frorn the Korinthian efforts ta bring Korky:ra 

over to their side. A recent interpretation of the origins of 

the civil strife in Korkyra is put forth by M. Cogan (1981:1-21) 

who asGerts that by the f~fth year of the Peloponnesian war 

international relations between the Greek states were based 

upon ideological grounds and this was a determining factor in 

the occurence of stasis Bath the Athenians and the 

Peloponnesians exploited ideology as a means of detaching the 

allies of the other. 

The Korinthians waited for six years ta implement 

their covert operations against Korkyra. A possible explanation 

for their delay is that the Korinthians wanted a suitable 

opportunity ta execute their plan. In 427 B.C. the Korinthians 
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arranged for the re~ease of their two hundred and fifty Korkyraian 

prisone'rs (Thouk. 3.70.1) and the conspiracy to subvert Korkyra 

began. The timing was excellent, since the Athenians were 

occupied with blockading Mytilene, which had rebelled from the 
~ 

Athenian alliance in 428 B.C. The Athenians would, therefore, be 

slpw to react against the establishment of a pro-Peloponnesian 

gpvernment in Korkyra. A setback for the Athenians in Korkyra and 

the Mytilenian rebellion might induce other states to abandon 

Athens and join the Peloponnesians. Another consideration regarding 

the timing of the release of the prisoners may have been the 

considerable success Athens enjoyed in the West, and the possibility 
'/;.., 

that the Korkyraians might be induced to accept an offensive 

alliance while they could still get favourable terms from Athens. 

From the beginning of the war the Athenians were 

victorious in the West. In 431 B.C. they took Kephallenia and 
c' 

Sollion with little difficulty (Thouk.2.30.1-3). In 429 B.C. 

Phormio, the Athenian general, won two brilliant naval engagements 

in the Gulf of Korinthos against the Peloponnesian f1eet, and this 

further enhanced the reputation of the Athenian navy (Thouk.2. 

84.1-5;2.90-92). This made it necessary for the Peloponnesians 

to check the growing prestige of Athens and to redress the naval 

irnbalance in the West. Adding the Korkyraian fleet to the 

Peloponnesian forces would have fulfilled a part of these 

requirements. 

Considering the impotence of the Korinthian navy orr 

for that m~tter, of the f1eets of the other Peloponnesian states, 

subversion was the only means by which the Korinthians could 

effect changes in Korkyra. lt became the task of the Korinthian , 
ï 
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proxenoi in Korkyra to arrangEl for the return of the Korkyraian 
\, 

prisoners who had agreed to work for Korinthos. According to 

Thoukydides (3.70.1) 1 they accompli shed this by raising a SUffi 

of money which was required for ransoming the Korkyraian prisoners. 

This was a ploy, because if the Kor~ràian prisoners held by the 

Korinthians were released without ransan it WJuld have caused 

suspicion. The Korinthian proxenoi were, furthermore, the only 

individuals who could have served as intermediaries between the 

Korkyrai,i3-n conspirators and Korinthos. As the offici~l represent-

at.ives of that city, the proxenoi could travel frequently to 

Korinthos wi thout causing' suspicion. Their most important 

function may have been to supervise and observe the ~activities 

of the Korkyraian conspirators. Wi thout reports from the se 

proxenoi, the Korinthians would have had no way of knowing if 

their former prisoners had fulfilled their part of the bargain. 

If this became the case, the Korinthian proxenoi could always 

threaten to expose the KorkyraiM conspirators ta their felloo citizens. On the 

othpr hand this backup did not flro\le riecessary since, frcm the np:nent \Yhen 

the Korkyraian prisoners returned to Korkyra 1 the)' went from 

ci tizen to citizen attempting to rouse support for a move to 

renounce the alliance with Athens (Thouk.3. 70.1). These 
, 

efforts bore sorne fruit since the governrnen t of Korkyra did 

renew the former treaty of friendship with the Peloponnesians 

al though maintairl'ing the defensi ve alliance with Âthens (Thouk. 

3.70.2) • This was a partîa1 victory for the Korinthians and 

the other Peloponnesian states. The returned prisoners did not 

detach Korkyra from the defensi ve treaty wi th Athens but they 

, , 
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were successful in preventing the Korkyraians from rnoving any 

closer to Athens. 

The next step taken by the Korkyraian' conspirators was 

to erode the influence and goodwill which the Athenians enjoyed 

in Korkyra. TO this end, they used the courts to attack the 

most influential friends of Athens and those who were closely 

ident~fied wi th the Athenian cause. Accordingly, the re'turned 

prisoners, who had become the agents of Korinthos, brought 
J 

Pei thias, the "volun teer proxenos" of the Athenians and leader 
1 

of the democratic faction, to trial, charç;ring hirn with attempting 

to assist the Athenians in enslaving Korkyra (Thouk.3.70.3l. 

3.5.2 Pei thias of Korkyra 

The term é e donp6l;EvoÇ is rnentioned only by Thoukydides 

(3. 70.3)with regard to Peithias and is not found anywhere else. 

It is a curious term because the proxenia essentially was 

conferred on one who had volunteered hjs services in the first 

place. According to Gomme (1956: 2.360), a "volunteer prox~nos" 

referred to an individual whose proxenia was not officially 

recognized by the sta te he a ttempted te:> represent, or to an 
) , 

individual whose appointment was not confirmed by his own state. 

It would have been remarkable, under these circums tances, for 

Athens to avoid making the leader of the Korkyraian- democratic 

faction their official representative if he had volunteered his 

services. It was not necessarZ for the appointmknt of:a proxknos' 

to be confirmed by his own state, sinc:.e"a pro.xenos did not .have 

any special priyileges there which required recogni tion. A 

) 
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plausible explanati'on is that Peithlas had become a candidate 

for the proxenia but his ~pointment had not become official by 

the time of his trial. 

To what extent were the cbarges against Peithias true? 

Thoukydides' (3.70.6)does not reveal the answer to this question; 

he does, however, maintain that Peithias was determined to . 
convince the Korkyraians to conclude an offensive alliance with 

'" ,c 

Atheps·. In this respect, Pei t1iias was working for the ±nterests 
, 

of Athens since the ~orkyraians would be dragged into a war 

- should they sign such an alliance and w&r, 

at this time, would nàt have been in the best interest of $orkyra. 
J) " 

In 433 B.C., the Korkyraians had lqst cbnsiderably in their 

conf~ict with Korinthos (Thouk.l.54.2} and a new war wo~ld 

further drain Korkyra's ~esources. 

Despite our lack of knowlegge·of Peithias's motives, 
~ 

he was considered by }the agents of Korinthos as the f~rst target 
, . / 

n oL tlleir covert operation. We may speculate, therefore, that 
1 r . ( 

Pei thias was _ perhaps working for the Athenians in the' sarne 0" 
f 

capacity as the Korkyraian conspirators were for the Korinthiarls. 

..... , 
\ 

The struggle t~at broke out in Ko~kyra betw~en,the 

adherents of the official alliance with Athens and tHose who 

~ 'advocqted clos~, ties with t~e Peloponnesians originated from - \ 

the attempts by the ag~nts of Korinthos to prosecute Peithias. 

Their attempt failed and Peithias, acquitted of the charge~ 

brought aga!nst him, coùnter-attacked by instigating suits 

against five of the wealthiest of the Korkyraian conspirators, 
o 

charging thern with cutting the vine-poles from the sacred 

1 
" 
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""--.. ',)~ ( 
precincts of ~-and Alkinous (~hOUk.1.70,4j. Peithias, -by his 

att;ck on the, wealthiest a'nd presurnably the moet powe~ful of 
. 

the Korkyraian conspirators, chall~nged the very heart of hi~ . 
opposition. He was successful and five of the Korkyraian 

conspira tors we:te convictéd and fined one stater for eaéh stake 
- ~ 

eut (ThOUk.3.~0.4-6')~ Thoukydides (3.70.5) informs us'that the , . 
l 

amount of the, fine was 50 excessive that it would have financially 

cr~pplèd the five conspiratorSi they, therefo;re, took re~uge at ~ 

the,temples as ~upplicants and pleaded ta pay their fipes by 
/ 

instalments. Peithias,'hawever, responded by persuading the 

~s~mbly, of which he was a member; neither ta arœnd the law, nor te 

permi t payment by ins talmen ts (Thouk. 3. 70.5) .' 'Thi s was a s e:üous 
'--

setback for. the, Korklyraian' conspirators. Not only did five of 

their nurnber face financial ruin but they had to contend wi th 

the real possibility that Peithias' recent victory migh~ increase .' . 
his prestige wi'th the ,citizen's of ,Korkyra and convinç;:e thern to 

accept an offensive ~iliance ~ith Athens. Sh'6rtly after this, 

the fears of the Korkyraian conspirators were confirmed when 

... ,th.eY woere inforrn.éd that ~ei thias intended ..... to persist in his \ 
' ... 

atternpt to bring :bout a compreh~;sive alliance with Athens 

(Thouk.3.70.6). Consequently, the five co~~emned'consp~ators, 

a,long with Jnany of their associates, entered the '.aSSemb~\ and 

killed Pei thias as well/p,s sixt Y of his followers (cf 3.70.6). 

