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/ André Gerolymatos Department of Classics
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The Function of the Proxenia in Political
And M;li?hry Intelligence Gathering in Classical Greece

¢« 3« ]

 The function of the proxenia in political and military

intelligence is presented in this study in order to establish

I S

- the fact that the‘colLecéion of information and clandestine
activity played a signifi;ant role in Greek @istory from-the ' #

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

— six‘partsf‘Pa;t-l presgnts the problem; Pgrt 2 offers the

' Kﬁ% methods ﬁsed in this work and a réview of the literature relevant
to the sugjectr,Part 3 is a presentationvof the evidence and a

discussion of the specific examples which demonstrate the -
exploitation of the proxenia as an.intelligence system; P?rt 4 /?7

offers an analysis of the evidence contained in jhe previous '

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

for further Yesearch regarding the use of intelligence systems
. b

R . ‘after the fourth century B.C.; finally Part 6 contains the
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Résumé
André Gerolymatos . d'Etudes classiques
M.A. Université McGill,

e ~ Montréal, Canada.

La function de la proxenié dans la, cueillette de
renseignements politiques et militaires
en Gréce classique
4

La fonction de la proxenia dans le domaine du
oy, “

~

renseignement politique et militaire est exposéd dans la .

i

pré@sente &tude afin de prouver le rble significatif joué par
- . .

la cueillette d'informations et l'activité clandestine dans

1'histoire grecque du 5iéme au milieu du 4iéme sigcle avant

Jy-C. Cette étude se divise en six parties: la premiére partie
posgﬁ%érprobléme; la seconde partie dEcrit les méthodes
utilisées pour le solutionner et passe en‘revqe les - documents
litFéraires pertinents au sujeﬁ traité; la troisiéme partie en

fait la preuve et offre une discussion d'exemples spé&cifigues

démontrant l'exploitation de la proxénia comme systéme7dé

renseignemenfé; la gquatriéme partie présente une analyse des

E€léments de preuve,féurnis d@ la section précédente; la\ .
éinqg}éme partie comprend un conclusion et des indices quant §
l'orientation possible de futures recherghes portant sur
l'utilisation des systémes de reqseignements apres le 4ieme

<

si8cle avant J.-C.; enfin, la sixi@me et derni&re partie "
s - o

renferme une bibliographie. o
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Preface ' .

The present study was made possible thanks to the
efforts of several individuals who generously contributed their
time and assistance. I have greatly appreciated the guidance

and ericouragement of my sppervisor, Professor John M. Fossey,

F.5.A. who gave me the penefit of his experience as a scholar.
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 ﬁis support and for heading"me in the right
direction by éque$tin<:; the initial references. "

The nature of this study required t,he consultation
*of éxperts in defense analysis which was generouﬂmy provided
by the members lclaf f:heq Directorate~of Strategic z;r'x,;(lysis,
Department of National Defe:nce. I am very grateful #g Dr. Erich
Solem for reading the initial parts of this manuscript aﬁd for
directing me to Mr. George Kamoff-Nicolsky, who éespite his
‘busy schedule examlned substantial parts of this phesis and
i:rovlded some unigue insights and concrete adyice.

4 I am gratefyl to Beverley Lamarche for her patience
éfnd tireless e}fforts as an editor, to Karyn Baxter, who
graciousiy undertook to type the/manuscript, to Irene Bouros,
who typed the Greek segments of t?he thesis, to Margia Mo;lgelonsky
for drawing the map, o Ginette Gauvin for proofreading the text
at such short notice and to Phil Lamarche for numerous odd jobs

that allowed me the time to finish the manuscrlptd I would

also like to mention the timely financdial assistance I received
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PART I.
THE PROBLEM
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1.1  INTRODUCTION ) ‘ ) ‘ :

The ﬁse of the proxenia by the Greeks as a system of ; 7\\\
information gathering and as a medium for‘clandestinetactivité
is a subject which has received very little'atteﬁtion from
scholars. Indeed, the role of political qnd“ﬁilitary intelligence
in ancient Greece has largely been igg?;ed by most historians///
despite the fact that from the earliest period of.GfEEKinStory
there are many instances of spying as well as of other types

of intelligence activities. The numerous deeds of heroes recorded

in the Iliad and Odyssey include feats of eséionage and subversion.

Dolon, the son of Eumedes, for'example,,aisguised himself and
s B
made his way to the Gree&\camp in order to spy on the enemies ° )

of Troy (Iliad 10.314-348). His attempt was thwarted by
Diomedes and Odysseus who,proceeded to—interrogate him about
the Trojan defenses. Once they acquired the necessar& inform-

ation, Dolon was put to death —~the traditional punishment for

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

an intelligence agent exists than Odysseus, son-of Laertes. 3
Odysseus of many wiles, a master of disguise, spy, sabotéur

and expert liar, set the pattern for future professionals
participating in clandestine operations. According to the

f » .
Odyssey (4.241-256) Odysseus fpenetrated the formidable defenses - .

of Troy, by disguising himsélf ds a beggar, in order to

reconnoitre the layout of the city; once he accomplished this
\
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whether they should fight the Persian fleet at Salamis or

L

task he quietly slipped back to the Greek camﬁ: 'without being *

detected by the Trojans.. The Trojan horse has become a term

9

which is synonymous with the use of deception in warfare, for

n [

it demonstrated how a smali group' of men who em;;leyed subterxfuge
could accomplish what an army qf men could not when simp ‘
using - conventional warfare. This 1essof1‘ was not foxgOtten by
the Greeks who eventually developed safeguards against Eie‘céption,
safequards Wwhich could be used by both external and internal .,
endmies. . Sparta was apparently the first Greek stéte in

antiquity to employ a secret service as a security measure

‘agains't her slave population. The Krypteia was designed as a

security’'system whose purpose was to watch over the Helots in
L4

order to prevent them from organizing a rebellion against the

Spartans (Plato. Law?. 633b; Plout. Klepomenes. 28.3).

We know from Herodotos that the Greeks employed

e e e

misinformation as a weapon against their enemies. This tactic

was to a large extent responsible for the brilliant victory of

e e

the Greeks at Salamis. The Greek commanders were uncertain
whether théy _should thence withdraw their fleet®so as to"face .
battle on the open sea (Hdt.8.74.1-75.2’€). Themistokles, for

one, was convinced that the Greek fleet would be victorious at

_SBalamis. Consequently, he dispatched one of his servants to

inform Xerxes that if the Persians attacked the Greek fleet

!

where it was situvated, 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 fteet from retreating. aAfter

L
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479 B.C. the Pe'rs/ians were on the defensyve and continued the

v

war by _at%:emptin'g to instigpte discontent among the Greeks;

'this they did by einploying Arithmips of Zeleia, (cf 3.3.1 below)
_the proxenos of Athens, as their agent for ?ringing gold into

~ v

the. Peloponnese and undermining the Greek alliance (Aiskhin.
3.258;Dem.9.42).. -

From the examples recorqe\gl above we carf discern a
" 4 -
common characteristic in those who participated in clandestine

activities - they were prominent members of their%society.

Another interesing feature ‘of these covert operations is that,

v 7 s

with the exception of the [Krypteiq, intelligence work seems to

.

have been organized on an ad hoc basis. On the °ot1,'\er hand, an

apparent need existed for the(acquisition. of consistent-.and

* 5 t

~reliable information. as.well as a system for organizing and

. carrying out clandestine operations, The absence ¢f any real /-
bureaucratic infrastructure may have forced .the Greeks to
adapt an. existing inst.:itution to fulfill their in“te'lligence,
needs. The instlitution which could easily.have accomodated
rthese objectivés was ‘the proxenia. Proxenoi were in an ideal

pos}f?‘lon to collect military and political information and were

® ] . P - [
suitably placed to conducﬁi—%wide range of clandestine activities.
- . It is ther purpose of this study to demonstrate that ‘
‘ * 1 M
the title 'of proxenos was at times given to certain individuals
3 [

in exchange for the past, pr{esent or future conduct of intelligence

work. Indeed, the title of proxenos designated someone who was
. > «

2 ' i ’
given a mandate to look after the "interests™ of a foreign state
~ N . .

in his own city (IGi2.118) . This mandate was vague and wusually
A . -

A ! C : / #
N ' - "
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! meant that the proxenos assisted his patrons over areas in which

C he had expertise. For exdmple, a proxenos who was engaged in
e »
commerce might execute his duties by giving aid to the citizens

|

| y
! ‘of the state he represented in matters of trade and commerce

5 when they visited his city (cf 1.1.2 below). On the other hand

a proxenos who was a politician fullfilled his duties by facilita-y,
. 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 hinself .
a p’art\:':san supporter of that state and had to compromise to
some extent his loyalty toward 11is own city. .In time the
allegiance of the proxenos shifted eptirely to the state %e

. represented and as we shall demonstraite‘ many candidates for

- this offi_ceﬁparticipated in claﬁdestine activities.

Certain examples exist which strongly suggest that
proxenoi became involved in gathering political and military
intelligence and participated in clandestine operations. I
believe that these instances are not simply isolated phenomena;
rather they represent another dimension of the proxenia. I
hshall thus present a seriés of examples‘, which will demonstrate
that the ;;roxenia was used by the Greeks a{s oné means éf

information gathering and as a way of instigating different ’

s types of intelligence operations against their enemies. %
S
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1.2  ORIGINS® OF THE PROXENIA

A

A proxenos was literally the~guest3friend?of a city-

<y

state; It was his duty to look after the interests of a!foreign
stagé in his own’count;y; for example, the Spattan p;oxenos<1n
Athens Q;s an’ Athenian citizeﬁm Since the city—stqtgs dié not\
set up permanent embassiestas such, the proxenoi, to a large :
exte?t, fulfilled 'the role of diplomatic residents: S
‘ %ﬁé office of proxenés Wasﬁan ancient-one which was
employed throughout the Greek wofla. Walbank (i§78:4) sugggstsi
that from the earliest available reqordé:the word proxenos seems
to have been associéted with £he conéépt of npootdtng," one who-
stands before or prétests" (LSJgs.v;fnpoqrdrnq).: The prefix

npo indicaﬁesthat the proxenos stood in ﬁlace of his client

the Etvog (Walbank 1978:4). ‘The word Eévo¢ implies “gueét-friend"’

or "foreigner"; the general cons ensus among scholars,” however,
is that Eevia was associated with the ancient custom of "guest-
friendship" (Monceaux 1885:1-5;Phillipson 1911:147;Pope 1935:49;

U |
Lambrechts 1958:137;Ehrenberg 1960:104;Adcock and Mosley 1975:11)

During the early historyyof Greek city-states, domestdic

.politics dominated the interests of citizens who had little use

for diplomacy since Greek city-states were esséntially self-

¢
, .

centered and insular (Adcock and Mosley 1975:11). On the otheg;:

hand, ties of friendship did exist between leaders of aﬁéﬁés

a

{

For a compfete'discussion on the concept of "quest-friendship"
see Finley(1954:74~107). . ‘
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and important families of other cities; this brought about an
informal diplomatic avenue of communicatiorn (Phillipson 1911:148;
Adcock and Mosley 1975:10-11). In time, this informal relation-
ship evolved to the point where %he concept of guest-friendship
represented the assoc1at10n of an individual with a state; thus
the proxenia took the form of. a real contract w1th spec1flc
privileges and obligations: (Phillipson 1911:148). )

The earliest extant proxeny decrees date to the late
seventh and early sixth centuries B.C. (IGix.l.BSB;SEGxifllBOa).
According to Wallace (1970:190),the‘oldes¢ document.  to emplo§ the
term "proxeeos" is the Korkyraian grave epigram on the‘Cenotaph
of Menekrates of Oianthea in Western Lokris (IGix.1.867), which
dates to sometime ln ;he middle of the elxtb century B, c. The .
earllest reference to an’ Athenian proxenos is that of Alexandros
of Makedonla (Hd%y& 136 who llNed during the time of the ‘

A

Per51an whrs (Wallace 1970:199). It was not until the mldaie of

11 y

the f;fth centuryxﬁﬂc. that the*term proxenos became common : .

‘ ¢

throughout Greece; the establlshment of the 1nst1tutlon is

&

documented by numerous inscriptions from the last third of tRe

fifth century B.C. (Wallace 1970:193; Walbank 1978:4).

It was the prerogative of the assembly or council of
. )

a state to appoint the proxenoi who would represent that state
elsewhere. Neveftheless, the. Spartans did not permit their °

citizens églaccept the proxenia of a foreign state, since it ~
was the right of a Spartan king to seleet and appoint Spartan

citiiens who wouad act as proxenoi @f a given state (Hdt.6.57.2).

According to Walbank (1978:3), ‘three stages existed in Athenian

\ (3
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proxenies; euergesia and canvass on, the part of the. candidate, .

(. ' the formal award of the title-prdxenos and uéhaliy that of ewergetes,
finally the grant of privileges over and above those hlready\
bestowed.” 'In ancient Athens no eet pattern existed for proxenia
decre;s %Walbagk’l978:4).' Inscriptiong vary cpnsiderébly from

" simple drants of the title of proxenos to more complex documents -
“which praise the caqaidate. Variations occurﬁinsofar as concerns.
the right to have access to the magiserates, council or
. assembly of the-state, and with :egard'to safeguards, .grantg,

indemnitiee, spécia; privileges, instructions for publication
and invitations to ;ublic entertainment (Walbank 1978:4). The
title of- euergetes usually accompanled that of proxenos and,
according to Walbank (1978:5), this implies that the proxenia

(~; was not' awarded unless*it had been earned through energesia.

It is rather unfortunate that only about half of the

Athenian proxenia decrees which have survived contain a clause

describing services which had earned the titlé of proxenos (Walbank 4

i978:5). An examipatibn of these documents suggests that,
. although the proxeﬁia covered a wide range of activities on the )

1

part of the recipient, a large number of these documents falls
into three categories: commercial, religious and political. |

Since the proxenoi to some extent fulfllled part of the dutles )

~ a -

v Y

of consulars these categorles identify the most ¢ommon areas

for which a Greek state reguired permanent dlplomatlc

representatives abroad. ) . . . !
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THE COMMERCIAL ROLE OF- THE PROXENIA
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The evolution of the proxenia in Greece,7before the

o 2t T 3 e

_classjical period, was primarily the result of A growth in trade

accompanied by an absence of international laws and treaties

[N

states (Phillipson 191]:148;Hasebroek 1933:129-130;Walbank

1978:2;Hopper 1979:113) . The laws and courts of a city-state did

”
~

not’ recognize rights for non-citizeénsi consequently, it

goverming commercial relations between citiZBns “of different

became the responsibility of proxenoi to plead in the courts or

assemblies on behalf of the foreigners whom they represented

(Xen.Hell.4.5.6;"Aristbteles“ Ath. Pol. 5B.2;Hicks and

.

B

Hill 44;for a further discussion of these phenomena see 2Adcock

and Mosley 1975:160ff;Walbank 1978E2). Occasionally the proxenoi

. ¢ N - A . *
functioned as commercial agents by perfo%mlng various tasks such

as verifying the identity of fndividuals who were about to.

" am
3

receive money from bankers (Dem.52.4),'acting as trustees (Dem.

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

- purpose of tréde (Pollux, Onomastikon 3.59). Numerous

v

inscgiptions serve as examples of the proxenia having been

-~ "

granted to individuals engaged iw trade (eg. Sy113.187:Sy113.110;

2 2

sy113.219:8%113.217;1611%:176; 16

insériptions conferred- further privileges on those‘whg had

.206;1Gii2.339) and othef

alreadi received the proxenia (eg. IGji2.229;IGiiz.252;IGii2.343).

" The establishment of jnter-state judigial agreements

( symbola ) in the fifth century °B.C. did not diminish the

N .

-
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commercial role of the proxenia, partly beoause the institution
of symbohzdid not develop to any great extent; furthermore, the

institutions of the symbola and the proxenia did not fulfill

_the same  functions (Hopper 1979:113;Gauthier 1972:18).

every Greacsunx(egSyll .2677Sy11 .268;Syll .269;Syll

-

THE RELIGIOUS ROLE OF THE PROXENIA

According to Monceaux (1885:39), the'religioﬁs aspect

of the proxenla was as important as the commerc1al function.

N

Delphoi had perhaps the most exten51ve network of proxenoi who, .

as patrons of Pythian Apollo, malntalned this god's authority in
3

3

. B 1
308-sy113.3o9-Sy113.378-5y113 448°Sy113.449'Syll3,‘w450~Syll .477;

sy113.478;8y113 516 sy113.517; Tod 182;cf lengthy discussion by7rf“

Monceaux 1885: 273 ff). At Delph01 when a state -wished K to make“

an official sacrifice to Aoollo, it sent sPecial ambassadors

A

called Thaﬁrqpa% it- was, however, the duty of the proxenos “to

present the sacrlflce and commence the ceremony (Monceaux 1885:

41 -42). Furthermore, it was the respon51b111ty'of the proxen01

) 2

to announce to their respectlve clientw~cities forthcomlng rellglous

K3

events at Delph01 {CIG, 1693) while the proxen01 representlng

the varlous Greek states at Delph01 fulfllled their respon51b11ities.‘

by providing hospltallty for the CLtlzens of their patron—c1t1es

N

visiting Delphoi (Euripides Ion 551;1039;Andromache 1103) . The

award of proxenia was usually bestowed on those 1nd1v1duals who -~

* “

could have used thelr 1nfluence to a5515t the sanctuary
polltlcally and flnanclally (eq. Sy113 404; Syll .448; Syll 449

Sy%l :452;T0d *182).

>

.270;8y11°.
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It was'the'task of scme proxenoi to receive ambassadors
and other digloﬁatic officials from their client-states and to

procure for thesé functionaries admission to the,assembly,

council, temples and theatres‘(Pollux; Onomastikon 3.59-60). When-

~

ever a state wished to conclude a peace Or té renew a truce it

transmitted these wishes through the préxenoi‘(Thouk.5.59.4).

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

iniative by proposing the conclusion of treaties (Thouk.5.59.4).°
Occasionallywthe proxenoi were sent as ambassddors to the states
they represénted;'fbr example, Kallias, the proxenos of Sparta

at Athens; was sent, to Sparta on numerous occasioqs (Xen .Hell.

)

6.3.3-5) and Demosthenes, proxenos of Thebes at Athéns, negotiated

AT

an alliance between Atheng and Thebes (Aisk@in.{4l—3).

¥ The Pfoxenia §érved an iﬁportént role %n the inter-
national relations of Greek states and this international aspect
revolved around thgﬂpolitiéal character of the pfpxenia. The
award of the title of proxenos was made to an,iﬁdiviéual aé a
result of a éropgsal by a poliéicia;i Consequently, this process
often reflected the pglitica} sentiment of the candidate. It
was not a coincidence that{some of the most notable proxenoil
were sympathetic to ghe political ideology of the faction whigh
governed thei} client state; as a result of this they wished té
pursue closer ties between their country and the city which

1
awarded them the title of proxenos. Some examples of iméortant

P . »
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Athenians who served as proxenoi and were closely identified with
the poliﬁical ideology 6f,Ehe factien which controlled their | -

paérqp"spate were: Kimon, proxenos of Sparta (Andokides 3.3.);

ad .
Nikias, proxenos of Syracuse (Diod.13:27); Kallias, proxenos

P

of ‘Sparta (Xen.Hell.6.3.3-5) ;and Demoéthenes, proxenos of Thebes |,

(Aiskhin.141.3).

p:a)

' The. political aspect of the proxenia is further attest-
ed by. the nature .of privileges awarded to the candidates. A
majority of these benefits were accorded in case the recipient

suffered exile and was forced to seek political 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 Sparta; as the proxenos of Sparta, he had every

o

right to receive -asylum (Thouk.5.43.2).

Anothe} demonstrgtion of the close politicél affiliation
betweeq a proxenos and a particular faction of thé state he
represented is perhaps demonstrated by the restoration of proxenia .

decrees, which had been erased’'by the Thirty Tyrants in

2 2 2

404-403 B.C. (eg.1Gii%.66 $16ii°.6;16ii%,52; 16ii%.9;Walbank 1978:

No.72). These decrees were awarded by the democrats, consequently
it is probable that the Thirty wished to gever any tie which the

, ' Athenians may have had with individuals in other states who
aav;cated the democratic cause.

