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Abstract
Rome and the neighbouring Seleukid Empire had a long history of friendly interaction. However, the “will to power” expressed by Philip V of Macedonia and Antiochus III led to a scenario that signalled aggression to the Roman Republic. While the Roman people had the upper hand in defence, the growing power of the Seleukid Empire resulted in mixed signals that undermined the past tolerance or even friendship between the nations. Moreover, as the Seleukid Empire expanded, the desire of Antiochus III to ensure the safety of his kingdom created a Thucydides trap that led the Roman Senate to assume the worst of intentions from Antiochus. In this analysis, the ancient rivalries and diplomatic problems may be seen to express themselves in modern terms through the growing power of China and the resulting diminishing of power from the United States of America.


[bookmark: _Hlk92367512][bookmark: _Hlk92374730][bookmark: _Hlk92451081][bookmark: _Hlk92374540]Simmering Conflicts and War by other means: The Seleukid Empire of Antiochus III
Introduction
Badian referred to the conflicts of Antiochus III with Rome as a Cold War.[footnoteRef:1] Therefore, in investigating the claim, it is necessary to both and, on the terminology, and define the meaning of a Cold War and look at the underlying aspects of modern warfare compared to those used in the Hellenistic period. Moreover, warfare is more than just conflict. While von Clausewitz stated that “war is a mere continuation of politics by other means”,[footnoteRef:2] the political technology of diplomacy was underdeveloped in modern terms and hence less effective in reflecting political realities during the rule of Antiochus III (222 - 187 B.C.E). [1:  Badian, 1959, pp.81-99.]  [2:  Von Clausewitz, 1918.] 

	More importantly, the modern concepts of pacifism did not discriminate against an absence of war and peace in the manner that developed within the twentieth century.[footnoteRef:3] The comment of Publius Flavius Vegetius Renatus’s tract De Re Militari, “Si vis pacem, para bellum”, sums up the Roman position regarding diplomacy.[footnoteRef:4] In this, the Senate and the Roman Republic saw threats as needing to be acted upon and requiring intervention. In seeking peace through strength, the Romans all that strong society would be less vulnerable to enemies. Equally, this concept would have been well endowed in the thinking of Antiochus III. Nomoi (Laws) by Plato also represented the concept that peace would be achieved through strong government and military force.[footnoteRef:5] [3:  Fried, 1915, p.383.]  [4:  Diehl, 2016, pp. 125-140.]  [5:  Ostwald, 2011, p. 87.] 

	Festugière noted that the Seleukid rulers had been heavily trained, educated and advised by individuals who Plato had heavily influenced.[footnoteRef:6] Consequently, as Meissner noted, strategic leadership involved more than merely planning for battle.[footnoteRef:7] Whilst Grainger notes that no word existed for diplomacy in Hellenistic Greece, the author notes that great power relations incorporated negotiations, treaties, royal marriages, plots, spying and intrigue.[footnoteRef:8] As Grainger notes, the Hellenistic period encapsulated “the very opposite of ‘anarchy’”.[footnoteRef:9] Unfortunately, communications and other evidence that would detail diplomatic negotiations and exchanges no longer exists, leaving the writings of Polybius and Livy to document the diplomacy between Rome and Antiochos.[footnoteRef:10] [6:  Festugière, 1954, pp. 37-52.]  [7:  Meissner, 2010.]  [8:  Grainger, 2016, p. 248.]  [9:  Ibid. p. 324.]  [10:  Ibid. p. 325.] 

	The nature of Hellenistic power was one of liberated free men. Consequently, the need to rally public support for war led to diplomatic efforts to portray other powers as having failed to observe the terms of prior treaties.[footnoteRef:11] As Grainger notes, envoys were granted a large scope to engage in independent proposals and act using their initiative.[footnoteRef:12] The similarities in the political systems throughout the Hellenistic kingdoms aided in this form of diplomacy.[footnoteRef:13] Ma documents how each of the Hellenistic city-states (polies) shared knowledge as an international community through the exchange of theoroi (sacred envoys) that used the kinship relationships of the leaders to maintain a comprehensive “system of civic interaction within and between communities”.[footnoteRef:14] [11:  Gruen, 1986.]  [12:  Grainger, 2016, pp. 22-23.]  [13:  Ma, 2003, pp.9-39.]  [14:  Ibid. p. 14.] 