'" The few that ma~aged to escÇi,pe toak refuge in an Athenian 

tri;reme whicll was docked in the harbour of Korkyra (cf 3.70.6). 

This in i tself ls a sl,9n:Uicant indication of/the close relation­

ship Peithias and his followers had with Athens: those who 

" 
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suiv'rved did not thrn to their :eellow ci tize~o,r protection -

~tter aIl they were the victirns of an unlawfu~ act - but to the· 

armed ;forces of Athens. Ne may conclude from this that Peithias 

and ,his fol1owers had served the interests of Athens faithfully 

and qui~e naturally expected protection from the Athenian 

t,rireme in the Harbour. Peithias' followers, however f not only 

found refuge on the ~thenian ship but were transported to A~hens 
, 

(ThQUk.3.70.6). The Athenians'may have believed that Korkyra had 

~sed'under the control of the pro-Peloponnesian faction and they 

wished ~o confer witfl ~eithias! followers on what action to ~~ke. 
~. . 

After the assassination of Peithias, the pro-pe1EnneSian ) 

factiop, which included the a~e~ts of Korinthôs, attempted "ta set 

up a government and ~lly the population ~o their side. Th y 

did not.renouncè the defensive treaty with the Atben~ans and 
. -

they aduocated a foreign ~olicy of neutra1ity for Korkyra {Thouk •. 

Furtfiermore,' the pro-Peloponnesian faction sent envoys 
1 

to Athens, hop~ng tG persuade those Korkyraians who had tak~n 
~ 

refuge there, not to Q.o· a,nything prejudicial against them, in' 

order that Athens would not take any action against Korkyra 

(cf. 3. 71 ~ 2). Clear1y then" the pro':"peloponnesian faction, at 

l 
least :Eor the ~ime being, desired' to main tain the stat~s-quo in 

their relations with Athena. This may indicate that, the 

Korkyraian éonspirators, the agents of Korinthos, only formed 

part of the pro-Pe1oponnesian faction and could 'not by themse1ves 

implement a dramatic shift i.n Kor~ra ~ s foreign policy. 

On the other hand, the Athenians did not accept the new 

goverrunent of Ko'rkyra a.nd arrested th.e envoys sent by the p'ro-
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.. 
Peloponnesian faction as \,soon ~s they arri ve.d in Athens (Thouk ~ . - , 

3.72. 1). S ince the en~resen tee> the new governmen t Of 

Korkyra, an independent state, the Athenian action. was a 
1 " 

provoc'ative gesture, suggesti'llg that th~ Athenians were prepared 

to inte~~ene and.establ~sh a government in Korkyra which lfU1d be 

synpathetic 'te> them.)nu. ~r illplies that the survi v±nq follooers 

of Peithias were brought 'to Attlens in ord~r to assist the 

Athenians in planning the overthrow of Ithe oligar~~îc faction in 
. ff 

'Ko;rky;ra. As members of the democratic faction and c10sely 

identified with the interests of Athens, Peithias' followers had 

eve;ry reason to throw in their lot with the Athenians. The 

enemi~s of Peithias and his followers were in 'control o~ Korkyra; 

they themselves would, therefore, be in a precarious position if 

they ever returned home. 

At the same time, an attempt I1was made by the Athenians. 

to end hostilities between the factions in Korkyra hy a compromise. 

Nikostratos, an Athenian general, arrived in Korkyra with'twelv~ 

trirem~s and managed to reconcile the two opposing~factions 

by making them agree to an offensive alliance with Athens and hy 

punishing only twelve of the pro-Peloponnesian conspira tors 

(Thouk.3.75.l). If the surviving followers of Peithias were , ~ 

loyal citizens of Korkyra and not the agents of Athens, they 

would have returned to Kor~yra ta participate in the~negôtiations 

between the f ac~ions . Thei;r presence, how~ver, was not r~gui~ed 
~ 

because·they-were tOOclosely identified wi th tJ1e interests of C' 

Athens. As events were later to demopstrater,a compromise was 

not possible in Korkyra. As soon as a peloponn~an ship 

\ 

-
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arrived, the pplitical situat,Ln in Ko~kyra 
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deteriorated 

.and the country was plunged into a savage civil war (Thouk.3. 

81.1-5) . 

These events provlde us with an excellent example of 

the use o~ subversion th~ough the proxenia. It was th~ 
• 

KQrinthian proxenoi in Korkyra who arranged the release of the 

two hundred and' fifty Korkyrai'an prisoners who had agreed to 

;'ork in the interests' of Korinthos. Their parti.~ipation ~s 
, 

also neeessary sinee they were the only link between Korinthos 

and the conspirators. Aceording to Losada (1972:92), not only 
~ ," '. 

were the Korinthian piaxenoi part ofo·the eonspiraey, it is also 
, ' 

very 1ikely tha t s'orne of the oligarchs in Korkyra were also 

involved. In this sense the eonspiracy to subvert the gover~ent 

of Korkyra would have assumed an ideological,dim~nsion which may 
• 

have masked the eonnection bètween the returned prisoners and v 

KorinthOs • 

. ,The foreign policy of 1<0:r:kyra 'and Korinthos before 

the Pe1oponnesian war was not guided by oligarchie or democrati~ 

sentiments. This was demonstrated by the support whieh the ~ 
, 

democratic government of Korkyra gave ta the oligarchs in 

·Ep~damnos while oligarchie Korinthos 'supported 'itsdemoerati~ 
~, 

faction (Thouk.1.24.S-7;1:25.1-4). The conspiracy against Korkyra 
" "'..4"'~' 
wasr therefore, not implemented by the Korinthians to assis't the 

(> 

oligarchie faction in Korkyra; :rather it was based on strate~ic 

consideratiops. In the beginning only the Korinthian proxenoi 
, 

and those Korkyraians who h~d.agreed ta work for Korinthos 
o 

p~rticipated in subversive ~ctivities in Korkyra (Thouk.3.70.1). 

, 
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According to Thoukydides (3.70.3), it was the returned prisoners 

from KOFfn'thos who brought Peithias to trial and of these only 
~ 'N. 

..... ~~' " 

.... five, with sorne followers, killed him. It seems ·t~~ was ... 

only later, ~fter the death of ~eithias and the refusal'of the 

Athenians to recognize the new government in Korkyra, that the 

cons.pirators were joined by ail the, mem.bers of the- oligarchie 

faction. When a Korinthian ship arrived in Korkyra, presumably .. 
as a show of support to the new reg~me, the oligarchs took 

.adva~tage of ~h~ presence of this Peloponnesian force and '1:1;" 

attacked the democrats (Thouk.3.72.2). This would not have been 

possi~le unless most of the oligarchs had joined the conspirater~ 

to make the assault. .. 
It is interesting that the Athenian involvement in 

Korkyra re~ernbl~d closely the actions of the Korinthians. The r . 
focal,point of thè~ intelligence operation was the At~eni~n 

"volunteer proxenos", peithias-:: While the KOl;inthians used their fi 

proxenoi to supervise dperations and tb provide a link between the 

Kork.yraian 

maintained 

conspirators and '):hemsel vis, the Athenian proxeQ,os, 

a high profile a~d operated in the open. Pei thias ,. 

persistant attempts'to bring,Korky~a into an offensive alliance 

with Athens, a pelicy designed to satisfy Athenian interests, 
, '- . 

"-clearly demonstrated that the interesès of Korkyra came second. 

Despite the tensions that peithias' pro-Athenian policy caused 

in Korkyra, he was. determined to assist. Athens iat any cost. In 

·this respect the chqrge invoked by the agents of Korinthos against 
. 