) A common clause in Athenian proxenia decrees is the

ey
#harm clagse, which protected the proxenos and occasionally his

family from civil wreng (eg"miiz.ss;xciiz.61‘;1(;12.59;1Giz.149;

1Gi%. 72161 2.146; TGi1%.32:1Gi2.118; IGii%. 48;cf Walbank 1978:5).

&
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This clause was often supplemented with another one which

’

instructs generals and other state officials to protect the

Proxenos and his family from murder or ®ny other type of v{plence and

2 98a;16Gi2,

:

to  punish those who C§Fse him harm (eg. IGiz.ZZ;IGi

56;1G1°%.59; TGi2.72;1Gii%.8;1Gi%.154;31Gii%.56;1Gii%.32). Certdinly

in the case of Athenian proxenoi, the proxenos. became so closely’
identified with the patron~state that often his fate was tied

i
to the fortune of his client. On occasion the Athenian proxenos

became the target of ﬁostility toward Athens. 1In 364 or 363 B.C.,
the island of Kos rebelled from the second Athenian Cohfederacy.
This revolt, however, was preceeded by the murder of the A%hénian i
pProxenos (1Gii%.111). The island was soon reéaptqred by ./
Khabrias and Kos way forced to sign a new treaty of , liéncg
with Athens, one ofjthe conditions of which was the execution -

of the man responsible for the death of the Athenian proxencs

(16ii%.111) . . =

THE INTELLIGENCE ROLE OF THE PROXENIA

We shall now consider another aspect of the proxenia: Tk

the role of the institution in gatﬁer;ng information and in

other intelligence activities. The proxenia could function as

both an overt and a covert intelligence system. Representatives
of this institution were indeed in an ideal position to collect

and transmit political and military information, to organize

- political subversion and sabotage; they could also arrange

PR

the betrayal of besieged cities to the forces of their patrons.
In the same manner as the proxenia was adapted to fu¥fill

commercial, religious and political functions, so too it

v
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was manipulated to serve a bqud spectrum of intelligence

activity. Evidence o

in Part 3.
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1.3 DEFINITION OF INTELLIGENCE . i

i

The rela;ionships of the Ancient Greek city-states

- constituted an intricate web of treaties, alliances, and secrét

agreements contr%buting to a precarious balance pof power. This
delicate‘balance existed among neighbouring states and often
between confederacies of Greek cities. The most notable example
was the co-existence of the Athenian Confeaeracy and the Pelo-
ponnesian League. When the equilibrium/gnifted from one side

. \ . .
to another the result was war. The formation of the Athenian

!
Empire led to conflict with the Peloponnesian League because
the Spartans feared that unless Athens was checked she would

grow too powerful and dominate all of Greece. It was necessary

- for the city-states to participate in international relations-

since they were economically inter—dependeqt. No Greek
state cou}d afford the luxury of existing in a vacuunm.
Successful involvement in theé international affairs of Greece
required that the governﬁent of the state have access to |
Anformation. The pace of events from the middle of +the fifth
century B.C. on through the fourth century B.C. chgnged rapidly.
The powerful leagues of Athens and Sparta rose and fell and new
powers such as Thebes, Thessaly and Makedonia challenged the
supremacy of the old. .Consequently, alliances shifted with the
tide of events.

Information, or the gatberng of‘intelligence, is?®

essential for any government in order to determine the political

b gt o
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and military direction of the state. It is characteriized by ‘

. e

the collection of data on the political, military, and economic

P -

moveménts of enemies and allies, both real and potential, and . *
1

-

concerning internal orgaﬁizations dangerous to the state.”™ In times

of conflict, pmpe{inteiligence can’ cbviously facilitate the war -

effort by providing details of the military disposition of

"

enemy -forces and fleets. Intelligence, however, covers a wider
range Of activity and the collection of different types of
information by overt or covert means., A modern parallel is

i i
the proliferation of intelligence agencies in most countries,

v

especially the United States.” This ié,necessitated by both

o -
the guaftity and the specialization of information, {ncluding

i

not only’military and.political intelligence but econonic,
. . -
\
scientific, sociological and technological data., Spying, for

X ) 0 . .
example, is a covert means of gathering intelligence; whereas

S if information.is'provided by ambassadors and merchants while

visiting other statestitﬁs overt. It is, therefore, the means

employed in acquiring information . .which are overt or covert and

‘not the nature of the intelligence itself. This is an import-

ant- distinction since most city-states possessed little which
can be described as classified information. At best this would
include shipbuilding,lgfain supply, and data on fortifications.

i

The concept of military security, however; did exist and it is

referred-to in the funeral speech of Perikles (Thouk.2.39.1). "

L For the internal threat to city-states by subversive groups

an excellent account is provided by L.A. Losada, The Fifth
Column in the Peloponnesiah War (1972). An interesting
discussion on the dangers of subversive activities in cities
under siege is given by Aineias the Tactician (2 .1-13).

«
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For the most part, intelligence establishments are the

>

prerogative of specialized agencies and organizatiQns at the

disposal of governments. In the period of the ancient Greek

gity;states there is no evidence for the existence of an
intelligence orgaﬁi§%tion along modern lines. An‘emmﬁnatkm of
the soufces,'moreOVQr, does not revegl which part of tbe
government @as directly involved with the gathering of'infgr—
mation. .
) The inteliigencé.systems that were in use functioned
without an umbrella organization to direcg them. They took
many forms and originally may not have been intended
fof specific use as intelligence appargtus. . For example,
merchants travelled for the purpose of trade and could be used
to provide political and military information. Ambassadors ‘
also furnished valuable intelligence yet this was nét their
primary function. In these cases, :,géthering'information was
merely a byproduct of an existing insti}ution which was not
essentially inténdéd to seé%e as an intelligence 3ystem.lfhe

same may be said for many institutions and professions used as

a cover for intelligence work. It %ﬁ not uncommon today for-
e . Y {

intelligence agencies to employ journalists, lawyers, business~ "%

¢

men, athletes, students, actors, doctors, and even Rgiests to. ’
serve as spies or simply to report back what they have seen

while travelling behind the Ixon\cﬁrtainx Naturally the bulk

of intelligence work is done through embassies and individuals

possessing diplomatic immunity (Agee 1575;50~521.

"It is important to mention that these types of systems'

5
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at best provide‘£ow»grade intélligence. The employmént of“ L
merchanp@, aétpf%, doctors, envoys, ambassadors, and so on,

as spies has a limited value. Their movements c¢an be placed‘
upder control and close scrutiny and they can be'supplied
easily with misleading’{hfbrmqtion. 'In 416 B.C. the;Athenians
dispatched a delegation to Egesta in order to verify that this
state had sufficient resources to finance a joint offensivg
with Athens (Thouk.6.6.3). According to Thoukydides &6u46.3—5),
the Athenian representativés were deceived by tﬂe Egestaians D

who manipulated their resources in a way designed to make the
’

Athenians believe that they had cénsiderable wealth. The

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

strongly recommended Athenian intervention in Sicily .(Thouk.6.8
1-3). Conseguently, control™over the movemen s\gf;émbassadors
limited their potential as .an intelligence source. ';n inter-
esting example is found in Tholikydides (2.12.1-2).. Just beforé
the beginning . of hostilities betweeg the Athenians and the
Spartans, the Spartan king sent an env0y~£o Ath%ji to see if

the Athenians re likely to come to terms. The Bthenians,

howeve¥, refused the envoy's admission to the city, and sent him

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

Other possible sources af information were deserters -
and politicalyrefugees. Intelligence from such sources proved
valuable yét short-lived. Once these individuals reported what
they knew they could not Pe sent back for more information. ‘g

notable exception is Alkibiades; not only did he §upply the

Spartans with information but also showed them how to defeat

RN
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the Athenians in Sicily.

An integral part of an intelligence prograre must be the

capability/qfrinStiggting po;iticai disruption and revolutioq;
insenemy sééteg. This means haviné‘a system which establishes
contactS'withﬁpétenpial revolutionary groups in a rival state
and a’ method of directing their actions. 1In préctical terms,

at least as far as the city-states weré concérned, poiitical
factions aiming at the overthrow of ‘a goverﬁment could render
invaluable asg%yﬁanéecin several ﬁgys. One method was the open-
ing of the gates of a city under’siegé," Another was to make it

possible for enemy forces to enter the besieged city under the

cover of darkness. An excellent example of'dﬁs is provided by the
€ O

]

siege of ?lataia. According to Thoukydides (2.2.1-3) a force
of three hundred Boiotians entered the city at rfight with the

aid of Nauklidgs an%éhis friends who opened the gates for them.

7

I

Upon victory those santt groups become essential in keeping
control of the captured city. Contact with subversive organ-

izations yields further advantages by providing access to

potential traitors who may, be privy to reliable information.
Furthermore, these groups are capable of carrying out the

assassination of state officials and members of rival factions ‘

on behalf of another state. An early instance of political

assassination is provided by the death of Ephialtes in 462-1 B.C. u

That a political faction was responsible is implied in
"Aristoteles” Ath.Pol. (25.4) and explicitly‘’stated by
Ploutarkhos (Per.10.7). Intelligence, therefore, has a dual

function; the gathering of information and clandestine activity.

e
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Both of these tasks are controlled by operatives who perform .

¥ )
(“ two different functions. .
‘ a) They collect informatioh from .
various rces, ‘

In ‘ancient Greece the use of spies,
perhaps, is the best example but other
sources were equally productive: .political
A ex1les, deserters, and paid informers.

[ \ Nl

b) They take charge.of clandestine ;
sources. .

The capture of walled cities wasa
particularly  thorny problem for Greek
armies since they lacked both the
technical ability and the eguipment
to overcome’ fortifications. There
were only two options; first, to starve
the defendants to submission, a lengthy
. process at best, and second, to obtain, .

. 4 the assistance of a subversive group
inside the besieged city. 1In this
respect the clandestine aspect of
intelligence paid off if its operatives

~—" were either inside the city or had ;
(’g - contact with individuals prepared to
- betray the town.

In the absence of a'central intelligence network in
ancient Greece,how could both of these activities bekaccomp;ished?
The Greeks solved the problem by adapting the proxenié to function
as an intelligence system. This is characteristic §incé,qqite
often in‘antiquity, institutions created to serve one purpose
were later modified to cope with new situations. The high ;
command ofwfhe Athgniah army, for exaﬁple, was entrusted to a -

. board of tén generals. When the Athenians created .a navy, in
the-beginning.of the fifth century B.C., they did not establish
a corresponding board of admirals but adapted the board of
generals to take charge of the navy. The men elected’%o the
( ‘ board of generals had to be capable of commanding both a flget

B v
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and a field army. : I ' (
S

.The proxenia could function as both an overt and a

[y

covert intelligence system. Representatives of this institut-

z

ion had access to the po%itigal power centres of the city-states
and were in an ideal position to contact subversive groups on
behalf of the state they represented. Proxenoi, moreover,

could easily partﬁcipate in sabotiage, betrayal of besieged
. l '
cities, and political subversion. . .

<

*  The intensification of tensions between Athens and Sparta
\ . ,

: ' L
in the latter half of the fifth century B.C. created the need

N

for the extension of intelligence networks. The struggle

between these two states was further enhanced by factional
fighting within the cities of. their allies which created a schism
in the Greek world, with the adherents of democracy appealing

to Athens, and.the followers of oligarchy lookingifo Spartagfor

4 v

protection. Conséquently, governments and factions turned to
' ¢ 5 [}

the proxenié, since this institution could easily be édapted to
serve in an intelligenée capacity. ‘ ‘
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Very little attentian has previously beenpaid to the
importance of the proxenia dnd information gathering in An¢ient
Greece. 'In reality only five authors have touched upon the

matter and their fesults may be b;ieflfxsummarized to give the

background to this study. o

.

] ’ 4

2.1.1 ‘MEIGGS, RUSSELL, "A Notd on Athenian Imperialism®
The\czasswaz Review 63 (1949) 9-12.

This artlcle is the first to suggest that the Athenians

- manipulated the proxenia to serve the intkrests of Athenian”

¢

imperialism. - Meiggs argues that the Athenlans adapted the
proxenia’ as a means of ieeplng watch over thelr reluctant allies.

~ 4 N

He supports hl§ dlSCUSSlOD by presentlng a series of inscriptions
(IGiz.5§;IG12.27;IGi2.28;IGii2.32) which contain clauseé guarantee-
ing ' pro£ection for proxenoi and sometimes for their

families as well. Penalties or punlshments agalnst anyonepwho
harmed or murdered a representative of Athens were also in¢luded
in ‘several of these documents. Meiggs reinforc¢es this assertion
in his book, The Athenian Empire (Oxford, 1972), through his. ’
discussion.of sevéral proxenoi who were used as instruments off~
the empire. Meiggs, moreover, comments on the fact that the
Athenian- proxenoi, in return foflﬁhe honour of public recog-
nition by Athens, wefe eager to defend the interests of Athens

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

intelligence.
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2.1,2 PERLMAN, S. "A Noté on the Polltlcal Implications of .
the Proxenia in the Fourth éentury B.C.", The Classical Quarterly

8 (19&8)185 187.

Perlman examines the polltlcal role of the proxenia

and discusses a further dlmen31on by suggesting -that the award

5

of proxenia was closely identified with the external pollcy of
the state. Perlman 5 presentatlon is conflned to the fourth
century B.C. and.he traces the activities of sgveral proxencpi who
used t?eir influence to further the interests of the state they
represented as well as the foréign policy of their own. city

(for exe%mplile, Ekphantos of Thasos @f.3.212 below:]andhKlearkhos of .

Sparuigf.B.B.Zxﬂgé]). In'this light, Perlman argues that the

S -
proxenia was a vital:instrument used to extend a state's influence

v

abroad and.to provide a link between the ruling faction

of one city and a faction of similar political iaeology in
(! - . s

another s%atef

2.1.3 LOSADA, LUIS A., The Fifth Colum in the Peloponnesian War
{Leiden, 1972). ¢

- - w

The betrayal of cities by individuals and factions has

‘ been frequently attested in literary sources and has received the

attention of various scholars. Losada provides a complete

study of this subject during the feriod of the Peloponnesian war.

According td Losada, fifth columns operated throughout the entire

course of the war and in a}l parts of the Greek world. The
motives of those engaged in thisﬁtype of activity d4id not revolve

around the traditional political division between oligarchs and

I
T

democyrats, but depended on social, economic, psychological and , .
political factors. The technical and economic conditions of warfarei

t
i
il ]
i
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in the Classical period;'moreover, led gqach sidé, during the
Peloponnesian war, to seek the support of fifth columns. Losada
suggésts that the success or failure of these groups was a
‘decisive factor in thé outcome of the conflict. Significantl;,
some of the fifth columns examined by Losada were organized and
\led by péoxenoi. This was the case with the Athenian proxenoi in

Mytilene *(cf£3.4.3 below) and the Korinthian proxenpi in Korkyra

(Cf.3-5.l b»ElDW) - _‘

2.1.4 STARR, CHESTER, Political Intelligence in Classical Greece
(Leiden, 1974). '

This study éxamines the role of intelligence in the
histor¥ of ancient Greece getween 500-336 B;C.u Starr presents
.numerous examples Qf intelligénce activity‘in an effort to prove
that problems of political intelligence really did exist in

ancient Greeqel He concludes by suggestingbthat the “Greeks made
use of virtuélly"every mode of inteiligence whiéh &as available;-
they failed, however,, to evaluate the information properly. He
iqclude§ with his survey ofﬂespionage activity, two examples of
proxenoi, Arithmios of Zeleia (cf.3.3.1 below) and PolydémOS(ﬁfPhaP-
salos (cf3.2.5 below) who supplieé 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 is not intended to be a

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

- Although this article does not tdlk about the proxenia

"as such it deals with phenomena so closely related to, the following

discussion that it represents an’important part of the background

'developmént of thought relevant to this study. The purpose of

this work is to provide an analysis of the methods which
Aléxander the Great used to obtain and evaluate military and
political information and the counter-intelligence which he

employed against his enemies. Engels suggests that throughout

. Alexander's campaigns, diplomatic envoys were used as spies to

‘provide strategic and tactical intelligence. Another important

sowrce of intelligence was the interrogation of high~ranking

‘officials from one nation to obtain information about the

1)
H

neighbouring nations, which Alexander planned to congquer.
According to Engels, when the Makedonian army was
moving, it could only collect supplies within a sixty to
eighty mile radius. Consequently, it was .essential for Alexander
to obtéin precise intelligence concerning harvest dates, the
location of suitable routes, transport facilities and the
digtricts of agrichlturai production in territories through
which the army would march. Alexander acquired this type of
information from native guides, scouts, deserters and prisoners.
At the same time, Alexander went to great lengths to prevent
information about Makedonian strategic and tactical planning
from reaching his opponents. One method employed w&s to

restrict the individuals permitted to attend military conferences

to important and trusted commanders. Alexander, furthermore,

B b i s WY 8
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' 2.2. THE APPROACH TO, AND METHODS OF THIS STUDY

The primary evidence presented in this study is based
on literar§ and epigraphi¢ sources. In some instances it has
been possible to correlate proxeny decrees, which describe the
intelligence activity of an individual,with events mentioned -
in literary sources. These episodes demonstrate the effect that
the intelligence role of the proxenia had on the course of Greek
history between Fhe fifth century B.C. and the first part of the
fourth centry B.C.

Examples of proxenoi functidning as. intelligence agents
are presented in chronological order and by region. ' This is
a logical division since it permits, in some c;ses, an analysis
of the activities of proxenoi of more than one state in a given
region.. A map is included (endpage) to demonstrate that the
distribution of proxenoi engaged, in intelligence activity covered
some of the most strategically important areas of the Greek
world., |

An‘attempt has been made to present the historical
background of events which reveal the intelligence activities
of proxenoi and link their participation to a specific episode
involving the collection of information or any other type of
intelligence activity. In some cases it has been possible to
provide the complete ﬁistorical context of events depicting the
intelligence role of the proxenia and identifying the category

of intelligence activity which the proxenos performed. Other

£ s
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cases reguire some degree of specglation. This is due to the
absence of complete éxtant sou;ces gurrounding a particular event
or period of Greek history and the fragmentary nature of some

of the epigraphical evidence. éOnsequently the approach of

this study is not based only upon the individual examples cited

but also upon the cumulativg effect of thé evidence presented.

- It would be wrong to place too much emphasis on the interpre-— .

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

\

the in¢idents analysed in the following section seems

{

to suggest that we may be dealing with something more general

than a few isolated phenomena. .

.
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| ' S 3.1, Introduction

Rl

° R x

- One of the earliest grants ©f proxenia in the 5th :

1

cJentury B.C. was given to Alexandros I of Makedonia (Hdt.8.136..

1-3).  There is some debate as to the.exact date of his proxenia‘

o

but it served both the interests of Alexandros and of the A'thenians.

Wallace (1970:199-200) and Walbank (1978:66) link Alexandros

proxenia to the late 480's B.C. If this is the case, the.closer ;

ties with 'Alexandros‘ coincide . with, the Themistokleian ship-

t . ; §
building programme and the need for large shipments of timber
from Makedonia. ‘Indeed, as a vassal of the great king, Alexandros

had access to ‘the plans of the Persiané‘i and was in an ideal

.

‘“ position tTo assist the Greeks ;s well as the Athenians with

‘ valuabfe information. ‘According to the aecount of Herodotos ‘ N
(9.45-46) ,jus’g before the ?ngaqement at Plataiai Alexandros
' secretly rode up to the Greek lines ai'nd,infuormed‘,them of the

, Persian p‘la‘n\of battle. This event is dismissed by Bury and

« Meiggs (1979:184) as being improbable. On the other hand, what .
giyes it a ring of truth is‘ that of all_tl;e Greek armiesqprese\nt

at Plataiai it was thé Athenians to whom Alexandros went direct- ;

' ly. Logically Ale;{andros should have transmitted his information

to Spartan troops. This would have rﬁade sure that his informat-
ion got to the Spartan king, Pausanias, the éc;mmander of the

combined Greek forces, as quickly as possible.. In, fact,

© Herodotos (9.45.4-7) quotes Alexandros telling the Athenian

soldierss:: . .
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Does Herodotos imply that Pausanias can count only on the Athenians

i

) to keep a secret and not On his own sold:.ers" This is very
unlikely. A more plausible explanation is that Alexandros was
sure that his informativbn would be accepted as reliable by the

. Athenians, whereas the rest of the Greeks might have been very ;

sceptical of what a vassal of Persia told them.