Peithias, na.1y of attemptin(l tb help the Athenians enslÇive 
( 

Korkyra, was to a certain degree ,true. 

o ---------'------- ---- - ~---~---- ----- --- --- - - ---
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The ~v~~~~ in Korkyra provi~e us with an excellen~ 

account of the agents of two'wa;ing powers, the Athenian 
, 

Confederacy and the Peloponnesian League, car'rying.out subversive 

acti vities in order to push Korkyra into the camp of their 

respective mast~s. Tpe ro1e of thé proxenia was a sideline in / 
, 

, .... 
the Korinthian effort, while it was an essential e~ement of the 

• 
Athenian operation in Korkyra.' In both cases we have been able 

to demonstrate an interesting aspec,t of the proxenia when i t 

was used in an intelligence roie. It seems that, at least in 

the exarnple of K'orkyra, the Korinthi~n prox~nol were employed . 

as intelligence officers and were not used to gather intelligence 
~ 

nor to execute covert operations directly. Théy maintained a low 

profile by opera'ting behind the scenes and bi:' directing thQse 

who were ernployed to gather intelligence and to execute covert 

operations. 

The Athe~ians ~sed thei-r' proxenos in a so;méwhat different 

manner\. Their a t tempt to change the forei9I?- pqlicy of Korky~a 

was conducted as an overt o~eration. Peithias, the Athen~an 

proxenos, proceeë!ed by legitimate means to influence the fore,ign 

,policy of KorkYra. l 'It was , nonetheless, still an in'telligenè:é ' 

operation since i t i5 the means, 'of conducting intelligence which 
'\ 

are covert or overt and not what they attempt to accomplish. 

Both the Korinthians and 'the Athenians wanted to change the 

foreign policy of Korkyra, bu~ while their ultimate aim was 'the 
/ 

sçme the ~~ which they ~loyed were different. The Korinthians 

proceeded by covert me~ns to accomplish their purpose and 

organi~ed a conspiracy t'o undermine the 'government of Korkyra. 
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The Athenians, at first, did not desire te undermihe the 

established regime in Korkyra, only·to influence its foreign 
'II. • 

polie~ 'Later on, when the goverrunent of Korkyra was controlled 

h 
. Il Il 

by the ,oligarchie faction and the At enl.an vohll1.teer proxen06 was 

murdered by'the agents of KOl;;inthos, the Athenians changed 

their tacties. They evaeuated Peithias' followers to Athens 

and may have intended to use tnem against the new government 

in Korkyra. It is interesting t\lat Peithias' foÙowe;rs were· 

granted the politieal asylum. whie.h Peithias would have haq. if 

he had 'survived the attempt on his life. Peithias and his 

followers did not engage in subversion, but like the agents of 
• 

Korinthos who did attempt to undermine the .-gQvernment of Korkyra, 

they~ wanted the foreign poli'cy of their country to serve the 

interests of another state. In this 'respect another dimension 

was added to the proxenia in Korky;a. The recipients of this 
y 

prestigious office were employed to subvert the intérests of-

Korkyra and advance the cause of their patron-states. 
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Part 4.1 Cate90ries 

4.1.1 Thè Appoin\rnent of Proxenoi 

Examples of pr~enoi junctioning as intélligence agents 
'-" f 

whièh h~ve bee~ presented in this study fall into three distinct 

cat,egories: a) individuals who have been given the proxenia as 

a reward for providing intelligence' services; b) those incÎi vi"l' 

duals who, while serving as proxenoi, functioned as intelligence 

agents; c) those whb 'were desi9nated proxenoi specifically so 

that they would 'carry out irltelligence work::'. 

'In the first category we include: Apollodoros of 

Selyrnbria (cf ,3.3.4), Arkhelios and Heraklides of Byzantion 

(cf- 3.3.5), Phanokritos of Parian (çf 3.3.7), Philiskos of 

Sestos (3.3.B), Ekphantos' associates (cf 3.4.2), and Peithias 

~f'Korkyra (cf 3.5.2). )These men\were àppointed because of 

their p~ior participation 'in inteÜigence activity ané). we can 

assumê that'they continued,to iupply their clients with informa-

tion and that they perfo.nned, othe~ clandestine work on behalf of . 

t\1eir patrons. 
. 

DOGumentary evidence has aiso been'provided in this study 

for proxenoi belonging to the second category. ~his group 

includes: Strophakos of Khalkidice(cf 3.2.3), P~IYdamos of 
. , 

-
Pharsalos (cf 3.2:5), Nikias of Gortyn- (cf 3.4.5), the 

• 
Athenian proxenoi 'in Mytilerte (cf~ 3.4.3), Ekphantos of Thasos 

c 

(cf 3.4.~), and the Korinthian(proxenoi in Korkyra (cf 
. " } 

~ 

3. 5 ~ 1) • 

" 1 
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An example of a proxen~s who is classified in the third 

catego'ry is Nymphodoros of Abdera (cf 3.2.1)." He was awarded ., 

the proxenia by the Àt,heni'ans in orde'r t~ impro~e their strate­

gie positio~'f'iI1" Thrake. As a result of Nymphqdoro,s' efforts, 

Sitalkes, king' of the Odry~ans in Th~ake, became an important 

ally of the Athenians and 'one wno, supplied Athens with a fotce' 
• 

of Thrakian cavalry and pel tasts. Other proxenoi sueh as· ~ 
, ---~ 

~ 

Polykles, Peraieas, and Aristopoulos of Byzantion (cf .3.3'.3) 
) -
were also glven the proxenia for the specific purp0s.t:' of 

'conducting intelligence work. These men were sent to j0in the 
. 

\ ~thenian forces in the Hellespont as advisors to tpe Athenian 

commanders. The most remarkable evidence of 'a proxenos belongin~ 

to this category is found in the episode of Apollophanes (IG i 2 . 
~ , 

59.i·cf 3~4.4.). He is praised f;r services which he r~ndered 
( . 

to'the people and soldiers of Athens and is awarded the proxenia . 
. , 

Apoll~phanes was then instructed to keep watch aver those guardîng 

the harbour area of Notion. The interes.ting aspect of this 

example i5 that the task af watching over those guarding the 

, harbour was not given to an Athenian; rather it was the responsi-

bility of Apollophanes, a native of the region. The absence of 

an Athenian garrcison suggests that the presence of Apollophanés 
",-

was con~i~ered sufficient to ensure the security of the harbour~ 

4.1.2 
\ 

Subdivision of Intelligence Act~vit~ 

A fine line exists between the function of an intelligence 
~ 

agent and the work' of a spy. An intel.li~erlce agent is employed 

" \ 

.. 

" 

10 

ta process information and to organize, va,rious' types of clandestine !. 
1 

àctivity. A spy is an. individual who collects the information by î 

- , 
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. l " 
covert means and Particip~~ès directly in intelligence 

operations. Proxénoi we,~ often individuals who enjoyed a 

great deal of prestige and prominenc~ in their cities; th.is 

en~b,ed theIl} to intervene e'ffectively on :behalf. of their patrqns, 
, 1 

by transmi tting information and by participating in various 

types of intelligence wo~k. If the pro:;poi were'employed 
, 

merely to act as sp~es, they would have lost theîr credibility 

and their actions would havé been under close scrutiny; if this 
. 

was the case they wOùld have been of little 'assistance to their 

patrons. 

Intelligence activity faUs into two categories, active 

and passive.' Active'intelligence reguires the use of political . 
intervention by the agent of one state to subvert the" interes,ts 

rpf another state. This occurs in many " fashions but the most 

common are assassination f sabotage, subversion, and the instiga­

tion of political disruption and rev;olution.· Passivè intelli':: 
, , 

gence invoîves essentially the collection of pertinent. poli tical 

and military information through overt and covért means. 

1 
4.1.2a Info~ation Gathering (Passive Intelligence) 

1 IJ 

. . . 
It is significant that the activities of the proxenoi ~ 

discussed in thi~, study, .can ~e",classified into well-defined types 
~ 

of intelligence work. PolY9amos of Pharsalos (cf 3,.2.5), 

clearly defined his raIe as ,the proxenos o~ Sparta by stating , 

t,hat i t was his dut Y to bring ta. the attention of th~ Spartans 

any in"tormation which was pért.inent to the military and poli- y-f 

tical interest of Spa~ta. Xenophon (Hell. 6.1.4), quotes his 
; 

words to the Spartan a~~embly: 

• ! 
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'tyw. li lL:ôpeç Aaxe6a.1.+L6v~ol., np6~c\loç ù~rov 't};~'. 
i\a.t e6epyé'LT)ç ~)( na.nwv <ôv' l-le!lv~l-Leea. np6y6vœ~, 
a~Lffi, ta.~ 'LÉ 'tL ânop&, npoç ÙllaÇ~U\laL,- ld.v 't"! 
'!L xqÀ~l1è\l Ù!lLV l"li ""0 8n'ta.ÀL~ O\JVLC1'rT)1;UL, , 

oY)p.a t \I~ ~ v. , . 
, , 

" 

Polydamos gave the Spart ans valuable information a60ut I~son 1 s 

pla~s (Xen. Hello 6.1. 5-13) but he also evalu<~ted the intelli-
, 

gence he collected and made use fuI reconunendations "for Sparta 1 s 

future cours'e of action in Thessalia. Xenophon (aell. 6.1.2) ./ 
f.--

informs us that Polydamos was a Rrominent man in fThessalia who 

enjoyed the confidence ,of the Spartans. ' This iS{ -how PolydaJ;î!os \ 
~ / , 

was easily able to acguire information about lason' s plans., 
1 

ln 

this way, his role as a proxenos was not that. of a spy, r~ther 

he functioned as an intelligen~e agent. The term "intelligence, 
" 

agent" did not exist in the Greek world but the function of this 

term is synoI)ymous with the emp16yrnent of proxenoi in information-"\ , 
gathering and other acti vities of intelligence work. 