The Athenians, on the other hand, would have hgd good

reason to trust Alexandros, especially if he was already an

!
Athenian proxenos. This is only conceivable if the proxepia of

Alexandros 'is dated before the battle of Plataiai. Unfortunately,

e

it is possible for Geyer (1930:44), Lambardo (1931:480-84), “and Hafxm:m-d

(DCDzs.v. Alexander Elj) to™ argue that Alexandrds became an Athenian
proxenos only after the Persian wars. If that is the case the
Athenians may have honoured Alexandros for his assistance during

the Persian'wars, thus maintaining a close friendship with

someone who was situated in a strategi¢ position in northern

- €

Greece. Persia may have been defeated but she still posed a
formldable threat. Another major factor was the supply of timber

for Athenlan Shlps from northern Greece.l At this time .

1 For the importance of the Makedonian timber supply to the
Athenian navy ang mercantile marine see Thouk. 4.108.1; Xen.
Hell. 6.1.11; SIG~587,66,304; SI1G3248 'N.7. In 407 B.C. another

s

Makegonlan king, Arkhelaos, was made proxenos and benefactor H

(IGi“.105).
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moreover, tfﬂle interest:?. of Athens ‘wére gr:aatly éxpanded,
especially, ir; northern Greece and th& northern Aecje‘,an. For
Alexandros the proxenia meant close ties with an emerging power
ax:ld a counterforce to Persia, '

If Alexandrqos was not, in fact, the first proxenos to
provide information it may at least be that his case wasione
which led to the adaptation of the proxenia.to 51:1é'h a purpose.
Degpi?é\ ttle ambiguities over the exact date of the proxenia‘ of -
Alexandros, there is every indication that the Athenians éfter *
this began to max{ipulate the "intelligence" potential of"the
proxenia. Unfortunately, there does r;ot‘ exist a complete
record of all of the Athenian proxenies issued or, for that
matter, of those of any other Greek city-state. Wha;c does
remain ,though ,provides an indication of the use made of the
proxenia by the different Greek governments. The poverty of

evidence; however, narrows the scope- of this discussion to only

Y

v

At

a few of the Greek states.“
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3.2 NORTHERN GREECE g

Ve -~
"

3.2.1 Nymphodoros of Abdera J 7 :

1

In the:strugigle between Athens ’and Spa;tanin the latter
half of the 5th ¢entury B.C., lthé' pr;xenia began Yt<5 play a vital
role. Just éft;ér the beginning of the Peloponnesian war the‘ ,
Athenians wan\t\ed to bring Sitalkes, king of thé Odrﬁsians in

Thrake, into an Xlkliance with them (Thouk.2.29.1-7). Since

Sitalkes was at this time the enemy of Athens, the Athenians

made Nymphodoros of)Abdera their p-foxenos in ca. 431-30 B.C. to

conduct negotiations "\{Thouk. 2.29.1)., According to Thoukydides

(2.29.1.), Nymphodoros had a great deal of influence with Sjltalkes

‘who had married Nymphoddoros' sister,

Nymphodoros, iﬁ\\ fact, not only induced Sitalkes into

an alliance with Athens; he also brought about-a reconciliation

-

between Perdikkas of Makedon\i:'{ and the Athenians (Thouk.2.29.7).
As a result-of Nymphodoros' effqrts, Perdikkas immediately joined

forces with the Athenians under f’bormig_ and took the field against
1

the Khalkidians (Thouk.2.29.7). \\
The question which must bé‘\asked now is whether the

!

actions of Nymphodoros w;are :‘che resul{: of diplomat%c negotiations
or of an intelligence activity, On the surface it appears o

be a diplométic achievement. The Athenians n'eeded to turn ";heir
enemy Sitalkes into an ally and used his brother—ﬂi’n-law tgo

accomplish this. ‘On the other harid, why should Nymphodoros have

assisted the Athenians and was it necessary for the Athenians

1

.
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to grant Nymphodoros the proxenia? As far as the motives of
Nymphodoros are congerned, we can only assume that he stood to

gain something from his association with Athens:. The inscript-

e . .-
ibn of his proxeniadoes not survive so we can not ascertain

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

. &
number of privileges and benefits: the right to ewn land and"

a house in Athens, exemption from taxes (dtéikeia), the right to
pay the saﬁe taxes as an Athenian (lvotérera) and brotectipn as
well as compensation to his family in case'of hi§ death.
What-i; intereéting is that according to Thoukydides

(2.29.1), Nymphodoros was first made proxenos and then summ@ned
to Athens; dufing his vigitthere, Nymphodoros =~ was persuaded by
the Athenians to use his influence on Sitalkes. Whatever
transpiréd in Aﬁgens, it was more than enough to gain Nymphodoros'
ffiendship. JHe noé only agreed té bripg Sitalkes“oéer to the -

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

and to persuade Sitalkes to send the Athenians a force of

Thrakian cavalry and peltasts (Thouk.2.29.5). . All of this’

Nymphodoros accomplished and it must be kept in mipd that it

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

~

activity is plainly overt.

The motives of the Athe;ians, in ‘giving ﬁymphodorps
the proxenia, are quite .clear. On ﬁhe‘one hand they gain a
valuable ally in Sitalkes and on the other they have a
permanent agent in Thrake. They could, moreover, depend on

Nymphodoros to repért on any activitjfin Thrake detrimental to

Athenian interests in the future. As events were later to show,



it was imperative for the Athenians to have a. proxenos in the

area to keep them inf&rmed. Perdikkas of Makedonia played a

double game between Athens and Sparta, the details of which are
. ) \

discussed by J.W. Cole (1974:55). At one time he helped the

Khalkidians against Athens (Thouk.1.57.1-6)/ at’ another he

4

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

In 429 B.C. combined operations had been planned between Athens

I3
and Sitalkes'against Perdikkas. Nymphodoros perhaps had a hand

t

in persuading Sitalkes 'to move against Perdikkas. As the

Athenian proxenos, Nymphodoros would have dene evefything in

2

his power to look éft@r Athenian interests. In 429 B.C. Sitalkes
mustered a large Thrakian,army and invaded Maﬁeﬁonia. The
territory was laid waste, but for someireason which Thoukydides

(2.101.1) does not adequatelf explain, the Athenian contingent

e

did not arrive, and Sitalkes withdrew. . °

3.2.2 Aristonos of Larissa ) ‘ _
The Athenlans, however, did not restrict their

u

intelligence activities ohly to the court of sitalkes. . 1In
431 B.C., the first year of war, the Peloponnesigns invaded

Att%k@. -The Athenian hoplites were kept behind the walls by

/

. J " .
Perdikkas and only a few columns of cavalry were sent odt by the

Athenians to engage the enemy. One of these columns, composed
entirely of Thessalians, was commanded by Aristonous of Larissa
(Thouk.2.22.3). An insciiptionwhas surviveé (IGi2.55)“which
be;rs’the name’ of a certain Aristgnés granting him fhe t%tle of
proxehos and benefactor.  Furthermore, the decree includes
provisions for Aristonos to have access td the-court of éhe

- w,

Polemarkhos if he suffers civil injury.' There may also have

"}
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J.hmen.a clause which included compensation to be paid if Aristonos g
was killed. Unfortunately, at this point theltext of the inscfipt*
ion is miésing.v A“strong’cage has been made {(Walbank 1978: lGﬁ)

Fhat Aristonggj the proxenos, is the same as Aristonous, the
' commander of " the Thessalian’cavalry column mentioned by
Théukydﬁdes (2.22. 3)’ .
Thls may hg another gllmpse 1nto the diplomatic and
1ntei%lgence efforts‘xﬁ\the Athenlans in Thrake and Thessalla.
As an Athenlan proxenos Arlstonos would be valuable in providing
the Athenians with 1nformat10n as well as acting as a middleman
between Athens gnd mercenary for¢es of cavalry in Thes?alia. It
is interesfing that in an obscure passage of Aeneias%‘the
B Tacticiaﬁ (22.29) the contractor of mercenary forces ﬁs refeﬁxéd

to as a -proxenos. It is not, however, clear if Aeneia's-the Tacticion

v 3 R

\ is referring toa traditional typé of proxenos or if he means
b .

!
'that the contractor is the proxends -of the mercenaries, that is,
their representétivé. “

3.2.3a Strophakos of Pharsalos‘(ana 3.2.3b Three Iliyrians)
When Brasidas was trying to make his way through ’
"Thessalia in 424 B.C. té get to Thrake, he ran.into\some
! ‘ resigtancé. It was partly‘due éc'his\ab£Uiies as a diplomat
‘ ‘?nd partly on the advice that ﬁe may have received from several
' ‘éf the Theséalians accompanying him that he got through. >
Before proceeding tq‘Thessalia, Brasidas had taken the ,.

precaution 6f including with his staff several of his friends

( from Pharsalos in Theﬁbalia. One of these Thessalians, Strbphakos,

W




4

37

was éhe'proxenos of the Khalkidians (Thouk.4.78.1). In this
instance, Strophakos, a Thessalian, was acting on‘behalf of
the Khalkidians by supplying valuable intelligence to Brasidas
on how to proceed through Thessalia. No doubt, the grant of
proxenia to Strophakos had paid its dividends to the Khalkidians.

i Brasidas marched through Thessalia unmolested and
followeé 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 Brasidas. Accﬁrding to
Bury and Meiggs (1979:281) the inactivity of the Athenians was
due to two causes. First, the disaster of Delion had disheartened
them; second, the peace party represented by Nikias and La&hes
took this opportunity to work towards peace. Instead, taking
advantage of ‘the one year truce vwhich was concluded with Sparta,
they concentrated' on improving théir position in the area.

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

join Perdikkas and march against Arrhabaios, king éf 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 it 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 mercenaries to join up‘with
him but the Illyrians betrayed him and instead joined up with
Arrhabaios (Thouk.4.,125.1). Fortunately, (3.2.3b on the map) we

have a surviving inscription (IG12.72), in a fragmentary

-
o

e

L et AR E s £ i itos o1




38

condition, which may 'shed some light on the betrayal by the
Illyrians. According to Walbank (1978:235), the inscription is
a record of the granting of a proxenia to three Illyrians, who
may have been related, for their services to the Athenian L
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) ahnd Hiller (IGi2.72)
place the date of this inscription ca.421-20 g.C. and argue
that the granting of 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
IG12.72 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 thé recipients had performed some kind of service for
the Athenians. If that service was persuading the Illyrians to
support the Athenian cause it paid-off handsomely. The appearance
of the Illyrians on the side of Arrhabaios caused panic in the

Makedonian army and forced Perdikkas and Brasidas to retreat

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

Brasidas and the Makedonians (Thouk.4.128.5),

14

3.2.4 Kallipos of Gyrtonm(Theésalia)
Shortly after this, Perdikkas changed sides again and, in

(. order to prove his loyalty to Athens, he prevented the Lakedaimonian;
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from reinforcing Brasidas in Thrake (Thouk.4.132.1). Perdikkas
accomplisﬁéd this by convincing his friends in Thessaiia not

to permit Lakedéimonian forces to cross their territory (Thouk.
4.132.1~-3). Perdikkas, however, may not have been the only one
who wanted to prevent the Thessalians from allowing the
Lakedaimonians to cross Thessalia. Another inscription has
survived which records the grant of proxenia to Kallipos of

2 27). According to the text of the

Thessalian Gyrton (IGii
document, the board of generals recommends that Kallipos be
praised for his good will towards Athens and that he be
recognized, together with his sons, as proxenos‘and euergetes.
Walbank (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

fhe Thessalians not to éermit the Peloponnesians to cross their
country. If the efforts of the three Illyrians (3.2.3b)

2 72) of ca. 421-"

mentioned in the decrees'of proxenia (IGi
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 the Athenians. Even if Meritt (1939:63-69) is right in

placing the proxenia of Kaliipos 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.

¥
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3.2.5 Polydamos of ﬁharsalos

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. During the'fifth
and early fourth centuries B.(C., Thessalia comprised numerous
cities which were in a constant state of hostility or war. By
the time of the Peace of Kalliae (371 B.C.) Thessalia was
unified into a powerful state under the hegemonia of Iason of
Pherai. Iason was a capable general and diplomat and it was
these abilities which helped him to control Thessalia. His
ambitions, however, were not confined to this region; he aimed
at hegemonia 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 to accomplish his aims. A serious obstacle to
Iason was Sparta, the most powerful state in Greece at this time.
To overcome this Tason allied himself with Thebes, and with the
Second Athenian Confederacy (Tod 1948:2.67-68).

In JSuly 371 B.C. the Spartan army was routed at the
battle of Leuktra by the Thebans. When the news of the Theban
victory reached Iason he set out immediately with his army to
join his allies, The presence of the Thessalian forces compelled
the Spartans to accept a truce with the Thebans ;nstead of
waitigg for their reinforcements to arrive and attemptihq 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 Spartans were kept abreast of the events in

Thessalia early enough to prevent the ascendancy of Iason and
ultimately to réb the Thebans of a powerful ally. According to
Xenophon (Hell.6.1.2), the Spartan proxenos in Pharsalos
presented the Spartan assembly with a detailed report of the
situation in Ehessalia outlining the dangers Iason was posing
for them. Polydamos of Pharsalos was a proﬁinent man in his
own city and all over Thessalia (Xen. Hell.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.
Xenophqn (Hell.6.1.4-5) quotes his words to the Spartan
assembly:

"Evd, & &vbpeg Aaxebaipbvior, npbEevog dubv

By wxal edepyértng éx ndvrov &v pepvhpeda

npoybvey, A&, édv TE TL dnopd, npd¢ Oudg

{Evar, £av TE Tu xakendv dulv &v 1§ Oerradla

cuvviotHrat, onpalverv. dxobdete pdv olv, b

ols’ 8%i, wal dpels 'ldoovog 8vopa' & ydp

dvip wxal SOvapiry €xei peydinv xal dvopaotdg
£oTuLv.

Polydamos then proceeded to give the Spartan assembly the political

and military details of Iasons' actions in Thessalia (Xen.Hell.

6.1.5-13):

ER

1) the alliances of Iason in Thessalia.
2) the strength of Iasons' ™army, six




42

s

thousand mercenaries.
3) the alliances of Iason with
the Markians, Dolopians, the
King of Epeiros and the Thebans.
4) the future plans of Iason 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 condugt a war
\\ against Persia.
5) the need for Iason to conclude an

alliance with Pharsalos, Polydamo¢s'

city, in order to complete his hold

over Thessalia. .
Furthermore, he urged the Spartans to send an army to Thessalia,
assuring them that its presence would cause the rebellion of the
cities allied with Iason.

This is an excellent example of a p;oxenos functioning
as an intelligence agent. Polydamos had the qualifications
which enabled him to have access to information not available
to many individuals. The prestige and prominence he enjoyed
made this possible. For example, a great deal of what he
reported to the Spartan asseﬁbly he learned from Basén himself

L]
{Xen. Hell.6.1.4-5), and the rest from other sources. In his

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

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

not specify how he could do so. 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 powerful and
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

.

[N
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Thessalia. According to Xenophon (Hell. 6.4.34-33), after lason's

assassination in 370 B.C. his brother Polyphron took over the
. , * 4

hegemonia of Thessalia and executed Polydamos. Xenophon does

/

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

assume that his association with Sparta was part of it.
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3.3 THE HELLESPONT 'AND PROPONTIS

3.3.1 Arithmios of Zeleia

Athens had shown interest in the Hellespont as early
as the first half of 'the fifth century B.C. The importance of
this region lay in its access to the Black Sea area with its

- (74

grain. It would be natural for the Athenians to estabiish

proxenies there, if only to safeguard their economic interests.

/

One such proxenia 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 t; work for the
Persians. Sometime between 480 - 460 B.C., on behalf of the
Persians, Arithmios brqught gold to the Peloponnese (Aiskhin.3.
258; Dem.~9. 42) in order to instigate discontent amongst the
Greeks. When the Athenians learned)of his activities they
declared him &tipog and “an enemy df the Athenian people and their
allies (Dem.9,42; Dein. 2.24-5). The condemnation of dtipla
meant that Arithmios was nowjregarded 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 Greecé. The Persians would have been hard

pressed to find a better agent to carry their gold. Furthermaqre,
they could trust Arithmios because they could always threaten
him with exposure, at least up to the time when his treachery-

)

was discovered.
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ThEEE*iS a record of at least one other proxenia in
the Hellespont, dated to the middle of the fifth dentury B.C.,
naming Pythagoras of Selymbria as the proxenos of Athens (IGi2
1034; Wallace 1970:203). He, together wffh Arithmios of Zeleia
and Alexandros of Makedonia, are the earlies£ recorded proxenoi
in the fifth century B.C. (Wélbank 1978:4}).

. ¥

3.3.2 Kilearkhos of Sparta

The basic strategy of the Spartans, during the
Peloponnegian War, was to try to f9rée the Athenians to commit
their army to battle. - The Spartans thus, ravaged Attika
with the object of inducing the Athenian hoplites to defend
their land. If they could achiéve this, they were confident

that .their superbly trained army would easily defeat the

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

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

A3
army, remained behind their walls. This they did secure in the

knowledge that the fleet could keep Athens supplied as long as
necessary. | ‘

S The critical point of the Athenian grain suﬁply was
the Hellespoﬂ;. As léng as Athens controlled this region she
could maintain a secure écééss to her food supply in the Black
Sea area. By 411 B.C. the Spartans realized the futility of
their strategy. ‘According to Xenophon (ggll. 1.1.35), King

Agis of Sparta, while stationed at Dekeleia, could actually see

the -Athenian ships carrying grain to Perﬂaieug;]
{

resolved to gain control of the Hglléspont in order to cut off

Agis, therefore,

T

~as
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i the Athenians from their food supply (Xen. Hell.1l.1.35)..

| (:g Accordingly, an attack was planned on Khalkedon and Byzantion

{
° 3

iXen.’ggll.l.1.35). The assault on Byzantion, however, was )
co-ordinated to coincide with a revolt inside the city (Thouk.
8,80.2). A faction in Byzantion wanted to withdraw the city
from the Athenian alliance and had made overtures to the Spartans
for assistance {(Thouk.8.80.2). Considering the circumstances,

' it is not surprising that Agis gave the commaﬁé of the Spartan
forces to Klearkhos, son of Rhamphias. What is unique gbout

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

Byzantion at Sparta (Xen. Hell.l.1.35). When the Spartan forces i

rggched Byzantion, the revolt toﬁk place and the Spartans ;

occupied the ci%y (Thouk.é.SO.B).

What we must ask here is, if Byzantion was

- ' taken with the aid of fifth columnists, 6f what significance

wad the proxenia of Klearkhos. I believe there are two factors
: to consider. First, the factién within Byzantio; most probably
made contact with the Spartans through the'proxenos, Klearkhos.
We know from Thoukydides (8.80.1) that Klearkhos during that
same summer was in the area, for he had been sent by the Spartaﬁs
to Pharnabazos, satrap of Hellespéntine Phrygia (Thouk.8.80.1);
both éharnabazos and Tissaphernes, satrap of Sardis, were
urging the Spartans to begin operations in the Hellespont. It
is thus not inconceivable that he was met by representativés
from Byzantion and informed of the po£ential coup. Secpnd, the

Spartans had to consider their position in Byzantion after its

: ( ) capture. This city had been a loyal ally of Athens and it still
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was a strategic point 'in the Hellespont region. It would be
imperative, thereforefy that the city be placed under thé command
of someone who enjoyed the confidence ofefhe 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 strategic 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
IGi2.106). Polykles, Peraieus, and Aristoboulos are honoured
;dé their past services and present usefulness to the city and

\

the army and are grantééxéﬁtmption from the metic tax at Athens
/(IGizleG.l—lO). If, moreover, we accept Wilhelm's restoration
of line ten (of the decree) they were also granted enktesis of
house and land (IGiz.lOG;Walbank 1978:426). Pecirka, (1566:13~l7)
agreed that this restoration was possible, but noted that there
is no parallel for a grant of both hguse and land. In cases
of exiles it was usual to give grants only for houses. In any
case, theré is a strong implication that these men were exiles
and may have suffered this fate because of their association
with Athens. One, or all three of thém, may have been exiled
from Byzangién after the city rebelled from the Athenian
Alliance (Thouk.8.80.3) in 411 B.C.