Phanokritos af Parion (cf 3.3.7) was awarded the pro-

xenia by the Atbenians because he braught valuable information 

concerning the movements of the enemy fleet •. The text (IGii 2 • 

29) reaas: •••. tnel.5Tj -n[ulp]fryyel.~e 't'o1:ç o't'p~,"T)Y'otç nepl ['dj)vl·, , , 

v] crov 1:5 napa.nÀc7, xut el ot 01:pu't[11yO]-[t] lntSQ\l1:o, ta.À.CùOo.v 

5''11 a.rt) 1:P·[I.]flPddç[t.)a.t nO'HIJ.I.a.t. ... ·: ~e ver~ na~:ryet.).t; 
derives from"napa.yyf.Àffi ·"to pass on or transmit a message" (~9 

1> 

s.v. na.payytÀro) and it 'may liuggest that Phanokritos did not go . , ~ 

in persan ta present his intel:ligence inf~rma~ion; rather he ' 
• 1> 

transmitted the infarri1~~ion via otller means~ We may apecuIa;e 

on h,ow he acauired the information in the first place. He may , • r 
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\ 
have used spies or other payed informants; by 50 doing 

Phanokritos would he the intermediary between the soprce who 
• 

• It ... ~1* 

collected the d~ta and the Athenian commanders who 'received the 

intelligence information. 
< 

A parallel example exists in the case of Philiskos of 

Sestos (se~ 3.3, 8), who was granted the proxenia" for his service 
o 

to Athens: "âvT},p 'A,y]-[aJ8oc; ly€.vc'T:o [ncpc. 'T:~V ôTjj.l.O\l 'T:ÔV 

'A9T)v]nl(j)V j.l.T)v6oaç 'dèv 'LW\I Bu~a.v'T:twv. o'T:6">.. (?) ]ov, ••• (IG ii2 . 

133), In this instance the use of the word j.l.T)\lÔOUç indicates 

that Philiskos,provided information to the Athenians regarding 

the location of the fleet of Byzantion. The participle j.l.T)VÛOUC; 

derives from the v.erb 1lT1\1UOO "to disO\lose what· is secret," reveal, 

9 '--::"-----make known" (LJS S.v. [.t11\16oo) , and the a~èctive j.l.T)VU'T:f]p means 
• • - 9 .. "informer, guide, one who shows, reveals" (LJS 5.:V. j.l.T)vu't"1]p). 

This ~learly inpicat~s_the covert nature of Philiskos' a?tions 

with regard to the information he brought to the Athenians •. 

When the Mytilenean oligarchs decided to rebel against ,th~ 

Delian League the Athenian.proxenoi in Mytilene inforrned their 

patrons of the plans of the oligarchs. According to Ttioukydides 

(3.2.3): 

.. 

TIp6t;f.VOL 'A8T)vaLwv, j.l.T1VU'T:al, ytY\l~\I't'aL TO'LC; 
, AeT)va to LÇ t'S't' L l;;uvo l.xt~oocrl. 'T: E. T1'1V t\f.oj3ov le; 1:1]\1 
MU'T:LÀ~\lT)\I ~t~ xat T~V napacrxE.u~v 8nnouv j.l.cTà 
t\axc5aLj.l.OVLOOV xat BOlOO't'rov ~uyye\l&\I ~VTWV Énl 
anoa't"doeL Énetyov'rClL' xat eL j.l.~ 'rtç npoxaTaÀ~teTClL 
~5~, cr~~p~cr~oeaL a6~o~ç A!a~ou . 

It is interesting that Thoukydides employs the noun ~~\lu'T:at 

" to ~scribe the Atbenian proxenoi in Mytilene and thus indicates 

the covert nature of their actions. 
\ 
\ 

!t is possible to conclude from these examples that the 

• 
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Greeks used the proxenia for both covert and overt types of 

intelligence. The information presented bY'Polydamos (cf 3.2.5) 

to the Spartan assernbly was probably a combination of both overt 

and covert intelligence as was the information Phanokritos of 

Parion (cf 3.3.7) del±vered to the Athenians. The termino1ogy 

exmployed to describe the actions of Philiskos of Sestds (cf 

3.3.B) and of the Aihenian proxenoi in ~~ilene certpinly de fines 

the covert nature of the service which they provided to their 

patrons. 

4.1.2b poiitictij( Intervention (Active Intelligend'e) 

political intervention in the forro of subversion, assass­

ination; or. instigation of revo1ution played a significant 

part in the international 'relations of the Greek States. In 

many instances the proxenia served as the instrument .for one 

state to interfere in the external and internaI affairs of anotheri , 

/ the role of proxenos thus often resernbled that of an "agent 

provocateur" • 

The Athenians made Nymphodoros of A,Pdera (3.2.l) their 

proxenosj as a result he used his influence upon Sita1kes, the 

.king of the Odrysians in Thrake, te persuade him to becorne an 

ally of Athens (Thouk. 2.29.1), Nymphedoros was a~e to provide 

further assistance to the Athenians by bringing about a reconcili-

ation between them and Perdikkas of Makedoniaj in addition he 

arran~ed ~o send the Athenians a force of Thrafian cavalry and 
... 

peltasts (Thouk. 2.29.5-7). In this instance the Athenians 

supplemented their diplomatie efforts in northern Greece by using 

the influence of Nymphodoros to acquire the alliances of Sitalkes 

, ~ 
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, 
and Perdikkas. Nyrnphodoros, moreover, happened to be the 

brother-in~law of Sitalkes and was thus in a position to 

exert a great deal of influence on the king (Thouk •. ).29.1). 

As the proxenos of Athens, ~yrnphodoros becarne ~ partisan 

supporter of the Athenian cause and the representative of 

Athenian influence at the court of Sitalkes. 

The Athenians recognized the value of political inter­

vention as a for,m of warfare and often utilized the proxenia , 

for this purpose. According to Demosthenes (20.60): 

In 429 

was to 

-roü-ro 6'(ApX~~LOV )lat 'HpaxÀet6T]v, ot BU~(lv't"lOV 
napa 66 vn: ç BpcrŒU f306Àce xu p t'ouç -0 iJ.aç l no tT]O"Cl v -ta ü 
\ D.À'llon6v-rou, &O-rE 't"nv oexâ.-r'llv âno66a9m xaè 
XPT]~a-roov eunop~aav't"aç Aaxt5al~ovtouç avayxuaClL' 
-rOLâ,U-rT}V, otav ~j.Ltv l66xel, nOLfjŒcr09crt -rT)\! 
Elp~vT}v~ ~v,~ ~v5pe;ç 'Ae~vaLoL, j.LE-ra 't"aü-r' 
txneo6v-roov ~*TJ<PtaaŒer (hteP, e'éj.LClL, cpe-6youcHv 
euy~p-rŒLÇ 6L'Ôj.L~ç npob~xEI'npo~evtcrv, e6epyeotav, 

"l't"é.ÀeLav à.ntiv-roov (see'3.10), 
'. ' 

<> • 

B.C. the Athenians' èi{veÏ'ted a fleet whose objective 
"""0/-' \ j- ~ 

reinforce PhôJ'iIDio' s' fleet' in the Gulf of î<o'i-in~hos. 
t' ~ ',. 

This diversion -te Kretè wasthe result of a recommendation 
, • -4:.:J. ~ "1-

by Nikias .'f~ .. 4.5), -t;:he Athenian proxenos in Gortyn. 

T~o~kydides (2.85.5) informs us that: 

np6(evoç liJv' nc.(Sn· a.u-rooç lnt Ku600vLav nÀeüoaL, cpa.oxoov 

",np9ŒnodloElV a.6-rT]v o6oav lIoÀeiJ.ta.v". Another example of 

active in.tellig~nce used ~s a rneans for po...çitical inter­

vention is the case of Thr syboulos (3.4.2) capturing Thasos 

for the second time i~ 390- 89 B.C. with the assistance of 
\ 

the pro-Athenian faction (Dem. ~0.59). After the Peace of 
\ 

AntaZkidas (386-385 B.C.> the oligarchs returned tp 

pO",7er in Thasos a,nd one of their f~rst"\5acts was te banish 

-, 
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the men who had assisted Thrasyboulos and Ekphantos, the Athenian 

proxenos '(Dem. 20.59-60). Consequently, the Athenians made these 
1-

men proxenoi and benefactor,s .of Athens (Dem. 20.60). The 

potential threat of politica1 intervention through the use of 

the proxenia was a~ajor factor in the exile of Apemantos of , , 

Thasos (3.4.1), the Athenian proxenos (IG xii.263-6), in 411 

B.C.; it may also have beèn the cause for the murder of the 

Athenian proxenos in Kos when the is1and rebelled fram the 

Athenian Alliance in 364 B.C. (IGii2.lll) 

The Korinthians, sometime in 433-432 B.C., devised a 

covert operation with the defined purpose of u~derrnining the 

government of Korkyra and of placing men in power who were 
1 

sympathetic to the Peloponnesian cause (3.S.I). The plan 

originated'after the battle of Sybota and,according to Thoukydides 

(1.55.1), the Korinthians intended to use sorne of their Korkyraian 

prisoners to accomplish this: lin C V't'T}><.Ov't"a Ô f. xa t 6 ~a.)toatouç 

5naa.ncç Écpu).,a.aO'ov xa.è iv 9EpanEt'è et'xov nOÀÀtJ,~n(.()ç ahotç TYjV 

Kt p xupa v 'ci vaxropnaa V't' cç npoO'TIo d)aC'la v. n An important element of 

th~ Korinthian plan was the role played by the Korinthian proxenoi 

in Korkyra. It became their task,to arrange the return of the .. 
Korkyraian prisoners by raising the sum of money required to pay 

the ransom ('l'houk. 3'.70.1). After their release the Korkyraian 

prisoners, who had agreed to work as the agents of Korinthos, 

began to stir up hostility toward Athens and, as a result .. of 
" 

their efforts, Korkyra fell in~'; a state of revo1ution. According 

to Thoukydides (3.70.1): 

; 
1 
1 

1 
i 
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The first part of the Korinthian plan was successfuli 

although the Korkyraians did not'sever their ties with Athens 

they agreed to renew their former friendship with the 

Feloponne~ians while rnaintain~ng the defensive"alliance'with , , 

the Athenians (Thouk. 3.70.2). Consequently, the agents of 

Korinthos intensified their efforts to bring Korkyra over to 

'éhe Peloponnesian camp by attacking in the courts Peithias, 
o 

the É;8 cÀo7tp6~cvoç of Athens (3·, 70. 3-4). They accused Peithias of 
. 

" •.. 'A8"lvetÎ.o lÇ 't"-?jv KtpxlJPCLV XCL'ta.ÔOIJÀouv", but' he was acquitted 
-of the charges and he brought counter suits against five of the 

weal thiest Korinthian agents, who were found guilty and condemned 

to paya ruinous fine (Thouk. 3.70.5). 
l 

At the sarne tirne Peithias persisted in his efforts to 

persuade the Korkyraians to conclude an ol:fensive and defensive 

alliance with the Athenians (Thouk. 3.70.6). Consequently, the 

agents of Korinthos in order to avoid pay{ng th'e heavy fine and 

to prevent an effe~sive alliance between Korkyra ând Athens 

broke into the KOLkyra~an boule and rnurdered Peithias along 

with sixt Y of his followers (Thouk. 3.70.6). 

The use of political intervention by the Korinthians and 

Athenians in Korkyra depicts two different facets of active 

intelligence. The Korinthian approach used political inter­

:ention, through th~ir intelligenc~ agents" ~s an e.xtension of 

warfarei wh~t the force of arms failed to ac~omplish for the 

, -_ ~.,... .~ .. 4-____ ..., .. ~ 
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Korinthians against Korkyrà, the use of subversion almost 

achieved. The Korinthians,through their proxenoi made it 

possible for the Korkyraian prisopers to return an~ thus initiate 

their p~ot against the government of KorXYra. According to 

Thoukydides (3.70.1), the Korkyr~ian prisoners upo~ their 

return began to agitate against Athens: lI~np(laao\l 0\5.0L 

"t"f]V n6À.l.v". The Korinthian proxenoi, however, qnce they had 

raised the money for ransoming the Korkyraian prisoners, 

receded into the background and worked behind the scenes. We . . 
o 

can speculate that they continued to play a prominènt part in 

the 'conspiracy by transmitting messages between the Korkyraian 

prisoners and Korinthos 50 that the c?nspiracy to undermine 

the government of K~rkyra proceeded accorâing to plan. 

The Athenian approach to political invervention in 

Korkyra did not represent an 'extension of warfare, as in the. 

case of the Korinthians. Rather it characterized another 

dimension of Athenian foreign poliey. The interests of Athens 

in Korkyra we're aetively pursued by Peithias by means whieh, in 

their overtness, contrast with the clandestine efforts of the 

Korinthian proxenoi and the Korkyraian prisoners. This 

difference of approach arose from the fact that Korinthos had 

been in a state of war with Korkyra and the memory of that 

conflict was still fresh in t~e minds of mo~t Korkyraians. 

Consequently, the Korinthian proxenoi were vulnerable to charges 

of collusion with the Kbrinthians; they were thus foreed'to 

remain behind the scenes in the eonspiracy. 

-
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4 • .2.J- Distribution of ,(Intelligen'Ge) Proxenoi in the 

Hellespont Region 

107 " 

B th d f h P I.r Il. 1 f h Y e en 0 t e e~opo~es~an War, contro 0 t e corn 
~ 

supp1y became a major objective of internaI and external 

Athenian policy (Hopper 1979:54). According to'Hasebrock 

(1933:146), the importation of corn by individuals was always 

regarded a,s a special service and ,as a patriotic acta The 

Athenians, in additîon to military safeguards, frequently passad 
1 • 

legisla tion to protect their suppli:\E''S. We know from Demosthenes 

t (34.37) that it was against the law for an Athenian resident to 
"l... 

export corn to another city and that two-thirds of the grain which 
C' 

entered the Piraeus had to remain in Athens (Arist. Ath. Pol. 

~. 4). It was', moreover, illegai for an Athenian to lend money 

to a merchant inv~lved with the importation of çorn to any state 
, 

other than Athens (Dem. 35.51). Indeed, the entire food supply 

in Athens was controlled by a special board of officiaIs 
-+-

called sitophylakes who were responsible for,controlling priees 

and distribution of the grain imports (Arist. Ath. Polit. 51.3; 

Dys. 22.5). In this sense, Athen~ serves as an examp1e of the 

problems facing Many Greek city-states who were dependent 

upon foreign imports for their food supply. 

An important element for the we1l~being of Most Greek 

states was not only guaranteed access to grain but aiso a secure 

route to other strategie supplies, such as timber for shipbuilding. 
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Domination of the trade routes to wheat and tirnber markets 

represented an important advantage in the international 
.~ 

, 
relations of the Greeks (Pouilloux 1954: passim), 'sinee the 

city whieh eontrolled the sea wielded a powerful weapon against 
, 

potential enemies. In fact, control of the corn and timber 

supplies gave' the Athenians the instrument by' which they could 

dominate other states (Hopper 1979:53). This Athenian advantage 

was to a large extent dependent' upon secure access to the Black 

Sea region with its abundant supplies of grain and lurnber 

(Hopper 1979:53-55). Athenian interest in this area almost 

coincided with the emergence of Athens as a major power in the 

,Greek world. 

Unfortunately, very- little is known about the cit~es in 

the Euxine district, but the discovery of Athenian red figure 

pottery is one way of knowing that this area lay within the 
A 

.~phere of Athenian trade (MacDonald 1979:49). Bailey (1940:62-

64) suggests that the presence of Athenian black figure ware at 

Troy indicàtes that the Athenians began to show ~erest in this 
, ~ 

area as early as œ.. 607 B.C. and started trading for corn and 

timber by 594 B.C. Hopper (1979:53) maintains that Athenian 

involvement with the Black Sea region originated sometime after 

the Persian wars (490-479 B.C.) and Noonan (1973:231-242) . , 

postulates that the Euxine district only became a major source 

·of trade in the fifth century B.C. 

The Athenian eoncern with this regioh required a great 

deal of effort in safeguarding the trade routes t~ the Black 

Sea area and in times of war in.preventing access to these 
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routes by other states (MacDonalà 1979:4). 'To this end, the 
J 

Athenians placed a special group of officers ca11ed 

hel.Zespontophylakes (ca.430 B.C.) ,at Byzantion to control 

shipping through the Hellespont (IGi2.57.32-56) and, according' 

to Xenophon (Hell. '1.1.36), they a~fo maintained a squa~ron of 

triremes in the area in order to guard their merchant ships. 