According to the document, the generals at Athens were

instructed to send the exiles on a trireme by the quickest and

e ta
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safest route, to join the generals in the Hellespont. The
generals in the Hellespont were also instructed to accept their

advice and work with them towprds the best interests of Athens

(16i2.106.20-23).

The historical context of this document is most likely
to be the period between 411-408 B.C., when Athens way trying
to restore her position in the Hellespont (Walbank 1978:430).

It is not certain that the decree is a granting of proxenia -
the sdrviving fragments do not mention either proxenia or
euergesia. According to Walbank (1978:431), however, the extant
sections strongly suggest that{these men were already Athenian
proxigoi or were gaining this office becauée O6f their assistance

to Athens. By coincidence, when Athenian operations intensified

%

in the Hellespont in 409 B.C., two cities, Selymbria and Byzantion,

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

relationship between this and the arrival of Polykles, Peraieus,

and Ariétoboulos in the Hellespont to "advise" the Athenian

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

A\

We know from Xenophon (Hell.l.3.16) Ploutarkhos (Alk.

3.3.4 Apollodoros Jf Selymbria

31.2-6) and Diodoros (13.66.6-7) that both Byzantion and Selymbria

were taken by betrayal. In 407 B.C. a decree was passed at

4

Athens ratifying the conditions upon which Selymbria was restored

2.116). The decree itself is in two

to the Athenian Alliance (IGi
parts, the second being a clause added by Alkibiades (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 well have been as a result of the part whiduthéy

\ . .
took in the betrayal of the city.

3.3.5 Arkhelios and Heraklides of Byzantion

From Xenophon (Hell.l1.3.16) we are better informed
about the events in Byzantion. After Alkibiades captured
Selymbria in 408 B.C.l (Xen. Hell.1.3.10;Diod.13.66) he moved his
forces aﬁq besieged Byzantion (Xen.Hell.1.3.14). Finding 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.1.3.16) he managed to persuade some of the people
of Byzantion to betray their city to him. From Xenophon we have
the names of those who participated in the plot: Kydon, Ariston,
Anaxilaos, and Lykourgos (Xen.Hell.1.3.18-19).All of these men were
eg}led when the Spartan fprces under Lysandros again occupied
Byzantion in 405 B.C. (Xen.Hell.2.2.1l). The city remained in
Spartan control until 390-389 B.C., when it was taken by
Thrasyboulés with the aid of an internal coup (Dem.20.60;Xen.
Hell.4.8.27). According to Demosthenes, the men who handed the
city over to Thrasyboulos, Arkhelios and Herakleides , were
banished from Byzantion because of their association with Athens

J
(Dem, 20.60). In turn, the Athenians made both off them proxenoi

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

1 There is some debate about the exact date.
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their value to Atherfs, since by their actions they enabled
Thrasyboulos to capture Byzantion without an assault. A g
=

protracted siege would have cost the Athenians a great deal in

terms of time, effort, men, and money.

H

3.3.6 Philinos of Byzantion

After the Peace of dntalkidas (386 B.C.) the people
of Byzantion remained loyal to Athens (Isokr.14.28) and in 377
B.C.(IGi12-43) were among the first to join the Second Athenian
Confederacy. One year prior to this Byzantion had entered into
a separate alliance with Athens (Tod 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 ﬁisdpity
to Alkibiades (Xen.Hell.1.3.18) . When Lysandros captured
Byzantion, Kydon fled to Pontos and later to Athens where he
received citizenshi§ (Xen.Hell.2.2.1) . .

Another of the Byzantine envoys was Philinos (Tod 1948:
2.57) who at about this time was granted the title of proxenos and
benefactor by the Athenians CKﬁizfm)! not only for his good will
in the present but also for his past services to the Athenians
(IGii2.76.lO—13). All‘the previous %Foxenies given to the citizens
of Byzantion, which have been discussed, were granted to men who
had more than 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 proxenia (Dem.20.60).

3
To the Athenians these men had proven their loyalty as well as

‘?
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thei; value. Philinos, to receive the proxenia, must have gained
the trust of the Athenians, perhaps not in the same manner as
Arkhelios and Heraklides, but to the same degree. As the
Athenian proxenos in Byzantion, Philinos was charged with
looking after the interest of the Athenians and providing

assistance and hospitality to 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 %{gos against Sparta (395-4 B.C.). During the course of the
conflict which ensued (the Korinthian war) Athens was restored
" as an independent-power in Greece. By 386 B.C. thé Athenian
fleet, under the command of Iphikrates and Diotimos, had
blockaded the Spartan fleet,under Nikolokhos at Abydos (Xen.
Hell. 5.1.25-8). Antalkidas, the Spartan general was negotiating
in Asia Minor with the Persians to bring them into the 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. Anfalkidas yith the fleet sailed out of the harbour to
Perkote on the Asiatic coast, after spreading the rumor that he

was going to Khalkedon (Xen.Hell.5.1.25-26). The Athenian

generals,decgived 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.Héll.5.1.26~27).
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This gave the Spartans superiority of numbers and control of the
sea, which enabled them now to prevent ships coming in or out of
the Black Sea (Xen.Hell.5.1.28). The end result was that the
Spartans were able to cut off the Athenians from their supplies.
Shortly after this, Aéhens and her allies were forced to come to
terms with Sparta and Persia and signed the King's Peace in
1397-86 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 Antalkidas was passing them false informatioﬂ cost
them the ioss/ﬁﬁ eight triremes and ultimately 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 (1901:188) agree that an inscription dating to 386 B.C.

i8 related to the events that led to Antalkidas’

evasion of Iphikrates in the Hellepont. ~ e

In this inscription (Idii2.29) we are told that
Phanokritos of farion informed the Athenian generals about the
enemy fleet and if the generals, according to the document, had
acted upon éhis information, they would have captured the
Spartan triremes (IGii2.29.11—15). The failure of the Athenian
commanders to utilize the information brought to them by

Phanokritos cost Athens control of the sea, so vital to her

interests. Furthermore,, the Athenians would have remained

i
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ignorant of Phanokritos' deed if he had not gone to Athens angd
informed them of his potential service to the Athenian cause.

?he Athenians, recognizing the value of good intelligence,
decided to reward Phanokritos anyway. For his potential

service to Athens, therefore, he was made proxenos and benefactor
and given a monetary reward (IGii2.29.lO—20).

The motives of the Athenians are guite clear: although
Phanokritos' service was of no use this time, it had potential
for the future. As an Athenian proxenos, any intelligence he
now brought would be taken far more Eeriously 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"suspectéd his motives. E. Balogh (1943:46) suggests
that the Athenians were more generous to pro§gnoi than to metaics
living in the city. They could afford to do this because most
of the time the proxenoi, since they did not reside in Athens,
could not make use of their privileges. He further maintains

{that the privileges of the office were tw?fold: to honour the
recipient, @nd to provide refuge in case he'was forced to
leave his city. The proxenia also gave Phanokritos an ide%l
cover for making frequent visits to' Athens and entertaininé
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 Parion 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. If that occurred, an Athenian
proxenos was assured of refuge as well as certain rights and

privileges in his new home.

3.3.8 Philiskos of Sestos

The circumstances of Phanokritos' proxenia bear a
strong similarity to the granting of another proxenia to some-
one from the Hellespont region thirty years later. Philiskos
of Sestos was made proxenos and benefactor by the Athenian
assembly because he passed on information to the Athenians
about the fleet of Byzantion during the hostilities of 356 B.C.
(IGiiz.l33)' The document is dated to 355-4 B.C. by Dittenberger
(sy11.199) and to 356-55 B.C. by Kirchner (I6ii®.133). Both,
however, attribute the proxenia of Philiskos to the events of
356 B.C. in the Propontis.

In 378-7 B.C. the Athenians had organized a second
league, only this time they emphasized the defensive nature of
the alliance. During the next eight vears Athens prosecuted a
naval war against the Lakedaimonian Confederacy with considerable
sucéess. The strain on her resources and the growing jealousy
of Thebes combined to induce her to come to terms with Sparta
in 371 B.C. ( The Peace of Kallias). In the following years the
Athenians began to extend their power throughout the Greek
Before long the

world and to rebuild their maritime empire.

members of the Second~fthenian Confederacy were again trying




to break away from Athenian hegemonia. 1In 364 B.C. Byzantion
oéenly rebelled, followgd by Rhodos, Khios, and Keos. The
rebellion was put down, but by 357 B.C. the same states again
defied Athenién domination. Among all the members of the
Confederaéy, Khios waskthe most powerful and the Athenians
immediately dispatched their forces to subdue the island.
Despite a coqpined land and sea assault, the Athenians failed
to ﬂéke Khios (Piod.16.7.3 :Nepos.Chabrias;piout.Phokion). This
encouraged further defections of Athenian allies, among them
Sestos and other c¢ities of th? Hellespont. The Athenians, in
356 B.C.,sent their forces out again, this time to capture
Byzantion in order to secure the supply route to the Black Sea.
An indecisive naval battle took place in the Hellespont but the
Athenians failed to take the city (Diod.16.21.1-4).

It was during these activities that Philiskoé went to
the Athenian commanders and gave them information about the
fleet of Byzantion. Unfortunately, the inscription of Philiskps'

3 2.133) does not give exact details of

proxenia (Syll17.199;IGii
the information he brought to the Athenians. We cannot ever be
sure what value it may have had for the Athenian commanders

" in the Hellespont. The fact that they failed to capture
Byzantion m&y imply that they either ignored Philiskos' infor-—
mation 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 to engage the enemy under these circumstances. Khares,

the third Athenian commander, ignoreggd their warnings and having
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convinced the trierachs (ship captains) and sailors to follow him,

n 3

attacked the enemy fleet. The result was indecisive and the
Athenians were forced to retire. Another consideration is that

* /‘
Philiskos may fhve been viewed with suspicion by the Athenian

_authorities since-hiscity;Sestos;had joined the rebellion.

What is significant is that Philiskos passed on intelligence
about the fleet of Byzantion. His‘action was even more remark-
able in view of the fatct that his own city of Sestos had
joined the rebeilion. To the Athenians, Philiskos not onlyb’
proved his value but also his loyalty. As a‘proxenos he now
had an official status with the Athenians as well as protection.

The proxenia offered many privileges but more -importantly it

» > . -~
bestowed on the recipient honour and prestige. The title ?f

proxenos elevated Philiskos from an informer to a trusted friend

O
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 (IGii2.133). This was

necessary because any friend of Athens would have been viewed
with hostility by the population’ of Sestos. In 352 B.C. Sestos
was captured by Khares, the Athenian general, and forced back
into the Athenian Confederacy. 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 times 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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3

Athenian influence over their own state threatened their safety
and security. The revolt of Kos in 364 or 363 B.C. was precegded

er of the Athenian proxenos qu the exile of the.
2

by the mu

pro-Athenian faction (IGii“.11l). The island was soon recaptured
by Khabrigs (SIG.173.N.8) and a new treaty was signed. One of
its stipdlations was the execution of the man responsible for the

death of the Athenian proxenos (16ii%.111) :
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3.4 THE/AEGEAN ISLANDS AND ASIA MINOR

C ,

4

3.4,1 Apemantos of Thasos and His Sons S

The effects of the Peloponnesian war “and.tl'{le disaster
of the Sicilian expedition gave the oligarchs in Athens the

opportunity to seize control of the state in 411 B.C. The new

B e At $S AT o 5 3 S A

regime in Athens formulated a pdlicy which favoured the
establishment of oligarchic government in tﬂe states of their {
allies (Thouk.8.48.5). They had hoped by this attitude to
encourage those states who had rebelled agai)nst Athens to

return to the alliance. This policy would also guarantee the

loyalty of those states who had remained with the Athenians.

Phrynikhos, one of the Athenian oligarchs, disagreed with this®

)

notion and warned his colleagues that a comstitutional change
in Athen;:\aid not necessarily affect the attitude of past and
present allies, since either way the allies would remain under
Athenian domination (Thouk.8.48.5;7) . Despite Phrynikhos'
warnings the Athenian oligarchs p;oceeded with this policy and X«
during the summer of 411 B.C. Dieitrephes was dispatched to
Thasos and aboli'shed its democratic constitution (Thouk.8.64.2).
It did not takeé long for the Thasians to prove

Phrynikhos right. Two months after bieitrephes' departure, the

~
newly established-oligarchic government fortified the city: and
turned to the Spartans for gssistance (Thouk.8.64.3). 1In 411 B.C.
with the support of the Korinthian commander, Timolaos, the

('é " Thasians successfuliy broke away from the Athenian Einpire
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(Hell.Oxy.2.4) .Losada (1972:87) -points out that the Athenians

R

worked @against their own interests by removing the Thasian
demdcrats since they were the oné group which would have opposed !
a change of allegiance for Thasos. this i Mmade evident by the )

subsequent events in Thasos[ in which the members of the demo-—
\

cratic faction persisted in their support of Athens and once

~again the proxenia played a prominent rolel.l

7

Among the pro-Athenian elements in Thasos it was the

{
proXenoi who took the lead in maintaining contact with Athens g

and they ultimately paid a dear price for their loyalty to

- | another state. The Thasian oligarchs quickly realized the
potential threat that the Athenian proxenoi offered to their
regime and took action accordingly. About 411 B.C., Apemantos, .

. the Athenian proxenos in Thasos,was exiled and his property

1

confiscated (IGxii.8-263.6) . Unfortunately, the text of the
inscription referring to Apemantos' exile does not cite the
reagon for this harsh measure. We can safely assume, however, that
Apemaﬂtos' pres~err1ce and his association with Athens were
considered too dangerous by the Tha’sian oligarchs. Despite

this, Apemantos‘ family continued to maintain pro—Athenian

-

sentiments and five of his sons were awarded the proxenia some-—

(; -

time before the Thirty came to power in Athens (IGiiz’.6) - It

is interesting that these proxenies were revoked by the Thirty
g

along wiih many other proxenies which were granted by previous

by ’ ‘
Frorg 411 B.C. the history of Thasos is plagued with difficulties.
It is not clear from our sources whether the pro-Spartan

oligarchic regime was continuously inpower until Thrasyboulos
recovered Thasos in 407 B.C. (Xen.Hell.1.4.9;Diod.13.72,1) or

1

, (~ , - if it 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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democrétic regimes (Tod 1948:2.5). Consequently', when the.demo-
crats returned to power they renewed numeréus proxenies repealed
by the Thirty. I‘f?nfortunately, the original decree tonfirming
the'proxenia on Apemantos' sons does not survive and we only
have the text of the reneted proxeny. This inscription (Tod
1948:2.5) only contains details of reinstatement ané does not
refer to the context of the original g}:ant. We can only specu-

late on the reasons for the granting of the proxenia to Apemantos'’

sons but one thing is certain: Apemantos' sons had, in some
manner, demonstrated their loyalty to the Athenian cause.

o>
It is evident from our sources-that the Thasian oli-

garchs were guite concerned about plots being-hatched against
their regime. A Thasian inscription dated 411-409 B.C. .(Meiggs
and lewis 1969:85) offers rewards fog informa:tion about subversion,
revolutionary and trﬂeaSOnable actiVities in Thasos and the

colonies. Their concerns were justified because by 407 B.C.

Thasos was torn by civil strife (Xen.Hell.1.4.9). J. Pouilloux
(1954:139-62, No. 18), and H.W. P“l&eket (1963:75 ~77) assign
the inseription to the Thasian oligarchic regime

Pf- 41} = 407 B.C.; while F. Chamoux {1959:348-58) attributes
the decree to 43s§4\oo B.C. R. Meiggs and D.Lewis (1968:254) seem
inciined toward Chz;moux's argument. In the same yvear, Thrasy-
boulos captured the island and forced the restgration of a P
democratic constitution and the recall of the pro-Athenian

exiles (Xen.Hell.l.4.9;Diod.13.72.1). The situation dramatically
changed after the battle ofrAigospotamoi (405 B.C.). In 403 B.C.

Lysandros, the Spartan general, took Thasos and treacherously
v LS
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massacred those who were associated with.the Athenian cause
(Polyainos 1.45.4). Afterwards he placed Thasos under "the rule
of a harmost and a dekarkhia of pro-Spa;rtan Thasians (Plout. Lys.
13.5).

el

3.4.2 Ekphantos of Thasos and His Associates

In 390-89 B.C. Thrasyboulos took Thasos for a second
time; according to Demosthenes (20.59) this was possible
because the pro-Athenian democratic faction of Thasos managed

to expel the Lakedaimonian garrison and to admit Thrasyboulos

- and his forces inside the city. Demosthenes (20.59) adds,

however, that the Thasians who assisted Thrasyboulos were the
followers of Ekphantos, the Athenian proxenos.
Ekphantos was one of the members of the democractic

|

faction in Thasos who had fled from Tﬁ%sos in 404-403 B.C. and
subsequently had been made proxenos by 'the Athenians (Dem.20.
59-62;Pouilloux 1954:201-203). During his exile in Athens he
may have served as a link between the Athenians anci the Thasian
democrats who still Iremained in Thasos and who eventually turned
over their city to Thrasyboulos in 390-89 B.C. The capture of
Thasos by Thrasyboulos, conseq‘uently, gave Ekphantos the
opportunity to return to his island and take up the duties of
proxenos on behalf of the Athenians (IGxii.p.79}. ‘After the
Peace of Anatalkidas (386-5 B.C.), however, the oligarchs return-

ed to power in Thasos and one of their first acts was to banish

Ekphantos again , with men who had assisted Thrasyboulos (Dem.

,20.59-61). This occurred regardless of the fact that the

- wlntan
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oligarchic regime of Thasos pursued a pro-Athenian policy and

} ..
(“, ultimately joined the Second Athenian League in 377 B.C. (IG112.43).

Just as in’404 - 403 B.C., the Thasian exiles sought
3 refuge in Athens and, according ito Demosthenes (20.60), not only
.- Were they givexé asylum but they were also made proxenoi of
.;&thens,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. ?)ecause of the democratic sympathies which
motivated him Eo serve the interests of Atf;ens; in recognition of
! his pastiand potential future services the Athenians granted

“him the proxenia-. In 390 - 389 B.C. his associates, who were

probably still in contact with Ekphantos, handed Thasos over to

L

Thrasyboulos; these men were also later banished by an oli--
(" garchic regime and awarded the proxenia by the Athenians. We

[
can surmise from this that the Athenians expected that the

: exiled Thasians would one déy 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, since,as the proxenoi of ;\thens,they could
only execute their duties in Thasos. '

The episodes .of Apemahtos (cf 5.4.1) » Ekphantos and
his associates afford us a rare opportunity to study the covert

and overt intelligence activities of several successive Athenian

proxenoi in Thasos from 411 to 385 B.C. It is evident.from the

/ events in Thasos that the proxenqQi of Athens were closely identified

by the Thasian oligarchs with the democratic faction, and with

(“ ‘ ' subversion and revolution. The proxenia had come to represent

N .
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Athenian intervention and had played a significant role in each

of the political upheavals in Thasos from the period of 411 to

)

385 B.C. The oligarchs of Thasos recognized this and took steps

to protect themselves by passing legislation against subversion and

offering rewards for information about such activities; as a

» “\»ﬁ » k] » .
further security precaution they banished the proxenoi of Athens.

w

~

3.4.3 Athenian Proxenoi in Mytilene

"By 431 B.C., at the outbreak of the Peloponnesian war,

Khios and Mytilene constituted the only members of the Delian
[4

League who still maint@ined a degree of independence within the

»

Athenian dominated alliance. Mytilene in particular enjoyed a special

_status whithin the League. Mytilene was in fact one of five

city-states on the island of Lesbos. The others, Antissa, Eresos
Pyrrha and Methymna were also members of the Delian Leaglie though
they were not as large nor as powefful as Mytilene. As an
island city, Mytilene relied on the sea for commerce and thus
had developed a powerful navy to protect her interests. This
enabled her to maintain a distinct profile within the Confederacy‘

since,with the exception of Athens, Mytilene was the most power-

ful 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 ‘
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as a League thember. Another relevant aspect is that Mytilene was
governed by an oligarchy (Thouk.3.27.3;3.39.6) 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 cities of theirkallies (Isokr- 4.104;12.99).
On the whole they were inclined th> coexist with the established

order and only interfered if circumstances forced their hand

:

—

o e da— =

to assist a revolution already in progress (de Ste. Croix 1954passim)..