The importance of this region is also demonstrated by 

the fact that a large proportion of Athenian proxenoi who 

functioned as intelligence agent~ operated in this area (cf 

3.3.3; 3,3,4; 3.3.5; 3.3.6; 3.3.7; 3.3.8). Byzantion, because 

of her strategic importance, served as the focal point of 

numerous military campaigns and the setting for- several 

inte~ligence operat~ons (cf 3.3.2; 3.3.5; 3.3.6). This was 

aiso the case with othe~ states in this region since the major 
\' , 

., Greek powers struggied 10r control of the north eastern Aegean 

and the Hellespont from the beginning of the Peloponnesian War 

to the rnidd1e of the fourth century B.C. Consequently, the 

cities locat~d in this region became ideal places for the 

ernployment of proxenoi engaged in information gathering and the 
4 

battleground for ~Iandestine operations (cf 3.3.4; 3.3.7; 

3.3.8; 3.4.1; 3.4.2). 

Although this is rnost noticeable in the North-~astern 

. Aegean and the Hellespont,' a similar pattern seems to have taken 

place in other areas which were str~tegically important to the 

corn routes. This was the case with the Athenian (cf 3.52) and 

Korinthian (cf 3.5.1) proxenoi in Korkyra and the Athenian 

proxenos (cf 3.4.~) in Crete (Gortyn)., Surely it cannot be a 
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mere coincidence that in both instances the proxenia was 

employed as an intelligence system whose representatives were 

situated in areas which were significant-to the grain routes of 

Sicily and North Africa. 

4.2.2 The Effect of Intelligence Activity on the.Credibility 

of the proxerÏia 

From the earliest period of Greek history until the 

first half of the fourth century B.C: the office of proxenos 
, 

represented an ancient and honourable relation~hip between a 

private citifen and a foreign state. This relationship, for 

the most part, was accepted and respected by the home state of 

the proxenos since every city depended on the same courtesy for 

her own proxenoi. On 

abuse and, as we have 

the.other hand, }the 

demonstrated, i~ was 

proxenia was open to 

adapted by sorne 

states to serve their political and rnilitary interests. The 

Athenians in particular realized the potential of the proxenia 

as an instrument of empire and, by the middle of the fifth 

century B.C., created a new office 1 the epis,kopid, which rnay 

have served as an intermediary between the Athenian proxenoi 

abroad and Athens. 

An episkopos, according to Meiggs (1972:213), was an 

Athenian visiting conunissioner sent to investigate, report' and 

take action if necessary against any subject ally of Athens. 

The term,episkopos was not employed by any Greek state other 

than Athens and does not seem to be used again by the Athenians 
• 

after the fifth century B.C. Unfortunately, references from 

our sources regarding the office of episkop08 are lirnited. Two 

,/ 
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inscriptions (IGi 2 .10i IGi 2 .66t ML.46), one of which àeals with 

Erythrai, and a passage in Aristophanes' Birds (1021) offer 

In ' the )case a glimpse into the activities of the episkopoi. 

of the Erythraian decree (IGi 2 •10 ) the epis.kopoi, are e~p1oyed . 

by' the Athenians to sup,ervise the establishment of a dernocratic 

counci1 in Erythrai whi1e the phrourarchos is made responsible 

xat for1rafeguarding the.~ew government: [JARO]-xuu~eüoal[~ ~JÈ 

'xa-rùoh'HcraL ~?~"~Èv -rÈv ~oÀÈv -ràç [énl.oxJ-6[nJoç xal.hov] 

~p[ôJpaxov, -ra 5è ÀOLnov -rèv ~oÀèv xat -rôv [~p6p]-apxov~ It is 

.suggested from the text of IGi 2 .10 that the mission 9f the 

episkopoi was 9f a limited duration and their residence in 
1 

Erythrai temporatyi the permanent Athenian representative was 

the phrourarchos. According to the other document (IGi 2 .66tML. 

46) the episkopoi are to ensure th~t the tribute be collected 

and brought to Athens each year: 

... KÀevt[aç etRe -rè) ~I~-. 

oUv xa,- -roç tipx[ov1;aç hJ 't"'lcr-

l. n6Àecrl.. xa t 't"oç [ln I..crx6] noç é 

nl.~ÉÀLcreUL h6n[oç av xo}uÀÀé­

y&'t"UI.. ho ~6poç x[a't"ù ~o r)'t"oç h-
~ 

éxuo't"ov xal.. a.na.[ye't"aL] 'A8évu-

~6 ••• 

. 
Meiggs (1969:119) stipulates that this decree was an ~ttempt 

, 
by the.Athenians to regu1ate ~he co11ectionof tribute, elimi-

1 
<>. 

nating incomp1ete and inconsistent~payments from their allies. 

The reference in Arlstophanes 1 .Birds (1021) is even more 

tantalizing. According ta this passage, when the episkop08 

arrives in "Claudcukaob~ry" to supervise the new ponstltution, 

, , 

, 1 , 
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his first question ~s: "Do'\) np6ç,cvo t.. ," The implication hf 

this question is that the episkopos wants to find the proxenoi 

of Athens in order to get an up-to-date report on the po1itical 

situation in "Cloudcukoobury". 
..., 

Based on this evide~ce it is not possible to draw any 

definite conclusion about t~e r~lationship of the proxenoi to 

the episkopia. This will depend upon further research and the 

discovery of more 'inscriptions describing the activities of 

episkopoi but the evidence which does exist suggests thatthis 

office was created, in part, to facilitate better contact 
t 

\ between Athens and her proxenoi abroad. The episkopoi, mpre,over, 

'may have bee~.the Athenian response to the need of acquiring more 

information, quickly"'" about the external and internai affairs' of ! 
allies. The proxenia was' an office which did not carry a salarY 

• <1 

a.nd the rewa rds . and privil~ges to the recipients became 
\ Î 

available only when the proxenos was forced to seek asylum in 

the city he represented. consequently, the proxenoi would,have 
\ 

incurred the expense of travel to their patron states in the 

execution of their duties. The employment of' episkopoi mqy 

have been one means of facil~tating the transmission ot informa-
. 

tion c011ected,by the proxe~oi and of assuring a consistent and 

regular f1ow'of inte1lig~nce to the Athenians. This was 

particular~y preva1ent'when the,proxenos was_swayed by functiona1 

considerations. ~s Per1man (1958:185-101) has demomstrated, the 

proxenia, at least bY· th~ fourth century'B.C., did not 50 much 

represent the foreign and internaI policies of a state as mu ch 

as they re~Fesented the faction dominating that state. Candidates 
• 1) 
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for the proxenia were usually sponsored by politicians 

representing oligarchic or democratic fact~ons (Perlman 19?8: 

186). Occasionally, sorne of the proxenoi ~ere. themselves 
- , 

leaders of factions i~ their own cities. This was the ,case 

with: Kimon' (cf pp. ID-11) , Kallias (cf pp. 10 ... 11), Nikias (cf pp. 

l()-rll) , 
, .0 

Alkibiades (cf pp. lÜ-11) , Demostheneg (cf pp.IO-ll), 

P~ithias of Korkyta (3.5.2) and Ekphantos of Thasos (3.4,.2). 
, 

According to Chroust (1954:280-288), loyalty to a political 

faction often transcended allegiance to the city-state. This 
f .' 

point is .demonstrated by the activities of the proxenoi which 

we have discussed ,in this study. 

The attachment of the proxenos ta thé faction of his 

own ci,ty and to the faction of the state which he represented 

became more p~evalent from the second half of the fifth century 
6 • 

B.C. and 'coincided with the use o'Lsome proxenoi as intelligence 

agents. The Peloponnesian war accererated the process as more 
, 

and more proxenoi cast aside aIl pretence of loyalty to their 

home states and threw in their'lot with 'their "patrons". ,We 

have presented a series of examples (3.2.1 to 3.5.2) which have 
~ 

dernonst~ated that the proxenia was used as an extension of 

warfare (Active Intelli~ence cf 4.1.2b) and as <rrneans of 

gathering po'litical and military information (Passive Intelligence' 

cf 4.1.2a). The participation pf proxenoi in these types of 

intelligence activities and their association with political 

factions debased the office of p'roxenos froID a\pOsition of 

honour anq prestige to that of a rnere rewârd to 'an informer, an 

If agent provocateur" and an award for a foreign lobbyist. 