L
As long as the prevailing regime of a state maintained its

allegiance to the Confederacy it had little to fear but once a

government rebelled from the alliance the city-state was usually /

/

compelled to adopt a démocratic constitution.

Despite the lack of interference from Athens with
their system 'of government and the good relations they enjoyed
v;rithin the Confederacy, the leaders of the Mytilenean oligarchy /
decided to secede from the Delian League. Their motives accord
ing to Thoukydides (3.2.3:;3.10.4) were twofold: they wanted
to extend their control over the igjand of Lesbos but were
prevented from accomplishing this by the Athenians, and Ehey
feared that Mytilene would eventually be reduced to a tributar

status within the Confederacy. These factors led the Mytileneans

along with all of the other cities in Lesbos, except for Methymna,

¢

/

to rebel against the Athenian Confederacy in 428 B.C. The ’ P

P
Mytlleneans had actually made an earlier attempt before the ,/

outbreak of the Peloponnesian war but their overtures to Spa/%ta
I
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for assistance went unheeded and they postponed their plans (Thouk.
3.2.1). There is no precise knowledge of the pol;tical systems
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-
ity that this was the case. A complete diséussion of the historical
background to the. political events in Lesbos surrounding the
rebellion of Mytilene is given by D. Gilles (1968:200), T.J. Quinn

(1971:405) and M.Cogan (1981:1). 1In any case, the Athenians, after
initial consternation, acted with speed and resolution and by
427 B.C., forced the Mytileneans and their allies to surrender.

) A decisive factor in the failure of-Mytilene was the
timing of the rebellion. It is apparent from Thoukydides (3.4.2)
that the Mytileneans were forced to act before they had adequately
prepared for war. This was a direct conseguence of the‘intelli—
gence activities which took place before the commencement of
hostilities and in which the proxenia played a significant part.

As soon as the Mytileneans made the decision to secede from the
Confederacy the Athenians were gquickly informed. 1In turn, the
My tileneans were made aware that Athens was privy to their plans
and this forced them to accelerate their preparations (Thouk.3.
3.5). Tlleir dé"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 Myéil@neans.
According to Thoukydides (3.2.3) they had made their plans for
rebellion in concert with the Spartans. The premature timing

of the revolt, however, negated any serious military aid from



N

Un -

66

Sparta since 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 fhoukydides
(3.2.3), the Athenians received reporés about the situation in
Lesbos from theisx allies in Tenedos and Methymna and from their
proxenoi in Mytilene. To prepare for the gnsuing hostilities,
the Mytileneans were blocking thei£ harbours, constructing fortif-
ications, building ships, hiriné archers and gathering
supplies (Thouk.3.2.2), The Athenian allies in Tenedos and
Methymna could easily observe these prepérations anq,pass on
warnings to Athens, but more precise intelligénce é;me from the
Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene. They informed the Athenians that
the leaders of the Mytiliean oligarchy had entered into secret
negotiations with the Lakedaimonians and planned to unify Lesbocs
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 the Mytileneans to cease their attempts
to unify Lesbos they opted for a military solution.

The task of reducing Mytilene was formidable,/requiring
both naval and land operations, and a costly siege. The
Athenians, however, were soon péesented with an ideal opportunity
to captﬁre Mytilene by surprise and to avoid a costly assault.
According to Thoukydides (3.3.3), the Athenians were informead
that there was a festival of Apollo which took place outside the

fortificgtions f Mytilene and that if they acted quickly they

cogld catch the Mytileneans off-guard, forestalling any military

1
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action. Unfortunately, Thoukydides does not relate who provided
the Athenians with this)timely intelligence. If we consider the
examples presented so ég Yof proxenoi functioning as intelligence
agents, it is fair to spg¢culate that it may have been the Athenian proxenoi
in Mytilene who provided the information. Losada (1972:81) also
concludes that it was the proxenoi who informed the Athenians
about the festival since they were the same individuals 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 (Thouk.3.3.3). It seems, however, that the Mytileneans
were also well informed about the Athenian intentions. 1In this
case the Mytileneans found out about the Athenian expedition
and the plan to catch them by surprise outside their wa}ls 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).

Thoukydides does not reveal the identity of the man who
informed the Mytileneans or for that matter the names of the
Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene despite the conseguences of their
actions. BAccording to Aristoteles (Politics 5.3.3., 1304a), one
of the Athenian proxenoi was a certain Doxandros, who turned
informer hecause he was rejected in his attempt to marxy his
sons to the daughters of a member of the oligarchy. Grote (1849-

1850:5, 143.N.1) and Busolt (1897"190421005,1\].2) accepted the
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Aristolelian account while Gomme (1956:2.252-253) suggests a
stronger motive than revenge. Legon (1968:204) assumes that
the proxenoi 53?‘ democrats o% potential democrats sympathizing
with the Athenian cpuse.

After A£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 embass§ was an Athenian
proxenos who, according to Thoukydides (3.4.45, repented of his
previous actions. It seems 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 time Mytilene stood little chance of success. At
best, a rehabilitated traitor enjoys limited credibility and no
influence with his compatriots. Why would a man sacrifice the
security and honéur he enjoyed és a proxenos of Athens for
limited benefits in a state facing defeat? A more plausible
gxblanation is that by becoming a me&ber of the embassy our
repentant proxenos had an opportunity to escape from Mytilene
and, thus avoid the. uncertain fate of Athenian sympathizers, Mean-
while, negotiations between the Mytilenean embassy and the
Athenians failed and hostilities resumed. Throughout the

remainipg period of the siege no reference is made by Thoukydides

" to the fate of the Athenian proxenoi nor is any mention made of them
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after the surrender of Mytilene early in 427 B.C. Both Legon
{1968:210) and Losada (1972:81) surmise that the Athenian proxenoi
were killed.

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" -between these
two states. It was, in tgé‘beginning, in the interest of both
cities to avoid any military conflict until they were ready to
seize the initiative at a time of their choosing. BAs 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 order to control the situation. By feceiving constant
and adequate intelligence they could afford to delay taking any
military action unless the situation changed dramatically. If,
for eiample, they discovered that the Spartans were sending
military aid to Mytilene they would have ample time to intercept
and(destroy the Spartan fleet since Athens enjoyed naval super-
iority in the Aegean.

Their reluctance 1is understandable, since at this time
a plague had broken out in Athens decimating the ranks of her
soldiers 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 desire\a

conflict with Athens until their defenses were adequateky

prepared and until they had received reinforcements from Sparta




70

(Thouk.3.4.2). What precipitated the conflict which both sides
wished temporarily to avoid, was the opportunity presented by the
éﬁﬂxaﬁan irnfelligence agents in Mytilene. According to these sources
if the Athenians surprised the Mytileneans while they were
celebrating the festival of Apollo outside their walls, the
Aéhenians could achiev? victory at a very small cost. In effect,
it was this timely intelligence which pushed the Athenians to
action. Furthermore, once the Mytileneans were'informed that
the Athenians were mounting an expedition against them and were
party to their plans for rebellion, they decided it was pointless
to delay an armed conflict any longer. In order for the
Mytileneans to avoid war at this stage they had to accept Athenian
terms which would effectively cripple their military capability
to attempt any rebellion in the future, for, according to
Thoukydides (3.3.3), the Athenians insisted on the surrender of
the Mytilenéan 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 intelligence was a key factor
in the Athenian victory; 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 hut were
supplied with an excellent opportunity to strike a decisive blow
on the occasion of the festival of Apollo. The attempt failed
but it forced the Athenians to act quickly and this ultimately

was the key to their success.

o
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.3.4.4 Apollophanes of Kolophon

Kolophon was an Ionian‘settlement in Asia Minor and
one of the smaller members of the Delian League. As was the
case with many of the Greek cities in the last quarter of the
fifth century B.C., Kolophon was torn by factional fighting. We
are not told by Thoukydides (3.34.1) the exact nature of the
political divisions in Kolophon but we can surmise that to some
extent one of the prime causes may have been Kolophon's
continuétion 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 Kolophon. Meiggs (1972:315)
assigns this event to 430 B.C.,while Gomme (1956:2.295) suggests
that Kolophon and Notion were geparate communities from 454 B.C.,
since both towns were assessed separately for their share of the
tribute to the Delian League. The Persian-assisted takeover was hardly an
action acceptable to the Athenians,or for that matter to 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 Kolophon (Thouk.3.34.1). It is not clear from
Thoukydidés (3.34.1) but it seems that Xolophon now passed under
the control of the Persians and we can zgssune that it ceased to
be a member of the Delian League. It is not improbable in fact,
that,when the Persians were called in for assistance,, they took
advantage of the opportunity and established themselves perman-
ently at Kolophon. ,

The loss of their city, however, did little to remove

the political divisions among the Kolophonians now residing at
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Notion. In 430 B.C. the anti-Athenian faction engineered
admittance into the citizenship of Notion for the Greeks who
had remained at Kolophon and,with mercenarigsa obtained frﬁm
Pissothnes, the saffap of Sardis, took control of Notion (Thouk.
3.34.2). Members of the pro-Athenian faction, .in the meantime, 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.3.54.2).

To stabilize the situation the Athenians sent a colony

of their citizens to Notion and a commission to establish a
democratic government in the city. Despite these arrangements "
the Athenians took extra measures to secure the harbouﬁ‘area of
Notion, Dios Hieron. This is understandable since Kolophon was
still in Persian hands and threatened Notion. Consequently,
Apollophanes, one of the pro~Atﬁenians at Notion, was granteéed
the proxenia and,according to the decree,he was instructed to
keep watch over those guarding the harbour area (IG12.59). Both
Kirchner (IGiZ.SB) and Walbank (1978:210) assign the inscription
to 427-6 B.C. while Gomme (1956:2.295) assumes that Apollophanes
was one of the pro-Athenians wh&"summoned Pakhe;. As a member
of a faction 1loyal to the Athenian cause, Apollophanes was
ideéliy suited to serve as a proienos of Athens. This is evident
from the first clause of the inscription (IGi?.59.14-15) which
praises Apollophanes for his service to the people and soldiers
of Athens and it may substantiate the assertion of‘Gomme (1956
2.296) that Apolléphanes was one of those at Notion who called
in Pakhes. In the same ciause (ﬂﬁ?-59-l449), Apoilophanes is

J
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instructed to keep watch over those guarding the harbour in order

that it remain safe for the Athenians. It is thus clearly indicated-"

that Apollophanes was‘directly responsible to Athens and that thg
security of the harbour area was identified with the interests

of the Athenians and not those of the Kolophonians.

From the wording of IGi2.59 it is é&ident that Apdllo—
phaﬁes was not placed in charge over those who guafded the harbour
area but £nsteaa he was instructed to cbserve their actions. 1In
effect, he was responsible for tactical intelligence and it
becamewhis duty to report any activity which compromised the
security of thesharbour area. This kind of information gathering
was not intelligence on a grand scale since it was restricted go
the acquisition of specific data of a military ngture. Primarily,
Apollophanes' role as an intelligence agené was a defengive oneos
His main responsibility lay in providing information toiﬁe Athen-
ians if any one of those who were in chaqu of the harbour area
jeopordized its security either through pégligence or betrayal.

As long as the” Athenians retained control of the harbour area
they could effectively intervene to support. the democratic
government of Notion against any attempt by the Persign—dominatqd
Kolophon to reclaim the harbour town. More importantly, safe
harbours on the Ionian coast were vital as supply bases to’ the
Athenian fleet.\‘ '

The other interesting aséect of this example is that
the appointment of Apollophanes as the Athenian proxenos précluded

the need for a garrison. We can safely assume that the harbour

area was guarded by Kolophonians from Notion, and not by Athenian

b
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troops. ‘It would have beeﬂ most unusual for the Athenians to
Q"; ¢ appoint Apolieéhanes to watch over their own troops. The absencel
-of a garrison eé%bled the Athen;ans to avoid the expense of ;
malntalnlng troops —at Not10¥ and the appearance of keeplng the
{ city in the League by force. This was true to some extent buE
the absence of an Athenian garrison also depended upon another’
factor. After %30 B.C. Notion was controlled by a pro-Athenian
faction wﬁose security depended on Athenian support and the
Lestabllshment of an Akhenlanncolony at' Notion (Thouk 3.34.4).
Under these circumstances there was hardly a need for a gerrlson.
The guestion we must ask is why was a Kolophonian given §

3

. - & the fesponsibility of watching over those who’ guarded the harbour
‘area and not one of the Athenian coionists. As a native of the

! (: , area»Apollophanes was better suited for the task than an Athenian.
) ' He.was familiar wifh the terrain and the people of Notion. If,,

! . ' therefegeh_there were aﬁy attempts at betrayal Apollophanes woula

- be in a better position to discover them and exert his influence

over the people of Notlom to remain loyal to Athens.

3.4.5 Nikias of Gortyn (Krete)

. + Thoukydides (2.85.1-6) provides us with an interesting

;- episode concerning the actjvities of an Athenian proxencs at Gortyn, a city in
K%ete. In 429 B.C., Phormio, the Athenian admiral, with only twenty ships,
had defeafed a more powerful Peloponnesian fleet in the Gulf of
uKorinﬂxB (Thouk.2.84.1-5). After the battle the Peloponnesians

retreated to build up their strength for another engagement and ‘

, (f ’ " " Phormio |sent an urgent reguest to Athens for reinforcements,

A}
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Dgspite the'q;gency of the situation the reinforcements, rather

than immediately joining Phormio,ﬁwere diverted to Krete. .
According to Thogkydides (2.85.5), it was Nikias the Atheniaﬁ
proxenos in Gortyn who persuaded the Athenians to divert
Phormmio's much needed reinfofcements to Kydonia; aQother city in
Krete. Nikias was able tolaccomplish this because he promised

the Athenians that Kydonia, which was hostile to Athen;; 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 ;s he
was in helping the citizens of Bplikhene in their war against i
Kydonia. It is very doubtful that Nikias was not acting in good
faith. If indeed he was, Thoukydides (2.85.5-~6) does not say
vhat, action the Athenians took against Nikias for his duplicity.
It would seem remarkable under the bircumstances that the Athen-
ians wouid fail to chastise a proxenos if he was manipulating
their forces\to his own ends. Walbank (1978:175) dismisses
me&ydugs- assertion that Nicias was playing a double game
arguing that it was merely Thoukydides' opinion and not
substantiated by any facts. Meiggs (1972:217) attributes the
diversion of the Athenian ships to Kydonia to strategic con-
siderations and makes no reference to Nikias' double-dealing.

As it tufned out, Nikias and the Athenian cont}ngent
failed to take the city. The attempt, however, was worth the
gamble. Kydonia was an Aiginetan settlement and had the Pest
harbour\on the direct route to Egypt. Access by sea to Egypt

and Libya was important to Peloponnesian trade and Athenian

o it et it s
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trirémeﬁ based at Kydonia would be able to pose a continbing
threat to Peloponnesian merchantmen (Meiggs 1972:217) and
assure some Athenian access to the Egyptian corn supply routes.

This illustrates two aspects of Nikias' proxenia as an
example of intelligence aétivity: the immediate and direct
'access that Nikias had to Athenian authorities, an important
prereqgetisite for an intelligence agent, and the integration of
a proxenos within strategic designs of the Atheni;n militéry,
in this cgse on a covert mission. The close aggociation that
Nikias enjoyed with the Athenian authorities was so encompassing .
that they risked endangering their fledt in the Gulf of Korinthos |
in order to send its reinforcements té Kydonia - soley, it must
be kept in mind, on the word of their proxenos that he could
facilitate the capture of this important 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‘{ﬁeprived
of the proxenia.

The'other aspect of Nikias' proxenia nmidlwexmmt<;xéider
is its relationship to thelmilitary strategy of Athens and its
relevancy to intelligence activity. Nikias was the proxenos of
Athens 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, Nikias also pursued Athenian interests in Kydonia.

His promise to bring Kydonia over to the Athenian side implies
that he had contacts in -that city who were prepared to betray
it. Nikias had obviously cultivated contacts in a state distant |

from his own. The curious part of this is that Nikias had
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éstabliﬁhed his contacts with citizens of a city extremely hos¥#¥le
to Athens., This, I believe, implies two possibilities. On the
one hand, Nikias not only looked after Athenian interests in
Gortyn but was also responsible for keeping watch over other
cities in Krete: a factor may have been that at this time £he
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 Atheniaﬁ,cause
was to use an intermediary, in fhis case, Nikias. As a citizen
of Gortyn it was far more siﬁple for Nikias to travel in and
out of Kydonia then it was for an Athenian.

Another consideration is that the expedition 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
alternate reading. Connor's proposed chang;s would make Nikias
of Athens, the well 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
would also imply, moreover, that the Athenian Nikias enjoyed
such influence with the Kydonians that he could persuade them,

or at least one faction, to join the Athenian empire. This

requires the assumption that an Athenian, who was the proxenos

,0f Gortyn, would somehow have contacts with Kydonia, a city at a

considerable distance from Gortyn. Another consideration

which casts strong doubt on Connor's hypothesis is that the

-

i




s a

B T S r s A e NN e 28 KR s e ewwis £k Aewew bR n 6 TS

78

Athenian Nikias was the proxenos of Syracuse (biod.13.27.3-4).
As far as.it can be determined it was not customary for a man
to hold the proxenia of more than one city=-state.
Covert activities, such as the capture of city by
betrayal, played an important role in the warfare of | the Greeks.
It provided not only the surest method of taking a fortified
town but the cheapest in terms of casualties and ti e.l As
previous examples have shown, the proxenos, on some occasioqs,
played an essential role. Along with supplying thel state which
he represented with information relevant éo its interests, a
proxenos was ideally placed to facilitate covert activities.
He was very familiar not only with the political sjituation in
his own city but also with that in the surrounding states. At
times,~as in the case of Nikias, the proxenoi had|access to
cities where the state they represented did not. | They were
in the best position to make contact with political factions

and to arrange for the betrayal of a city. 1In &ffect this

is what Nikias of Gortyn attempted to do for the Athenians.

t

3

1 According to Adcock (1957:57), in ancient Greece, down to
the first phase of the Peloponnesian war, thre is no
record of a Greek city being stormed by Grejks.
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3.5, THE IONIAN ISLANDS

3.5.1 The Xorinthian Proxenoi in Korkyra

There existed a coherent balance of power in the Greek
wgrld (Fliess 1966:15) between the defeat of the Persians in
479 B.C. an& the outbreak of the Pelopbnnesian war in 431 B,C.
{Fliess3966+15). This balance of power was formally recognized
by the Athenians and the Peloponnesians in 446-5 B.C. when both
parties concluded what has been called the Thirty Years Peace.

All the allies on both sides were acknowledged in the treaty,
and it was stipulated that neither the Athenian Confederacy nor
the Peloponnesian League could admit into their alliance any
ally of the other (Thouk.l.llS;Dioé.lZ.?.1;Plout.g§£.22.3).