'Ir • 
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Xenophon, for examp e, was made proxenos ~~,Sparta because of 

his p~o-Lakadaimoni syrnpat~ies and his services'to the 
'il' 

Spartan king (Diog. ~fiert·.2.51-52). He was not mâde, however, 

the representative of the sp~rtans in A,thQns but their proxenosl1] 

at Ski110s (Diog. Laert. 2.51-51). 
, ; This appointment resulted 

, \ 

from the' fact that Xenophon was banishèd ffom Athens and as 

such he could not have served as the Spartan proxenos in his 

home state. Consequently, ano~her suitable city was found for 

him. Since it was customary to grant the proxenia tb a native 

bf the city who was usually a prorninent citizen, the appointment 

of Xenppho~ was a deyiation"from no~al practice. Tfue award 0 f , 
proxenia to Xenophon was simply a reward for"his commitrnent to 

the Spartan cause. As a rêlat~ve stranger in Skillos his use­

fulness to the Spartans was limited, since he did not have the 

contacts arnongst the citizens of Skillos~r the knowledge of. 

the region to execute effectively his dyties as the representa-

tive·of Sparta. In this instance the,proxenia became the rneans 

by which the Spartans expressed their gratitude to Xenophon and .. 
for.mally recognized his ideological comrn!tment to thei~ state 

This politici.ation of the ~oxe~ia was a factor in the even~al 
decline of the prestige ·accorded this office since it c~ ta' 

be regarded as a title'which was given out generously and 

indiscrirninately. \ ... 

P 
It is not surprising 1 therefore, that by the middle of 

the fourth century B.C. the title of proxenos is associated 

with factional poli tics and becornes synonymous with treachery 

(2.141) accuse~ Demosthènes of ~ache~ 
.... 

and bribery. Aiskines 

... 
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as well as being the proxenos of Thebes: 

•.. ~nO\ELno~iv~ç 5'li9paç ,avEpa~ ~L\(nn~ 
npàç e~~aLouç xat eE~~a\o6ç, ~6~E ânwÀ6v~o 
aL npa.~nç ou 6t.'é~~" 6.\Ào. Ot.à. ~1Jv oTJv 
npo50oLav xat ~~v~npàç e~~atouç npo~Evtav. 

He adds' to his.>-{rgument by stating: 
'. 

. 
rr ~ r 1 Il 1) , • e ' ~ wç ouv ~ux uV ELva na OL~L, ~L xa~~yopouv~oç 

~~v ~~~ooetvouç ~àü e~~a(wv npoç:tvou ~at 
nov~po-t~u ~wv 'E)."ÀT]vf!.lv, ouvayopEu6qv~wv of 
f.LOL ~wx'tWv xat. BOLW"WV"Ô.\o(~v;... ~ 
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Earlier in the speech Aiskhines (On the Ernbassy ,89-90), 

,defending himself against charges df negligence by Demosthenes 

and Timarkos, states that: 

EtP~XE 5~ oJ .. oçrnpèç o~aÇ, napà "oü"o 
oLa~eap~vaL .. à KEPQO~À&n .. ou npa.Yf.La~a, 
5 .. L ~~ç npEo~E[aç ~~ ~YE~~V ly~ xat • 
xa"EU~f.LEp~XOOÇ nap'0f.LLV, au .. oû XE\EÛOV"O& 

4_'" .,.E lÇ ep~x~v ~f.Lêiç Ct Vil L KEPQO~À€,n .. ou 
nOÀLopxOUf.LÉvou, xat 6La~~p .. upaOeaL ~L).,,(nn~ 
.. ao .. a f.L~ nOLitv, oox ~8t\~o~, 6.\À'lxa8~~~v 
1 'n N " • P. 1:" EV OGpE<tl, XaL OL OU!-LnpECJt'EL.Ç, npOsEVLaç 
xa .. aOXE Uat'6~E VO L. -

Deinarkhos.... {l. 441" char~d Demosthenes with manipulating ,the 

grant of Athenian.citizenship and the proxenia to foreigners 

as a means of lining his own pbckets: 

~ .. è ypa.~aL TaupooBfv~v 'Ae~vatov &tvaL,< .. è~> 
.. oùç f.Lèv aù~oü nOÀC .. aç xa .. a50u\wOUf.LEVOV, .. ~ç 
5'Eo~oCaç ~À~q f.LE.à .. ou âOEÀ'OÛ KaÀÀ(ou npo56~~v 
~L)."Lnnftl, YEyEVTJf.LtvOV; ÔV 0(h lWCHV ot V6!-LOL 
.r,ç 'A8T']va(wv Xl4paç ~nL~a.LVELV~ d. 56 !-LT], ~otç 

, ~!l' 'If , • 'l' l! N Cl.u't'Ol.ç t.VOXOV Eijval. Xel\EUOUOLV Ot..onEp ,U.v TI.Ç ~wv 

(pEuy6v't'wv U:;, 'Apceou narou xa .. CU. xat ~OÜ!Ov 
o~ .. oç 0 5~f.L0'l.xèç ùf.Lé .. cpov ~ypa~& no)."C~~v E(val.. 
nEpt '06TWV o~v ~ap .. upaç ù~t~ ÔE! xa~Etv, ~ nEpt 
~wv liÀÀwv 5aouç OÔTOÇ ytypa~E npo~€vouç EtvaL 
xat 'Ae~va(o\)ç; <f.t .. a.>, npàç .r,ç 'Ae~vëiç, OrEOe, 
,,, " " , '\ a' , au't'ov apyupLov f.LEV Xa.l.pEI.V lI.af.Lt'a.vov .. a, XpUQLOU 

r::.' l' ", l ", ~ 
u ELXOOt.. TUI\a.V" oux av l\a~ELv; 

" In 353 B.e. the' exiled dernocr~ts of Rhodos appealed to Athens 

for helpbut failed te cùnvince the Athenians. Dernosthenes 

( 
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(15.15-16), took up their cause again in 351 B. C. but he 

~mphasized tha~, although he pleaded their cause, he was not 
, 

th f Rh d ,,~ !'i",,- • ,1' fi ,-e proxenos,o , 0 os: xat. 'tau't OUuf,ITÜlTIO't f,l110\l 0.\1, e~ 'tct' 

'POOtÜlV 6~~~ ~6v~v ~yo6~~v au~~êpe~v' o~'tf, yàp ITpO~f,VW 'twv 

, 
avôpw,v o(h\[ô(ç. sÉvoç aô'dû\) oû5d.ç [(J't( I-lO~." 

Demades, a pro-Makedonian Athenian politician tried ta 

assert his influence in Athens by moving numerous decrees of 

which many were grants of proxenia (Per1man '1958:188-189). In 
..,; 

336 B.C., for examp1e t Demades pushed a de cree through the 

Athenian assembly granting the title of proxen05 to a Makedonian 

in Philip's court (IGii2 .240). At about the same time he propased 

ta award the proxenia ta Euthykrates, the pro~Makedonian commander 

of the 01ynthian cavalry who in 349 B.C. betrayed dlynthos ta 

Philip (Dem. 8.40; 19.341; Diod. 16.53). 
~ , The decree was passed 

" 

but Hyperides (Frag., 19) entered a " yPatp T] napavôtJ,wv" against 

Demades and accused Euthykrates of being Philip' s agent: 

fiA I-l~V yàp o~'toç d,axex6Illxev,' oûx ~Xf.L 'tà~ 
a ÀTl e e L ç a ( 't ( a ç 't 11 ç n p 0 ~ e \1 (a ç' É, yoo 6 É" f, t 5 e t TI pô s e' v 0 v 

ù ilL v a Ih'o v yé \If; aS aL, Ô L'a 'tO 6'LOU 'L e 6~ &'ta l ypâtaç 
datpÉpCù,:, anr.t.'ta 'rà "IjI'lÎtpLalla ,dacp€.peL·) 5e56x8at 
aû'tàv eLvaL np6~evov, 5'LL 'tà ~LÀ(nn~ aUl-lcpêpov'tu 
Xal ÀÉYeL xat nOLeL,:.. . 

It is quite possible that once the proxenia became 50 

clbsely identified with the po1itical factions and the loyalty 
, . 

of the proxenos shifted entirely ta his clients, the intel~igence 

role Qf, this office diminished. Indeed, after the fourth century 
b' 

B.C. there is no evidence of proxenoi participating in any kind 

of intelligence activity. The value of a proxenos functioning as 

an intelligence agent depended on the trust and prestige the 

recipient enjoyed in his home state. It was these attributes 
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which allowed a proxenos to have the freedom of action to 

collect 'information, to take part in othsr clandestine 

activities and to provide these services on behalf of the 

state he represen,ted. 

One of the most controversial activities conducted by 

certain intelligence organizations in peace time is subversion • 
. 

pminous connotations arise from the fact that subversion ) 

indicates a foim of interference by one country in the internaI 
. 

affairs - of another. The necessity for such interference derives 

from the need to undermine the stability of a government without 

resorting to war. In wartime, subversion is also an effective 

weapon used by one state to bring about the éollapse of a govern-

ment of another state in order to avoid a prolonged and costly 

conflict. 

The ancient Greeks did not hesitate to use subversion 

sinee it eonstituted an effectiv~ means of breaking up' alliances 

or weakenj,ng an enemy from within. This was particularly eviderit 

when outright hostilities existed between confederacies of c~t~es, 

for often a change of government meant a realignment of foreign 

policy. The proxenoi were ideally suited to engage in subversive 

activities and several examples of this have been presented 

(cf 3.3.1; 3.3.2; 3.3.3; 3.3.4; 3.3~5; 3.4.2; 3.4.3; ,3.5.1). 

The danger which subversion posed to the established regimes of 

the city-states was equally understood by the Greeks and sorne 

attempts were made to combat this threat (cf p. i 3.4.1; 3.4_4) . 

The use of the proxenia as a means of gathering informa-

tion and instigating s~version came to an end when the recipients 
,> 

) 
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of this office could not maintain the sarne degree of credibility 

as they had previously enjoyed. Their rnovements, especially 

during times of war, would have been placed under close scrutiny 

and under these conditions their usefulness as intelligence-agents 

declined. It is quite possible that the Greeks devised a new 
" • 

rnethod of acquiring political and military information and 

exploited different approaches to other clandestine activities. 

This proposition, however, is beyond the scope of the present 

study and will have to depend upon future research. 

\ 

. , 
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5.1 SUMMARY 

\ 

\ 

The role of the proxenia in politiœ.l and roili tary 

information gathering as weIl as the use of this 

120 

institution in other clandestine activities has an important 

place in the study of Greek history. To sorne extent the examples 

we have discussed in this work have uncovered another dimension 

in the international affairs of Greek city-states. At tirnes, 

proxenoi acquired, through overt,or covert means, vital in for-

mation for their patrons (cf 3.3.1;3.24;3.2.5;3.3.3;3.3.6;3.3.7; 
. 

3.3.8), information which provided the client state with a 

definite rnili tary or pO,litical advantage. A great deal of ,time 

and money was saved by proxenoi who served their patrons by 

facilitatiQhg the betrayal of cities (cf 3'.3.4;3.3.5;3.4.2;3.4.3; 

3.4.5). certain proxenoi, in order to assist the aims of the 

city they represented, instigated subversion against their own 
1 

state (cf·3.4.2:3.5.li3.S.2). 
". 

An int~resting case is that of 

Apollophanes of Kolophon (cf 3.4.4)who was granted the title of 

proxenos so that he would provide military intelligence to the 

Athenians. The Athenians exploited the full intelligence 
.t...-

potential of the proxenia, furthermore, they employed their 
. 

proxenoi as another check on their reluctant allies. The trade 

route through the north eastern,Aegean and the Hellespont region 

ta the Euxine was of primary concern to Athens since she 

dep~nded upon this route for a great deal of ~er food and supplies 
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(cf 4.2.1). The proxenoi thus becam~ another safeguard used by 

t~e Athenians ta protect their interest in this esséntial region. 

The Peloponnesians were equa11y aware of the u~efu1ness of 

proxenoi as intelligence agents and they accordingly employed 

certain representatives to serve in this capacity (cf 3.2.3, 

3.2.5;3.3.2), • 

From the earliest period of Greek hist9ry the proxenia 

was a ref1ection of the po1itical preference of both the candidate 

and the state he represented (cf 1.1. 2): Eventually the proxenia 

became associated with the political ideology of an individual 

and an instrument of factional poli tics • The Peloponnesian Nar 

provided a fertile ground for intelligence activity and covert 

opera tions ; i t forced certain proxenoi, furthermore 1 to become 
~ 

partisan associates with political groups and not "guest-hosts" 

of the entire city which they in fact officially represented. 

The office of proxenos offered the incumbent neither monetary 

reward nor salary. In essence, the only compen~ation which the 

proxenos enjoyed was that of political ~ylum in the state he . .,... 

represented. Why then did the y risk their lives and reputations 

to engage in clandestine work? The answer is that proxenoi 

served the political and military interests of ,a foreign power 

in the name of ideology and faction. It is of little wonder 

that, when individuals provided unsolicitèd political and 
( 

military information, they were awarded the title of proxenosi 

no doubt they subsequently continued to provide these services 

(cf 3.3.4;3.3.5;3.3.7;3.3.8;3.4.2). 

The award of this office allowed the client state to 
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maintain close ties with useful individuals and, in special cases, 

i t served te protect t~e incumbent from murder and other forms of 

violence. This "harm clause" was particularly prevalent in the 

case of Athenian proxeny decrees after the middle of the fifth 

century (cf 1.1.2). By the middle of the fourth century B.C., 

however, the proxenoi became associated and clearly identified as 

instruments of interference by a foreign power (cf 4b.2.2). 

Indeed, by the end of the fourth century B.C., the proxenia was 

awarded generously and al,most indiscriminatelYand the title thus 

declined in prestige and value. consequently, the role of the 

proxenia in intelligence activity diminished once the bearers of 

this title became suspect of engaging in subt~rfuge;' they could 

thus no longer effectively intervene on behalf of their clients. 

5.2 Directi'ons for Further Research 

The function of the proxenia in information gathering 

and clandestine activity' is but one aspect of the use of 

intelligence by the Greeks. A great deal more research ;remains 

to be done on other facets of operational intelligence and the 

collection of information in ancient Greeee. To a great extent, 

the case of the proxenia has enàbled us tç see that organized 

intelligence work was exploited as an extension of diplomaey and 

as another dimension of warfare. Further research is required 

to reyeal what mechanism was employed by the prqxenoi to acquire 

politi~al and rnilitary information and how this was transmitted 

te, their "employ-ers". More importantly we require a better 

understanding of what replaced the proxenia as an intelligence 

. ____ , __ -~- ___________ -""_"r''-'''''' --"'-- -" . . 

1 
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system after the fourth century B.C. ,and how the new system 
, 

in itself functioned. 

We have some epigraphieal evidence which suggests 

that new powers such as Boiotia may also have emp10yed theïr 

proxenoi in an intelligence capaeity. Sorne inscriptions fr~m 

) the fourth century B.C. imp1y. that Boiotia may have implemented a 

poli~J/ wi th the proxenia similar to that pu'rsued by the Athenians. 

Among those who contributed money to assist Boiotia during the 

Second Sacred War was Athenadoros of Tenedos, the Theban proxenos 

(IGvii. 2418). One of the ways in which t.he Thebans extended 

their influence abroad and circurnvented their enemies may have 

been the proxenia~ Around the middle of the fourth cent ury B.e. 

we find Theban proxenoi in Byzantion (IGvii.240S) and as far 

away as Carthage (IGVii.2407)1. Again it may be possible to 

link these prOxenies to naval acti vi ties in the north Aegean in 

connection with the grain routes (Fossey 1979). Indeed,' these 

and the numerous Boiotian proxenia~decrees from the Hellenistic 

period may offer an interesting glimpse into the diplomatie 

ff f h . t' 2 e orts 0 t e BoJ..O J.ans. Researeh into the use of the proxenia 

by the Boiotians and other Greek states may reveal how mueh the 

information gathering aspect of that institution was expanded or 

utilized by other areas following Athenian and Peloponnesian 

precedent. 

1 

2 

A~cent·study of the Theban Hegemonia is provided by John 
Buckler (1980). _ ( 

Fo~ a complete record of thèse documents see John M. Fossey 
(1976:passim) • 
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As warfare and intèrnational relations becarne more 

complex,after the second half of the fourth century B.C.,the 

need was created for sophisticated intelligence networks. The' 

development of siege engines, for example, eliminated the use 

of betrayal as a normal rneans of capturing fortified cities. 

The use of large armies by the' Greeks and Makedonians required 
• 

extensive reconnaissance operations to acquire reliable data 

on food and water supplies which were available in the territories • 

which these armies cr;<;>ssed. The use of cavalry and 

specialized units on the battlefield, such as the hypaspists 

established the nacessity for tactical military inte.lligence. 

In turn, the gathering of political information remained a key . 
factor in international relations but required the employment 

~ 

of espionage networks of professional agents who·developed 

secret signaling as a means of transmitting intelligence. These 

aspects too must be carefully investigated before we have a 

complete picture of Greek intelligence systems. 
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