The spirit, if not the letter of this agreement; was
undermined by the&defensive alliance concluded between Korkyra
and Athens in 433 B.C. (Thouk.l.44.1;Diod.12.33.1-4). Technically,
the Athenians had every right to accept any uncommitted state ~
into their confederacy. The Korinthian envoys who weré
Qispatched to Athens with the expresspurpose of preventing an
alliance between Athens and Korkyra conceded as much when they
presented their 5bjectiéns to the Athenian Assembly (Thouk.1l.40.
2). The inherent threat to the status quo was characterized by
two factors. Korkyra and Kerinthos were at war and as an ally - =<
of Korkyra, Athens was bound to be dr;wn into hostilities with

Korinthos and ultimately with the Peloponnesian League. More

importantly, if Athens implemented the alliance to its full
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potential, the combination of the Korkyraian fleet of one hundred
and twenty triremes with the powerful Athenian fleet, could
deeisively upset the balance of naval power (Hammond 1959:319;
Fliess 1966:68). Conscious of the momentous decision to be made,
the Athenid&n Assembly débated the proposed alliance with Korkyra
for two days and finally accepted a defensive alliance with
Korkyra (Thouk.2.44.1-3;Diod.12.33.1-4). |

To prevent a general conflict with the Peloponnesians,
the Athenians restricted their participation in the alliance with
Korkyra to a token force of ﬁZn ships (Thouk.3.45.1). The
commanders of'the Athenian naval contingent were given strict
ﬂstrﬁctkms to commit‘their forces to battle only if tpe Korky-
raians were routed and if the Korinthians attempted to land
troops on Korkyra (Thouk.l.45.3;PhJﬂLEg£.29).‘ Events took an
unforeseen course and in August or Septemberaof 433 B.C. (Hammond
1959:319) the Korinthians near Sybota, engaged and defeated the
Korkyraian fleet. 1Initially the ten Athenian ships abstained
from the battle but when the Korinthian victory made a landing
on Korkyra imminent,ighe Athenian Ships were committed (Thouk.
1.50.3-5)-

Although the eng?gement of Athénian and Korinthiaﬁ
éhips at Sybota did not lead to war, the withdrawal of the
Korinthians' from western Greece had far-reaching conseguences.
The Greek world at that time depended upon three districts for
moéfrgf its grain supply: the area around the Black Sea, Egypt,
and Sicily. Before 433 B.C., the Athenians dominated éhe access

to the Black Sea region. After the defense treaty with Korkyra,

- -

1
3
3
1
i
1

‘i

o S s B



81

the Athenians had the means of potentially controliing the corn
supply from Sicily. The Athenian presence in Korkyra, moreover,
further aggravatéd the commercial rivalry between Athens and
Korinthos for the markets of the West. According to G.B. Grundy
(1948:1.322-30) the possession of Korkyra by Athens meant that

one power now controlled the th most valuable sources of foreign
corn and the Megarian decrees showed to the Peloponnesians the
"kind of use which Athens would be capable of making of such a
situation.

1 Despite the dramatic shift in the balance of naval
power that occurred after 433-32B.C. and the enhancement of the |
economic position of Athens vis-&8-vis trade with the West, war
was averted for another twelve months. At the same time the
relative weaﬁhess of the Peloponnesian naval forces in comparison
to @hose of the Delian League made military action by the
Korinthians against Korkyra difficult. On the othe; hand,
increased interference in the western markets by Athens and the
potential threat to the Sicilian grain supply by an Athenian
fleet, based at.Xorkyra, presented serious economic and strategic
problems for the Korinthians as well as for the other Peloponnesian
states, The strategic importance of Korkyra was dramatized in
415 B.C. when it was used by the Athenians as an assembly area
for the,Sicilian expedition (Thouk.6.30.1).

\ The key to the strategic situation in the yest was
Korkyra, since a great deal depended upon the future relationship

between *+he Korkyraians and the Athenians. The basis of the |

alliance between these two states was defensive inasmuch as it ~
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did not reguire either state to participate in offensive operations
instigated by the other partner (Thouk.l.44.1). Conseqguently,

as a non-aligned power in a strategic location, Korkyra became

a target of Athenién\and Peloponnesian pressure to commit herself
to one of the respective confederacies. The Korkyraians were
determined to maintain an illusionary neutrality and resolved to
continue their defensive alliance with Athens and renew their
friendshif with the Peléponyesians, after the outbreak of the
Peloponnesian War (Thouku3.7012). Unfortunately, such a position
}eft the Korinthians,and to some extent the Athenians, only one
option — to use subversion as a means of forcing the Korkyraians
to abandon their neutrality. This option would have been partic-
ularly attractive to the Korinthians since Korkyra's defensive
all%ance with Athens made a military solution difficult.

The Xorinthians devised a covert operation with the
express purpose of undermining the government of Korkyra and
placing in power men sympathetic to the Peloponnesian cause.

This operation originated just after the battle of Sybota and
was conceived xn order to implement what the Korinthian fleet had
failed to accomplish, namely the realignment of Korkyraian

4

foreign policy.l During this battle the Korinthians either

executed or sold into slavery all their K?rkyraian prisoners
|
except for two hundred and fifty (Thouk.l.55.1).:\ These

particular prisoners, according to Thoukﬁdides {1.55.1), belonged
' .

1 A dispute over Korinthian interference in Epidamnos, 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 with
Athens.

e <

w

-



83

to some of the most influential families in Korkyra and the
Korinthians planned to use these men in order to bring Korkyra over
to their side. Thoukydides does not offer any reasons why the
Korinthiangrbelieved 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 incentiyves 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 induce-

ments to attract the Korkyraians 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 given gtate were not uncommon; furthermore,
these relationships were held in great esteem and thus the
Korinthians could exXpect some co-operation from their Korkyraian
friends. Was this enough to motivate the Korkyraian prisoners
to work against their state? Indeed not; these prisoners had
themselves ambitions of ruling Korkyra and were prepared to
accept an alliance with the Peloponnesians, since it would have
been in their interest to assist the Korinthians. Regardless
of their motives, the Korkyraian prisomers agreed to work for
the Korinthians and to detachKorkyra from her alliance with
Atheﬁs {Thouk.3.70.1).

What followed next was a calculated act of subversion

perpetrated by the agents of one state upon another. An
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important element of the Xorjnthian plan was the role played by

e

thexKorinthian proxenoi in Korkyra, but even more significant
were the efforts of an Athenian "volunteer proxenos" in Kogrkyra,
to preserve and expand 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. ghwis 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 6dds with the oligarchs.
What Thoukydides omits to mention, is that the stasis in

g Korkyra originated not only from ideological differences between

Y

the factions but from the Korinthian efforts to bring Korkyra
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 aglserts that by the fifth 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 gtasis . Both the Athenians and the
Peloponnesians exploited ideology as a means of detaching the
allies of the other.

The Korinthians waited for six years té implement

their covert operations against Korkyra. A possible explanation
for their delay is that the Korinthians wanted a suitable

(. opportunity to execute their plan. In 427 B.C. the Korinthians
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arranged for the release of their two hundred and fifty Korkyraian
prisoners (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, the;efo;e, be

slow to react against the establishment of a pro-Peloponnesian

~
. ¢

gbvernment 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 off:;sive
alliance while they could still get favourable terms from Athens.
From the beginning of the war the Athénians were
victorious in the West. In 431 B.C. they took Kephallenia and
Sollion with little difgiculty (Thouk.2.30.1-3). In 429 B.C.
Phormio, the Athenian general, won two brilliant naval engageﬁents
in the Gulf of Korinthos against the Peloponnesian fleet, 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
imbalance 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 or,
for that matter, of the fleets of the other Peloponnesian states,
subversion was the only means by which the Korinthians could ,

effect changes in Korkyra. It became the task of the Korinthian
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proxenoi in Korkyra to arrange for the return of the Korkyraian

\
prisoners who had _agreedl to work for Korinthos. According to
Thoukydides (3.70.1), they accomplished this by raising a sum
of money which was required for ransoming the Korkyraian prisoners.
This was a ploOy, because if the Kor}g«yréian prisoners held by the
Korinthiéns were released without ransam it wuld have caused
suspicion. The Korinthian proxenoi were, furthermore, the only
individuals who could have served as intermediaries between the
Korkyraian conspirators and XKorinthos. As the official represent-
atives of that cityy the proxenoi could travel frequently to
Korinthos without causing suspicion. Their most important |
function may have been to supervise and cbserve the ,act’ffifties
of the Korkyraian conspirators. Without reports from these ;
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 Korkyraian conspirators to their fellow citizens, On the

other hand this backup did not prove necessary since, fram the mament when
the Korkyraian prisoners returned to Korkyra, they went from
citizen to citizen attemptiﬁg to rouse support for a move to
renounce the alliance with Athens (Thouk.3.70.1). These
efforts bore some fruit since the government of Korkyra did
renew the former treaty of friendship with the Pelobonnesians
although maintairfing }:he defensive alliance with Athens (Thouk.
3.70.2). This was a partial victory for the Korinthians and
the other Peloponnesian states. The returned prisoners did not

detach Korkyra from the defensive treaty with Athens but they
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were successful in preventing the Korkyraians from moving 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
identified with the Athenian cause. Accordingly, the returned
prisoners, who had become the agents of KXorinthos, brought
Peithi:as, the "volunteer proxenos" of the Athenians and leaéer
of the democratic Efaction, to trial, cha‘rging’him with attempting
to assist the Athenians in enslaving Korkyra (Thouk.3.70.3).

s

\ 3.5.2 Peithias of Korkyra

C The‘ term £0eronpbEevog -is mentioned only by Thoukydides
(3.70.3)wi»th 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 his services in the first
place. According to Gomme (1956:2.360), a "volunteer proxenos"
referred to an individual whose proxenia was not officially

° recognized by the state he attempted to represen‘t, or to an

individual whose appointment was not co;lfimed by his own state.
It would have been remarkable, under these circumstances, for
Athens to avoid making the leader of the Kovrkyraia,;r‘ democratic
faction fheir official representative if he had voluntgered his
services. It was not necessary, for the appointment of @ proxenos
to be confirmed by his own state, singe "a proxenos did not .have

(\\ ’ any special privileges there which required recognition., A /

(-
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plausible explanation is that Peithias had become a candidate

“

for the proxenia but his &ppointment had not become official by
the time of his trial. ¢

To what extent were the charges against Peithias true?
Thoukydides‘(3:70.6)does not reveal the answer to this gquestion;
he does, however, maintain that Peithias was determined to
convince‘the Korkyraiagsﬂto conelude an offensive alliance with
Atheps:. In fhis respect, PeitHias was working for the inferests
of Athens since the Korkyraians would be dragged into a war

- should they sign such an alliance - and war,

at this time, would not have been in the best interest of Xorkyra.

In 433 B.C., the Korkyraians had lost cénsiderebly in their
conflict with Korinthos (Thouk.1.54.2) and a new war would
further drain Korkyra's resources.

Despite eur lack of knowledge -of Peiﬁh;as’s motives,
he was considered by ;the agents ef Kerinthos as the first ﬂargeE

of. their covert operation. We may speculate, therefore, that

Peithias was_ perhaps working for the Athenians in tﬁe*same “

)

_capac1ty as the Korkyraian consplrators were for the Korlnthlans.

N The struggle that broke out in Korkyra between the =~ .

\

a&herants of the OfflClal alliance with Athens and tlose who

~a§voca§ed closer, ties with the Peloponnesians originated from

the attempts by the agents of Korinthos to prosecute Peithias.

Their attempt failed and Peithias, acquitted of the charges
brought against him, counter-attacked by instigating suits

against five of the wealthiest of the Korkyraian conspirators,

charging them with cutting the vine-poles from the sacred

.
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prec}ncts of % and Alkinous (%houk. .70.4). Peithias, by his
at;gck‘oﬂ the wealthiest and presumably the most péwe:ful of .
the Korkyraian conspirators: challenged the very heértlof his *
opposition. He was guccessful and five of the Korkyraian
conépiratbrs w?fe convictéd and fined one stater for each stake
cut (Thouk.?.;70.4~65€ Thoukydides (3.70.5) informs us"that‘ the
aﬁount of the fine was so excessive that it would‘héve financially
crippléd the five conspiratcrs; they, therefore, took refuge at®
the temples as supplicants and pleaded to pay their fines by

'

instalments. Peithias, however, responded by persuading the

asgbmbly, of which he was a member, neither to amend the law, nor to

permit payment by instalments (Thouk.3.70.5)."This was a seribug\.
setback for‘the'Korkyraiad conspirators. Not only did five of .

their number face financial ruin but they had to contend with

the real possibility that ?eithias' recent victory might increase

his prestige with the citizens of Korkyra and convince them to
L) ) @ ‘ .
accept an offensive alliance with Athens. Shortly after this,

the fears of the Korkyraian conspirators were confirmed when

: . . ‘s . gt . . .
* _they were informed that Peithias intended to persist in his !

A

f' ¢ kA e . . 1
attempt to bring about a comprehensive alliance with Athens

(Thouk.3.70.6). Consequently, the five condemned conspirators, ,

AL

along with many of their associates, entered the'assembly and

killed Peithias as well ;as Sixty of his followers (cf 3.70.6).

The few that managed to escape took refuge in an Athenian

; e

trireme which was docked in the harbour of Korkyra (cf 3.70.6).

This in itself is a significant indication of/the close relation-

hd .

ship Peithias and his followers had with Athens: those who
) - ]



arember
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survived did not t&rn to their fellow citize?i;for protection -

after all they were the victims of an unlawful act - but to the-

1

armed forces of Athens. We may conclude from this that Peithias

+

and his followers had served the interests of Athens faithfully
and quite naturally expected protection from the Athenian
trireme in the Harbour. Peithias' followers, however, not only

s !

found refuge on the Athenian ship but were transported to Athens

\ " (Thouk.3.70.6). The Athenians may have believed that Korkyra had

o

. . passed under the control of the pro-Peloponnesian faction and they

wished to confer with Rgithias‘ followers on what action to take.
x ; N .

. After the assassination of Peithias, the pro-Peloponnesian '

s

faction, which included the agents of Korinthos, attempted (to set
up a government and rally the population to their side. They

did ngtkrenouncé the defensive treaty with the Athenians and
. .

they adwocated a foreignlpoliéy of neutrality for Korkyrir(Thouk..

3.7l¥l). Furthermore,' the pro~Peloponnesian faction sent envoys

to Athens, hoping to persuade those Korkyraians who had taken

&

réfuge there, not to do anything prejudicial against'tﬂem, in”

order that Athens would not take any action agai?st Korkyra - L
.o (c£.3.71.2). Clearly then,, the pro4Peloponnesian faction, at
least for the time beiﬁg, desired to maintain the statﬁs—quo in

their relations with Athens. This may indicate that the

¢

Korkyraian conspirators, the agents of Korinthos, only formed

-

~ -part of the pro-Peloponnesian faction and could ‘not by themselyes

2

implement a dramatic shift in Korkyra's foreign policy.

. . . On the other hand, the Athenians did not accept the new

goversiment of Korkyra and arrested the envoys sent by the pro-

- ~ .
N
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because~they/Wéf€‘EBSIElosely identified with the interests of

Peloponnesian faction as goon as they arrived in Athens (Thouk?

3.72.1). Since the enyeys rapresented the new government of

Korkyra, an independent state, the Athenian action. was a

°

provocative gesture, suggesting that the Athenians were prepared

to intervene and.establish a government in Korkyra Which would be

sympathetic ‘to them. {This furtgsr implies that the survivind followers

of Peithias were Brought'to Athens in order to assist the

>

Athenians in planning the overthrow of‘%he oligaﬁﬁhic faction in
"Korkyra. As members of the democratic faction ang closely

identified with the interests of Athens, Peithias! foliowers had ;
every reason to throw in their lot with thé Athénians. The
enemips of Peithias and his follo@ers were in ‘control of Korkyra;
they tﬂémselves wounld, therefore, be in a precariouys position if

¢ - \‘
they ever returned home.

At the same time, an attempt was made by the Athenians.

to end hostilities between the factions in Korkyra by a compromise.
¢ 3 ]
Nikostratos, an Athenian general, arrived in Korkyra with twelve

triremfes and manaded to reconcile' the two opposingtfactions .
bf making them agree té an offensive alliance with Athens and by
punishing only twélve of the pro-Peloponnesian conspirators
(Thouk.3.75.1). If tﬁe surviving followers of Peifhias wgre
loyal citizens of Korkyra and not the agents of Athens, they
would have returned to Korkyra to participate in thex negotiations
between the factions. Their presence, however, was not.requixed

. - . . {
Athens. As events were later to demonstrate, a compromise was

not possible in Korkyra. As soon as a Peloponngﬁian ship

0



arrived,

81.1-5).
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the political situa;;on in Korkyra deteriorated

! (,‘ ,[ and the country was plunged into a savage civil war (Thouk.3.

These events provide us with an excellent example of

‘ the use of subversion through the proxenia. It was the

{ 5 Korinthian proxenoi in Korkyra who arranged the release of the

two hundred and fifty Korkyraian prisoners who had agreed to

o .
work in the interests of Korinthos. Their participation ¥gs

also necessar§#since they were the only link between Korinthos
and the conspirators. According to Losada (1972:92), not only
& F] «

were the Korinthian proxenoi part ofwthe'conspiracy, it is also

very likely that some of the oligarchs in Korkyra were also

involved. 1In this sense the conspiracy to subvert the governpent

[

+ - of Korkyra woeuld have assumed an ideological-dimension which may

, have masked the connection between the returned prisoners and

!

" ) Korinthos.

-.The foreign policy of Korkyra 'and Korinthos before

the Peloponnesian war was not guided by oligarchic or democrati

sentiments. This was demonstrated by the support which the

democratic government of Korkyra gave to the oligarchs in

-Epidamnos while oligarchic Korinthos supported 1itsdemocratig

“factioﬂ (Thouk.l.%}.&ihl:Zaﬁgg . The conspiracy against Korkyra

was; therefore, not implemented by the Korinthians to assist the

oligarchic faction in Korkyra; rather it was based on strategic

considerations. In the beginning only the Korinthian proxenoi

and those Korkyraians who had agreed to work for Korinthos

(x participated in subversive activities in Korkyra (Thouk.3.70.1).

!
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According to Thoukydides (3.70.3), it was the returned érisoners

fromanéinthos who brought Peithias to trial and of these only °

It seems-tnat it was .

only later, after the death of Peithias and the refusal of the

-

five, with some followers, killed him.

1 4

Athenians to recognize the new government in Korkyra, that the

conspirators were joined by all the membexs of thefoligaréhic

+

faction. When a Korinthian ship arrived in Korkyra, presumably

as a show of support to the new regiﬁe, the oligarchs tgok

W

advantage of‘yhe presence of this Pelopoﬁnesian force and

attacked the democrats (Thouk.3.72.2). This would not have been
1N -

possible unless most of the oligarchs had joined the conspirators

to make the assault. ' - )

It is interesting that the Athenian involvement in

Korkyra resembl&éd closely the actions of the Korinthians. The(

focal:point of théﬁgﬁzntelligence operation was the Athenian\

‘"Volupteer proxenos", Peithias{ While the Korinthians used their‘ 4

proxenoi to supervise Operations and to provide a link between the

Korkyraian conspirators and “themselves, the Athenian proxenos,

maintained a high profile agd operated in the open. Peithias"

' persistant attempts to bring Korkyra into an offensive alliance
with Athens, a‘policy designed to satisfy Athenian interests,
clearlymdemonstrated that the interests of ﬁorkfra éame second.

| Despite the tensions that Peithias' pro-Athenian policy caused

in Korkyra, he wasqdetéfmined to assist,Athehs*at any cost. In

-this respect the charge invoked by the agents of Korinthos against

Peithias, nafely of attempting to help the Athenians enslave

- /
Korkyra, was to a certain degree true,
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The evths in Korkyra provide us with an excellent

—

account of the agents of two'wax;fing powers, the Athenian
Confederacy and the Peloponnesian League, carrying. out subversufe
activities in order to push Korkyra into the camp of thelr
respective mastefrs. The role of the proxenia was a 51de11ne in
the Korinthian effort, while it was an essential element of the
Athenian operation in Korkyra.- In- both cases we have been able
to demonstrate an intéreeting aspect of the proxenia when it'

was used in an intelligence'role. It seems that, at least in,
the example of Korkyra, thquorinthién proxenoi we}e’employed

as intelligence officers and were not used to gather intelligence
nor to execﬁ\te covert operations directly. They maintained a low
profile by operating behind the scenes and by directing thase

who were employed to gather 1ntelllgence and to execute covert

operations. . . .

The Athenians "used their proxenos in a somewhat different

-

manner. Their attempt to change the foreign policy of Korkyra
was conducted as an overt operation. Peithias, the Athenian

proxenos, proceeded by legitimate means to influence the foreign

policy of Korkyra. 1t was, nonetheless, still an intelligende

operation since it is the means of conducting intelligence which

are covert or overt and not what they attempt hto accomplish.

Both the Korinthians and ‘the Athenians wanted to change the

foreign policy of Korkyra, but while their ultimate aim was the
! s

same the neans which they employed were different. The Korinthians

proceeded by covert means to accomplish their purpose and

organized a conspiracy to undermine the 'government of Korkyra.
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The Athenians, at first, did not desire to undermife the
established regime in Korkyra, only-to influence its foreign
polié§g .Later oﬁ, when the government of Korkyra was controlled
by Fhe,oligarchic faction and the Athenian'&ohxﬁEa:pnm@muf“ms
murdered by the agents of Koxinthos, the Atheniaﬁs changed

their tactics. fhey evacuated Pe?thias"followers to Athens
and may have intended to use them against the new government
in Korkyra. It is interesting that Peithias' followers were-
granted the political asylﬁm which Peithias would have had if
he had” surv1ved the attempt on hlS life. Peithias and his
followers dld not engage in subver51on, but 11ke the agents of
Korinthos who did attempt to undermlne the,government of Korkyra,
they wanted the foreign polity of their country to serve the
interests of ‘another state. 1In this ‘respect anothef dimension
was added to the proxenisrin Korkyga. The recipients of this
prestigious office were employed to subvert the intérests of-

v

Korkyra and advance the cause of their patron-states.
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Part 4.1 Categories =~ 1 ‘ , ',
4.1.1 Thé Appoiﬁ%ment of Proxenoi ‘ . :

7 ‘ . s * ] : .
Examples of proxenoi functioning as intelligence agents ‘
- “ I ’
which have been presented in this study fall into three distinct

-

-+ categories: a) individuals who have been given the proxenia as
[N a reward for providing intelligence services; b) those indivi- \&
dugls who, while serving as proxenoi[ functioned aé intelligeﬁce
agents; c¢) those wnd were designated proxenoi specifically so :
that they would carry out irtelligence workf. . ‘
‘Iq the first category we includé: Apollodoros of‘
Selymbria (cf ,3.3.4), Arkhelios and Heraklides of Byzgntion

({ (cf- 3.3.5), Phanokritos of Parion (g¢f 3.3.7), Philiskos of

Sestos (3.3.8), Ekphantos' asgociates (cf 3.4.2), and Peithias
) gf'Korkyra (cf 3:5.2). ,These men were appointed because of
the%r ﬁ}ior par?icipation‘in inteiligence activify and we can
assumé that 'they continued.to supply their glieﬂts with informa-
tion and that they perfoxmediothef clﬁndestiAe work on behalf of -
their patrons. : .
Dosumentary evidence has also been provided in this study
for proxenoi belonging to the seconé éategory. ?his group
{ ' includes: Strophakos of Khalkidice (cf 3.2.3), Bolydamos of
Pharsalos (cf .3.235), Nikias of‘Gortgn-(cf 3.4.5), the

-

i _ ) Athénian proxenoi 'in Mytilere (cf» 3,4,3), Ekphantos of Thasos
i . - < .
; (- (cf 3.4.2), and the Korinthian proxenoi in Korkyra (cf 3.5.1).
i v " “q*
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An example of a proxenos who is classified in the third
(Q © category is Nymppodoros of Abdera (cf 3.2.1). Hg was awa}ded s
- the proxenia by the Athenians in order t§ improye their strate-

N gic pos%tioéfin’Thrake.‘ As a result of Nymphodoros' efforts,

Sitalkes, king of the Odrysians in THrake, became an important
| ryg P

~ally of the Athenians and one who, supplied Athens with a force

. of Thrakian cavalry and peltasts. Other proxenoi sucEJég;_,A
s Polykles, Peraieas, and Aristopoulos of Byzantion (cf .3.3.3)

b -

were also given the proxenia for the specific purposgfof

% -conducting intelligence work. These men were sent to jein the
\ Athenian forces in the Hellespont as advisors to the Athenian

commanders., The most remarkable evidence of 'a proxenos belonginyg

to this category is found in the %pisode of Apollophanes (IG iZ.

(; 59; cf 3.4.4.). He is praised for services which he rendered
4 .
to 'the people and soldiers of Athens and is awarded the proxenia.

¥ \ ~

! Apollqphahes was then instructed to keep watch over those guarding

% “ the harbour area of Notion. The interesting aspect of this
i . !

example is that the task of 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.gafrison suggests that the presence of Apollophaﬂes ’

. .
was considered sufficient to ensure the security of the harbour:

[

4.1.2 Subdivision of Intelligence Acti%ity
. . % fine ;;ne exi§ts between the function of an intelligence
agent and the work of a spy. An inte&liéed&e agent is employed

to process information and to organize, va;&ous’types of clandestine

( } activity. A spy is an individual who collects the information by

ry
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covert means and participatés directly in/intelligence
p operations. Proxénoi wege often individuals who enjoyed a
great deal of prestige and prominencg in their cities; this

enabted them to intervene e'ffectively on lbehalf_ of their patrons,

e

. 3
by transmitting information and by participating in varicus
types of intelligence work. If the prb:ig‘poi were employed /

. ¢ . NN . '?
™ merely to act as spies, they would have lost their credibility \ ‘

toe

and their actions would havé been under close scrutiny; if this v

was the case they would have been of little assistance to their

[y

patrons. '

@

Intelligence activity falls into two categories, active

PPN

. and passive. ' Active'intelligence requires the use of political

.

intervention by the agent of one state to subvert the interests

’P})f another state. This occurs in many fashions but the most
common are assassination, sabotage, subversion, and the instiga-
tion of political disruption and revolution, Passive intelli-

i

gence involves essentially the collection of pertinent.political

and military information through overt and covért means,
; . . N

4.1.2a Information Gathering (Passive Intelligence)w

-
.

. It is éignificani: that the activities of the proxenoi p
discussed in this study, can be-.classified into well-defined types

of intelligence work. Polydamos of Pharsalos (cf 3.2.5),

- i

T Y clearly def:p::ed his role as-the proxenos of Spérta by stating 1
i that it was hhi’s duty to kring to the attentjon of the Spartans 3‘

any information which was pertinent to the military and poli- r* j
, /tical interesf; of Sparta. Xem;phon (Hell, 6.1.4), quotes his

words to the Spartan a‘e‘.’sembly:' N\

‘«.\
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Polydamos gaye the Spartar{s valuable information aBout Igson's

plans (Xen. Hell. 6.1. 5-13) but he also evaluated the intelli-
q
gence he collected and made useful recommendatlons ‘for Sparta's

future course of action in Thessalia. Xenophon (Hell. 6.1.2) Y
t - "—“‘—‘ r

informs us that Polydamc;s was a prominent man in(l‘heSSalia who

enjoyed the confidence of the Spartans. " This islhow Pélydamos\ '

. S ‘
was easily able to acquire information about Iason's plans, 1In
% ' { ’ ’

this way, his role as a proxenos was not that of a é‘py, rather

he functiorned as an intelligence agent. The term "intelligenteyp

agent" did not exist in the Greek world but the function of this

o

term is synonymous with the employment of proxenoi in inforznation—‘-

gathering and other activities of intelligence work. .
Phanokritos of Parion (cf 3,3.7) was awa;rdeci' the‘pro—-
xenia by the Athenians because he brought valuable information
concerning the movements of tine enemy fleet. The text (1Gii?
29) reads: ", oEneL i ‘n[alfl)]fwyuis Tols otpatnyols nepl [t&v] .
vledv 18 napan)\q?* xal el ol otpar[nyol-[t]1énteavTo, tadrwoav
. . v & - [
&v aft] zplilfpeltlglt) al morépear...™ "IQe verb napfiyyetie
derives from” mapayyéle "to pass oh or transmit a message" (LJS9
sv napayyéiw) and it may stlggest that Phanokrltos did not go
in person to present his 1ntelllgence :Lnferatlon, rather he
transmitted the 1nform§t10n via other means We may speculate

2 ] . S
on how he g\cquired the information in the first place. He m/ay

- : s [
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have used spies or other payed informénts; by so doing

Phanokritos would be the intermediary between the source who

LTy

collected the data and the Athenian commanders who Teceived the

intelligence information.

r

A parallel example exists in the case of Philiskos of
Sestos (see 3.3.8B), who was granted the proxegid for his service

to Athens: “dvhp ‘Av]-lalbdg éyiveto [mept Tdv 6fpov Tdv

"A8mv]atewy pmvboag t{dv tdv BuZavrttwv otéh (?)lov,... (IG 112,

133). In this instance the use of the word umvboeg indicates
that Philiskos provided information to the Athenians regarding
the location of the fleet of Byzantion. The participle punvboag

derives from the werb punvbw "to discdose what- is secret, reveal,

n g . . i T
make known" (LJS” s.v. pnvde), and the aggéctlve pnvutfip means

9

"informer, guide, one who shows, reveals" (LJS® s.v. unvotfp).

This clearly ingicatgs_the covert nature of Philiskos' actions
with regard to the information he brought to the Athenians.

When the Mytilenean oligarchs decided to rebel against the
Delian League the Athenian .proxenoi in Mytilene informed their

patrons of the plans of the oligarchs. According to THoukydides

a

(3.2.3):

... Tpbkevor "A8mvatov, pnvutal ylyvovrar Tolg

"Agnvatore &t EuvownlZovow te thy Afofov £¢ Thy

MoteAfivny Btg nal tHhv napaoxevf)v Enaocav petd

Aaxebarpovieov wxal Boiwtdv Evyyevdv Evtov énl

dnootdoer énelyovrar® wal el ph Tilg npoxatarfiyetatr
. #i6n, otepfoecbar adtodg Afopov. )

It is interesting that Thoukydides employs the noun pmvuvtal

to gescribe the Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene and thus indicates

~

the covert nature of their actions.
N\

It is poséible to conclude from these examples that the

A
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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 assembly was probably a combination of both overt
;nd covert intelligence as was the information Phanokritos of
Parion (cf §L3.7) delivered to the Athenians. The terminolégy
exmploved to describe the actions of Philiskos of Sestds (cf
3.3.8) and of the Athenian proxenoi in Mytilene certainly defines
the covert nature of the service which they provided to their

patrons.

‘ 4.1.2b Poiitic%§ Intérvention (Active Intelligencdce)
Political intervention in the form of subversion, assass-
ination, or _instigation of revolution played a si;nificant
part ;n 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 internal affairs of ahother;
2 the role of proxenos thus often resembled that of an "agent
provocateur”. ) .
The Athenians made Nymphodoros of Abdera (3.2.1) their
proxenos; as a result he used his influence upon Sitalkes, the -
.king of the Odrysians in Thrake, to persuade him to become an
al}y of Athens (Thouk. 2.29.1). Nymphodoros was aé}e to provide
further assistance to the Athenians by bringing about a reconcili~
aéiOn between them and Perdikkas of Makedonia; in addition he
'arranged o send the Athenians a force of Thrakian cavalry and
peltasts (Thouk, 2.29.;—7). In this instance the Athenians

supplemented their diplomatic efforts in Borthern Greece by using

the influence of Nymphodoros to acquire the alliances of Sitalkes

-
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"and Perdikkas. N&mphodoros, 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.l3.29.l).
As the proxenos of Athens, Nymphodoros became a partisan
supporter of the Athenian cause and the representap}ve of

Athenian influence at the court of Sitalkes,

The Athenians recognized the wvalue of political inter-
vention as a form of warfare and often utilized the proxenia
for this purpose. According to Demosthenes (20.60):

to¥to 6 'ApxEéBrov wal ‘Hpaxrelbdnv, ol BuZdvriov
napadbvteg BpaocvBobre xvplouvg dpdc énolnoav tob
‘EAAmondvtou, dote Thv Sexdtnyv dnobdobal xatl
xpnudtov ednopfoaviag Aaxebarpoviovg dvayrboal
toLdvTny, olav dputv é66xer, noifloachal Thv

elphvnv, v, & Evbpec *ABMvatlot, petd Tabt’
Exnecbvtev Eynpioach’ d&nep, otpar, oedyovouy
edyépTarc 61 'bpag npoo¥xe, mpofeviav, edepyeoiav,
<dtéretav dndvreov (seev3.10) .

x

In 429 B.C. the Athenians’&évg?ﬁqﬁ a fleet whose o?;gptive
LY e
/ Py »
was to reinforce Phommio's fleet in the Gulf of Korinthos.
t': 3
This diversion ‘to Krete was. the result ef a recommendation
sk T -

by Nikiaé,?§,4.5), the Athenian proxenos in Gortyn.

Thoukydides (2.85.5) informs us that: “"Nuxtag ydp Kpdg loptdHviog

. npbEevog &V melfer- adrode Enl Kudoviav nhedoar, pdonwv

" npponothoery adtdyv oboav nokeplav”. Another example of

g#ctive intelligence used as a means for pq%itical inter-

vention is the case of Thrhsyboulos (3.4.2) capturing Thasos

-

for the second time i 390-389 B,.C, with the assistance of
{ .

the pro-Athenian factien (De@. 20.59), After the Peace of

Antalkidas (386-385 B.C.) the oligarchs returned tp

pover in Thasos and one of their first¥acts was to banish

§ g
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the men who had assiétgd Thrasyboulos and Ekphantos, the Aihenian
proxeqos’(Dem. 20.59-60). Consequently, the Athenians made these
mén éroxenoi and benefactors of Athens (Dem. 20.60). The p
potential threat of political intervention through the use of
the proxenia was a'major 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 been the cause for the murder of the
Athenian préxenos in Kos when the—island rebelled from the
Athenian Alliance in 364 B.C. (IGii%.111) 3

The Korinthians, sometime in 433-432 B.C,, deviéea a
covert operation with the definéd purpose of uhdermining the
governmént of Korkyra and of placing men in pbwer who.were
sympathetic to the Peloponnesian cause (3.5.1). The plan
originated 'after the battle of Sybota and,according to Thoukydides
(1.55.1), the Korinthians intended to use some of their Korkyiaian
prisoners to accomplish this: “nevtfhrovra 6% wal Sraxoolovg
bhoavtes épdbracoov xat év Bepanclq efxov moAry, dnwg adrotc Thv
Képnvpav &vaxmpﬁoavreg npoonothoetav," An important element of
the Korinthian plan was the role élayed by the Korinthian proxenoi
in Korkyra. It became théir task: to arrange the return of the
Korkyraian prisoners by raising the sum of money required to pay
the ransom (TPhouk. 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 inﬁa a state of revolution. According

to Thoukydides (3.70.1): . .

e ket

b st
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"ot ydp Kepxupalot ﬁcracLagow, dnerdd ot aaxuakwton
frbov GUTOLQﬂUT*E%‘TQV nspt "EntBapvov vavpayLdv
Und Koptvliov deedlvTeg T@ rev Adygp drtawnooiwv
TaAdvrov Tolg npoEévoLg vnuévor, Epyp 6t
nensuousvon Kopivdiorg Keﬁw pav npocnouﬁoan.

!
LS

The first part of the Korinthian plan was succgssful;
although the Korkyraians did not "sever their ties with Athens
they agreed to renew their former friéndship with the
Peloponneﬁians whilq maintaining the defensive alliance with ¢
the Athenlans (Thouk. 3.70.2). Consequently, the agents of

Korinthos 1nten51f1ed their efforts to bring Korkyra over to
' the Peloponnesiin camp bx attacking in the courts Peithias, .

the £6celonpbievog of Athens (3.70.3-4). They accused Peithias of

-

, but’ he was acquitted

..’Aeﬁva£0Lq TtHv Kipwupayv xatabouviodv"

‘of the chargéé and he brought counéer suits against five of the

wealthiest Korinthian agents,xwho were found guilty and condemned

to pay a ruinous fine (Thouk. 3.%0.5). |
At the same gime Peithias persisteé in his efforts to

persuade the Korkyraiahs to conclude an offensive and defensiye

alliance with the Athenians (Thoukr 3.70.6). Consequently, the

agents of Korinthos in order to avoid paying the heavy fine and

to prevent an effensive alliance between Korkyra and Athens

broke into the Korkyraian boule and murdered Peithias along

with sixty of his followers (Thouk. 3,70.6). :
The use of political intervention by the Korinthiéns and

Athenians in Korkyra depicts two different facets of active

intelligence. The Korinthian approach used political inter-

]

vention, through their intelligence agents, Es an extension of
warfare; what the force of arms failed to ac omplish for the
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quihthians again;t Korkyra, the use of subversion aimost
achieved. The Korinthians, through their proxenoi made it
possible for the Korkyraian prisopers to return and thgs initiate
their plot against the government of Xorkyra. According to
Thoukydides (3.70.1), the Korkyraian prisoners upon tﬁeir
return began to agitate against Athens: "Enpacoov odrot
Exaotov TOVY NOALTHY peTidvteg, &nwg dnootrhowotv ‘ABnvatlwy
THv néruvv". The Korinthian proxenoi, However, oﬁce they had
raised the money for ransoming the Korkyréian prisoners,
receded into the background and worked behind ﬁhe scenes. We

can speculate that they continued to play a promin%nt part in

the conspiracy by transmitting messages between the Korkyraian

prisoners and Korinthos so that the conspiracy to undermine 7§

©

the goﬁernment of Korkyra proceeded according to plan.

The Athenian approach to political invefvention in
Korkyra did not represent an'exteﬁsion of wdrfare, as in the .
case of the Korinthians., Rather it characterized another
dimension of Athenian foreign policy. The interests of Athens
in Korkyra were activély pursued by Peithias by means which, in
their overtness, contrast with the clandestine efforts of the
Korinthian proxenoi and the Korkyraian prisoners. This
difference of approach arcse from the fact that Kérinthos had
been in a state of war with Korkyra and the memory of that
conflict was still fresh in the minds of most Korkyraians,
Consequently, the Korinthian proxenoi were wvulnerable to charges
of collusion with the Kbrinthians; they were thus forced to

remain behind the scenes in the conspiracy.
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Part 4.2, Historical Development j

4.2.) Dpistribution of,(Intelligenée) Proxenoi in the .

Hellespont Region

By the end of the Peiopodﬁsian War, control of the corn:

supplyybecame a majo? objectiqg of internal and external

Athenian policy (Hopper 1979:54), According to Hasebrock
(1933:146), the importation of corn by individuals was always
regarded as a special service and as a patriotic act.( The
Athenians, in addition to mi}itarylsafeguard§, frequently passed
legislation to protect their suppliegs. We know from Demosthenes
h£34.37) that it was against the law for an Athenian resident to
export corn to another city and that two-thirds of the grain which
entered the Piraeus had to remaig in Athens (Arist. Ath. Pol.
F¥.4). It was, moreover, illegal for an Athenian to lend money

to a merchant invdlved with the impoitation of corn to any state
other than Aéhens {Dem. 35.51) . Indeed, the entire food supply
in Athens was controlled by alspecial bogrd of officials

-
called sitophylakes who were responsible for controlling prices

2

and distribution of the grain imports (Arist. Ath. Polit. 51.3;

Ll

Lys. 22.5). In this sense, Athens serves as an example of the

problems facing many Greek city-states who were dependent
upon foreign imports for their food supply.

An important element for the well-being of most Greek
states was not only guaranteed access to grain but also a secure

ey

route to other strategic supplies, such as timber for shipbuilding.

e e IR
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Domination of éﬁe t;ade routes to wheat and timber ﬁarkets
. represented an important advantage in t;a international
relations of the Greeks (Pouilloﬁx 1954: passim),—since the
4 city which controlled the sea wielded a powerful weapon against
pétential enemies. In fact, control of the corn and timber
) supplies gave the Athenians the instrument by‘which they could
dominate othgr states (Hopper 1979:53). This Athenian advantage
was to a largeuextent dependent 'upon secure access to the Black
Sea region with its abundant supplies of gfain and lumber
(Hopper 1979:53-55). Athenian interest in this area almo;t
coinéided with the emergeﬁce of Athens as a major power in the

-

.Greek world.

Unfortunately, very little is known about the cities in
the Euxine district, but thg discovery of Athenian red figure
pottery is one way of knowiﬁg that this érea lay within the

‘ébhere of Athenian trade (Machonald 1979:49). Bailey (1940:62-
64) suggests that the presence of Athenian black figure ware at
Troy indicates that the Athenians began to show interest in this
area as early as ca. 607 B.C. and started tradinélfor corn and
timber by 594 B.C. Hopper (1979:53) maintains that Athenian
ﬂinvolvement with the Black Sea region originated sometime after
the Peréian wars (490-479 B.C.) and Noonan (1973:231-242)
postulates that the Euxine dis£rict only became a major source

*0f trade in the fifth century B.C.

The Athenian concern with this region reguired a great

deal of effort in safeguarding the trade routes to the Black

Sea area and in times of war in preventing access to these

N - ) &

o
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routes by other states (MacDonald 1979:4). " To this end, the
Athenians place;'a special group of officers called
hellespontophylakes (ca.430 B.C.) at Byzantion to control
shipping through the Hellespont (IGi2.57.32—56) and, according“
to Xenophon (gg;;.’l.l.36), they aL§o maintained a sqha@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 intelliggnce agents 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 tﬁe focal point of
numerous military campaigns and the setting for several
intelligence operations (cf 3.3.2; 3.3.5; 3.3.6). This was

/

also the case with otheﬁ states fn this region since the major

. Greek powers struggled éor control of the north eastern Aegean

and the Hellespont from the beglnnlng of the Peloponnesian War
to the middle of the fourth century B.C. Consequ?ntly, the
citiéé located in this region became ideal places for the
employment of proxenoi engaged in information gathering and the
battleground for clandestine operations (cf 3.3.4; 3.3.7;
3.3.8; 3.4.1; 3.4.2).

%

Although this is most noticeable in the North-Eastern

_ Aegean and the Hellespont, a similar pattern seems to have taken

place in other areas which were strategically important to the
corn routes. This was the case with the Athenian (cf 3.52) and
Korinthian (cf 3.5.1) prbxenoi in Korkyra and the Athenian

proxenos (cf 3.4.3) 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
cad

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 Proxenia -

From the earliest period of Greek history until the
first half of the fourth century B.C, the office of proxenos
represented an aﬁcient and honourable relationship between a
private citizen 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 thé same'courtesy for
her own proxenoi. On the.other hand, )the proxenia was open to
abuse and, as we have demonstrated, il was adapted by some
states to serve their political and military interests. The
Athenians in particular realized the éotential of the proxéhia
as an instrumenf of empire and, by the middle of the fifth
century B.C., created a new office, the episkopid, which may
have sérved as an intermediary betwee% the Athenian proxenoi
abroad and Athens.

An eptskopos, according to Meiggs (1972:213), was an
Athenian visiting commissioner sent to investigateé reﬁorf 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 episkopos are limited. Two

«
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inscriptions (IGiZ.lO; IGi2,66? ML.46), one of which deals with

Erythrai, and a passage in Aristophanes'’ Birds (102}) offer
a glimpse into the activitie§ of the episkopoi. 1In the‘éase
of the Erythraian decree (IGiz.lO) the episkopoi, are eﬁployed'
by’ the Atheﬁians to supervise the establishment of a democratic
council in Erythrai while the phrourarchos is made responsible

-

fonﬁfafeguardlng the mew government: [’Ano]-xvapePoac{i AJE wal

"xateo[T]Eoar viv psv‘rév Bordv td¢ [énion]- o[n]og xaL[Tév]

$plolpaxov, TS 6% Aownov tiv Poidv xal vdv [@pbpl-apyxov. It is

episkopoi was of a limited duration and their re31dence in
Erythral temporary; the permanent Athenian representatlve was
the phrourarchos. According to the other document (IGi .661ML,
46) the episkopoi are to ensure that tpe tribute be collected
and brought to Athens each year: e
..Krevilac elne tt] ulﬁ—“
oAdv xail Tdg dpyxloviag év] tEo-
; n6heocr wal 1o¢ [éniond]nog £
nipéhiobar hénlog &v yoludré-
yaraukho pbpog wlatd Td ¥Elvog h-
. EagTOV xaL é;d[YETQL] "ABEva- ‘
Zeo.. .
Meiggs (1969:119) étipulates that this decree was én attempt
by the{Athenians to regulate the collection of trﬁbute, elimi-
nating incomplgte and inconsistent)paymen£é from their allies.
The reference in Aristophanes' Birds (1021) is even more
tantalizing. According to this passage, when the episkopos

arrives in "Cloudcukoobury" to supervise the new constitution,

2
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‘may have beepn.the Athenian response to the need of acguiring more

y -

v

. ‘ 112
2 s . g
his first question is: "IMod npbEevor." The implica?ion bf
this guestion is that the episkopos wants to find the proienoi
of Athens in q;derbto get an u§-to~da£e report on the political

situation in "Cloudcukoobury".

-« ! H

‘Based on this evidence it is not possible to draw any
definite conclusion about the rglationship 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 that this
office was created,vin part, to facili%ate better contact °
between Athens and her proxenoi abroad.‘ The eptiskopoi, moreover, ;
informatioq guickly” about the external and internafnaffairs‘of !
éliies. The proxenia waS”?n office which did not carry a salary
and the rewards- and privileges to the recipients became

. "y
available only when the proxenos was forced to seek asylum in
the city he represented. Consequently, the proxenoi wouldXhave
incurred the expense of travel to their patron states in the

execution of their duties. The employment of episkopoi may

have been one means of fécilitating the transmission of informa-
i {

tion collected by thé proxenoi and of assuring a consistent and
regular flow of intelligence to the Athenians. This wéé
particularly prevalent ‘when the»progenos was_swayed by functional
considerations. As Perlman (1958:185-101) has demomstrated, the
proxenia, at least by the fourth century B.C., did not so much

represent the foreign and internal policies of a state as much

as they represented the faction dominati%g that state. Candidates
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for the proxenia were usually sponsored by politicians

-

representing oligar&hic or democratic factions (Perlman 1958:

186). Occasionally, some of the proxenoi were.themselves )

. ~

leaders of factions in their own cities. This was the, case

v

with{ Kimon (cf pp.10-11), Kallias (cf pp, 10-11), Nikias (cf pp,

i1 - © oo
10-.11), Alkibiades {(cf pp. 10-11), Demosthenes (cf pp.10-11),
Peithias of Korkyrad (3.5.2) and Ekphantos of Thasos (3.4.2). f

According to Chroust (1954: 280-288), 1oyalty‘to a political

v

faction often transcended allegiance to the city-state. This
¢ - . ‘

point is demonstrated by the activities of the proxenoi which

we have discussed 'in this study. ‘ r i

¥
- 4

The attachment of the proxenos to thé faction of his
own city and to the faction of the state which he represented
became more prevalent from the second half of the fifth century

& s
B.C. and coincided with the use of.some proxenoi as intelligence

A ¥

agents. The Peloponnesian war accelerated the process as more

and more prokenoi cast aside all 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

o .
demonstrated that the proxenia was used as an extensijon of:

warfare (Active Intelligence cf 4.1.2b) and as gmeans of
gathering political and military information (Passive Intelligencé
cf 4.1.2a). The participation of proxenoi in these types of

K ]

intelligence activities and their association with polifical

®

factions debased the office of proxenos from a\position of

honour and prestige to that of a mere rewdrd to ‘an informer, an

"agent provocateur" and an award for a foreign lobbyist.

° ]
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Xenophon, for example, was made proxenos of, Sparta because of

I

s SnAATA e

his pro-Lakadaimoni sympatéées and his services'to the
b4

Spartan king (Diog. Lgert.2.51-52). He was not made, howevef,

-

the representative of the Spértans in Athans but their proxeﬁoﬁ@ o

at Skillos (Diog. La%Ft. 2.51-52). This appointment resultéda 4
from the fact that Xenophon was banished from Athens and as X N
such he could not have served as the Spartan proxenos in his =

home state. Conéequently, another suitable city was found for
him. éince it was customary to grant the proxenia to a native
6f the city who was usually a prominent citizen, the appointment
of Xenophog was a deviation from nogpal practice. The’award of
proxenia to Xenophon was simply a reward for'his co&mitment to :

” -

the Spartan cause. ‘s a relative stranger in Skillos his use-

fulness to the Spartans was limited, since he did not have the
contacts amongst the citizens of Skillosh%r the knowledge of .
the region to execute effectively his duties as the representa-
tivé«of Sparta. In this instance the proxehia became the means |
by which the Spartans expressed their gratitude to Xenophon ;nd
formally recognized his ideological commﬁtment to thei} state

This politicization of the roxe;ia was a factor in the evenQ;Ll
decline of the prestige -accorded this office since it c&sf to’

be regarded as ; title which was given out generously and
indiscriminately. - A o

#
It is not surprising, therefore, that by the middle of

the fourth century B.C. the title of proxenos is associated

S

with factional politics and becomes synonymous with treachery

and bribery. Aiskines (2.141l) accused Demosthenes of eacher&

-
L]
.

N
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as well as being the proxenos of Thebes:

.0noretnouévng &6 Eybpas gavepdc diiinng
npbg @nﬁauoug ®nal ®5TTalooq, T671e dndrbvTo
at np&Eerg 0O BHL épé, NG BLd THV oMy
npoﬁocLav nal Thv npdg Onpalovg npoievuav

He adds to his” argument by statlng

LR
ng obv odxn &v betvd mddoripr, &l xawnyopoBvTog
§ 7 wiv Am oceévoug Tbu Onmpaiav npo&évou xal
novnpo a@gu TRY Ekknvwv, ovvayopevdvrwy 6F
pot dwxERvV xal BOLmeV aKOan,... i
Earlier in the speech Aiskhines (On the Embassy .89-90),
LN

defending himself against charges of negligencenby Demosthenes

and Timarkos, states that:

elpnxe 6t OGTog’npég Opdc , nppd TolTo

. BLagbapfvaL Td Kspooﬁkznrou npdyuata,
8t tHg npecﬁELug &v Nyepdv évd watl °
xaTeunuepnx&§ nap bplv, adtod wxelebovtog

ax 461G Bpgunv Hudg L&vau Kepoofhéntov

nokuopxouuévou, XGL 6Lupwptﬁpu06at $Lhlnng
TGUTG puh noLeélv, odxn HBEAMoa, &AL’ Exaeﬂpnv &
Ev ‘Rped, xal ot ovpnpéopers, npokeviag
xaTaoxevaZOuevor.

Deinarkhos~ (l.44f’char&@d Demosthenes with manipulating the

Yoy

grant of Athenian citizenship and the proxenia to foreigners
as a means of lining his own pockets:

A Td ypavyar Taupoo®évny “ABnvalov elvar, <Tdv>

Tod¢ piv adtob norlta¢ xataboviwodpevov, THG

6’ EbBolag 8rng uer& Tol 46erpod Kakléou npodédtnyv
@LXLnn@ yeysvnpevov, 8v o0x émcuv ol véuou

Tﬁq "Abénvatlov xépag entBaiverv, el 8¢ pf), tolg
eVtols Evoyov givar xshebovouy ogonsp &v TLS TV
¢euyévrwv EE Apetou ndyov xa tly. xal Tourov
OOTOQ o 6nu0TLx6q uuetepov eypaW& nodltnv ELVGL
nepL To0Twy 00V uaprupag buly 66T xahelv, n nepl
THv &Xva doovg odTog yEypage npoEsVoug elvat

XGL Aenvatoug, <e{Ta>, 1pdg T "Admvag, oleod’ .
autov GpoybprLov usv XGLQELV KauﬁavovTa, xpvolov

8§’ elxoor Tdhavt’ odx &v AaBelv; .

In 353 B.C. the exiled democrats of Rhodos appealed to Athens

for help but failed to convince the Athenians. Demosthenes



.
) L P e e e T T P o v e a X e bt

116

(15.15-16) , took up their cause again in 351 B.C. but he -

emphasized that, although he pleaded their cause, he was not

‘

the proxenos of Rhodos: "xal tadt’od&endnot’elinov &v, el 1d

‘Posiwv SfAue pbvav hyobunv cuvppépelv” obte yap npofevd T
avbpdy obtiidiq Eévog adTdv Lééeig éotl por."

Demades, a pro—Makedonian Athenian politician tried to
assert his influence in Athens by moving numerous decrees of

which many were grants of proxenia (Perlman 1958:188-189). 1In
o
336 B.C., for example, Demades pushed a decree through the

Athenian assembly granting the title of proxenos to a Makedonian

2

in Philip's court (IGii“.240). At about the same time he proposed ;

to award the proxenia to Euthykrates, the pro-Makedonian commander
of the Olynthian cavalry who in 349 B.C. betrayed Olynthos to :
@ Philip (Dem. 8.40; 19.341; Diod. 16.53). The decree was passed

but Hyperides (Frag. 19) entered a “vypagh napevépwv" against
Demades and accused Euthykrates of being Philip's agent:

“A utv ydp odtoc eloxexbutwev, obx Exet TAC .
arnbels altiag tHG npoZeviag” éyo 6&, el et npdEevov
bulv adtdv yéveoBar, 65L& tobtov TebEetar ypafag
elopépw, (Eneivta 10 YfAoropa -elopéper’) 5ebbybat
adtdv eivar npbEevov, &ti 1d @Lrlnne ocuppépovra

xal Aéyet watl moiel,...
kS

It is quite possible that once the proxenia became so
closely identified with the political factions and the loyalty ‘
of the proxenos shifted”entirely”to his clients, the intélligence
role Qf:thisoffice diminished. Indeed, after the fogrth century
B.C. there is no evidence ;f proxenoi participating in any kind
of intelligence activity. The wvalue 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 other clandestine : a
-

activities and to provide these services on behalf of the ;

state he represented. \ !

One of the most controversial activities conducted by
certaiq intelligence organizations in peace timg is subversion.
pminéus connotations arise from the fact that subversion ‘ }
indicates a form of integference by one country in the internal
affairs of another. The necéssity for such interference derives
from the need to undermine the stability of é government without
resorting to war. In wartime, subversion is also an effective 5
weapon used by one state to bring about the dollaﬁse 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
since it constituted an effectivé means of breaking up’allianées
or weakening an enemy fro& within. This was particularly evident
when outright hostilities existed between confederacies of cities,
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 pqsed to the established regimes of
the city~-states was equally hnderstood by the Greeks and some
attempts were made to combat this threat (cf p. ; 3.4.1; 3.4.4).

The use of the proxenia as a means of gathering informa-

tion and instigating subversion came to an end when the recipients

1 w
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of this office could not maintain the same degree of credibility

as they had previously enjoyed. Their movements, especially

»

during times of war, would have been placed under close scrutiny
and under these conditions their usefulness as intelligence'agehts
declined. {t is quite possible that the Greeks devised a new
method,of acquiring politichl 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 political and military

information gathering as well as the use of this

institution in other clandestine activities has an important
place in the study of Greek history. To some extent the examples
we have discussed in this work have uncovered another dimension
in the international affairs of Greek city-states. At times,
proxenoi acquired, through overt or covert means, vital infor-
mation for their patroﬁs (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 military or political advantage. A great deal of time
and money was saved by proxenoi who served their patrons by
facilitatf%g 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
c;ty they represented, instigated sub%ersion against their own
state (cf 3.4.2:3.5.1;3.5.2). An inééiesting case is that of
Apollophgnes of Kolophon (cf 3.4.4)who was granted the title of
proxeﬁbs so that he would provide military intelligence to the
Athenians. The Athenians exploited the full intelligence
potential of the proxenia, furthermore, they éﬁployed their
proxenoi as another cheék on their reluctant allies. The trade
route through the north eastern Aegean and the Hellespont region

to the Euxine was of primary concern to Athens since she

depended upon this route for a great deal of her food and supplies

Vo
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(cf 4.2.1). The proxenoi thus becaqe another safeguard used by
the Athenians to protect their interest in this esséntial régiOn.
The Peloponnesians were equally aware of the u§efulnéss of
proxenoi as intelligence agenté 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 history the proxenia
was a reflection of the political preference of both the candidate
and the state he represented ( cf1.1.2).  Eventually the proxenia
became associated with the political ideoclogy of an individual
and an instrument of factional politics. The Peloponnesian War
provided a fertile ground for intelligence ac?ivity and covert
operations; it forced certain proxenoi, furthermore, to become
partisan associate; with political groups and notl"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 comped;ation which the
proxenos enjoyed was thé& of political asylum in the state he
represeﬁted. Why then did they 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 unsoliciteéd political and
military information, tﬁgy were awarded tﬁe title of proxenos;
no doubt they subsequently continued to proQide 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

)i
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maintain close ties with useful individuals and, in special cases,
it served to protect the incumbent from murder and other forms of

violence. This "harm clause" was particularly prevalent in the
case of AtheniaA 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 almost indiscriminately and the title thus
declined in prestige and value. Conseqguently, thé role of the
proxenia in intelligence dctivity dimjnished once the bearers of
this title became suspect of engaging in subtgrfuge;'tﬂey could

thus no longer effectively intervene on behalf of their clients.

-

"5.2 Directions for Further Research

The function of the proxenia iy 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 Greece. To a great extent,
the case of the proxenia has enabled us tg see that organized
intelligence work was exploited as an extension of diplomacy and
as another dimension of warfare. Further research is required
to reveél what mechanism waé employed by the prgxenoi to acquire
political and military information and how this was transmitted
to their "employers". More importantly we require a better

understanding of what replaced the proxenia as an intelligence
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system after the fourth century B.C.,and how the new system
in itself functioned.

We have some epigraphical evidence which suggests
that new powers such as Boiotia may also have employed their
proxenoi in an intelligence capacity. Some inscriptions from .
the fourth century B.C. imply‘that Boiotia may have implemented a
poligg,with the proxenia similar to that pursued by the Athenians.
Among those who contributed money to assist Boiotia during the
Second Sacred Waf was Athenadoros of Tenedos, the Theban proxenos
(IGvii.2418). One of the ways in which the Thebans extended
their influence abroad and circumvented their enemies may have
been the proxenia. Around the middle of the fourth century B.C.
we find Theban proxenoi in Byzantion (IGvii.2408) and as far
away as Carthage (IGvii.2407)l. Again it may be possible to
link these proxenies to naval activities ip the ﬁorth Begean in
connection with the grain routes (Fossey 1979). Indeed, these
and the numerous Boiotian pfoxenia,dgcrees from the Hellenistic
period may offer an interesting glimpse into the aiplomatic
efforts of the Boiotians.2 Reseérch into the use of the proxenia

by the Bbiotians and other Greek states may reveal how much the

information gathering aspect of that institution was expanded or

utilized by other areas following Athenian and Peloponnesian

precedent.

A<J€cent°s%udy of the Theban Hegemonia is provided by John
Buckler (1980). —i -

For a complete record of these documents see John M. Fossey
(1976:passim).

iV
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As warfare and international relations became more
complex after the second half of the fourth century B.C.,the

need was created for sophisticated intelligence networks. The’

‘ development of sjege engines, for example, eliminated the use

of betrayal as a normal means of capturing fortified cities.
The use of large armies bf 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 crossed. The use of cavalry and
specialized units on the battlefield, such as the hypaspists
established the necessity for tactical military intelligence.

In turn, the gathering of political informati9n remained a key
factor in international relgtions but required the employmenh
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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145-233, ed. Bernadotte Perrin) London (ILooeb) 191%.
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3

6.2

London 1810. ) ' '

Ancient Epigraphic Sources
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Inscriptions "To the End- of the Fifth Century B.C." (- ML),
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