	Jones referred to these kinship interactions as kinship diplomacy.[footnoteRef:15] Through this, many within the Hellenistic kingdoms saw the Romans as either a relative of the Samnites or Trojans and hence “either as outright barbarians or descendants of Troy”.[footnoteRef:16] Polybius dates the first Roman entanglements (epiploke) with the Hellenistic city-states to 228 B.C.E. From this time, the involvement of the Roman Republic in the affairs of the Hellenistic Greek city-states increased, causing a chain reaction of political and military exchanges.  [15:  Jones, 1999.]  [16:  Ibid. pp. 82-84.] 

	Following the defeat of Antiochus III at Magnesia (190 B.C.E.), these interactions between the Romans and the Greek city-states changed in nature, with the Hellenistic Greeks finding reasons to incorporate the Romans as kinsman and protectors as “descendants of Aeneas” rather than the natural enemy.[footnoteRef:17] Thus, in defining either the depiction of a Cold War by Badian or in investigating the concept of diplomacy discussed by Grainger, it becomes necessary to understand the change in terminology concerning these topics.[footnoteRef:18] Further, the nature of the Roman Republic and the Hellenistic state that consisted of a web of polis would need to be compared to understand the differences in interaction and diplomacy. [17:  Ibid. p. 88.]  [18:  Badian,1959, pp. 81-99.] 

What is a Cold War?
Bull has argued that “war is not simply a clash of forces; it is a clash between the agents of political groupings who are able to recognise one another as such and to direct their force at one another only because of the rules that they understand and apply”.[footnoteRef:19] Through this, the Cold War between the United Soviet Socialist Republic (USSR) and the United States of America (USA) may be seen as an active commitment on alternative fields of engagement.[footnoteRef:20] A Cold War thus incorporates multiple forms of political hostility that are characterised by threats and propaganda, and other issues outside of direct conflict between the nations.  [19:  Bull, 2012, p. 24.]  [20:  Glaser, 1956, pp.691-716.] 

As Falk demonstrated, the doctrine of nonintervention in the internal affairs of independent states while outwardly adhered to could be overlooked based on a desire to interject power into a region.[footnoteRef:21] In many ways, this mirrors the great power exchanges and the interplay between these political groups with their less powerful neighbours during the growing conflict between the Roman Republic and the Seleukid Empire. Whilst Rome outwardly projected a policy of nonintervention, many internal forces, including those seeking wealth and power or a path to achieve these, acted to inject other forms of political intervention.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  Falk, 1959, p.163.]  [22:  Kallet-Marx and Morstein-Marx, 1996. ] 

	While the USSR and the United States engaged in proxy wars outside of their borders and in a manner that allowed for plausible deniability, these nations openly engaged in propaganda wars. The Hellenistic Greeks and Romans were no different and used propaganda as an essential diplomatic tool.[footnoteRef:23] Equally, Polybius goaded and supported each other in forming a relationship to partition and divide Egypt between themselves.[footnoteRef:24] Through this agreement, Antiochus seized Syria Coele and Phoenicia. The distinction in this form of goading against propaganda is that the Roman procedure would be to prepare and spread a message between the people within Rome who formed part of the assembly to gain support. [23:  Taylor, 2013.]  [24:  Magie, 1939, pp. 32-44.] 

	Regarding this “secret pact” between Philip V and Antiochus III, Errington argues that the propaganda would be from the Roman side and an ingrained fear of antic rats, including Antiochus.[footnoteRef:25] The knowledge of a secret diplomatic alliance between the two Hellenistic kings stoked the fear felt by the Roman Senate, leading to growing increasingly distrustful of both rulers leading to the Senate initiating a war with Philip and 200 BCE and then later growing increasingly hostile towards Antiochus.[footnoteRef:26] [25:  Errington, 1971, p.336.]  [26:  Ibid. p 336.] 

	In the thesis on the conflict between democracy and autocracy, Kroenig argued that the forms of Republican and autocratic government systems would naturally lead to conflict.[footnoteRef:27] Of note, Kroenig argues that democratic systems that would have incorporated aspects of the Roman Republic would act in slow, plodding forms during normal political times but are also more cautious. Conversely, according to this theory, autocratic systems such as the Seleukid Empire of Antiochus III are more rash. The major advantage of a system such as the Roman Republic is that the multitude of different commercial and political activities create more opportunities for breakthroughs and innovation. [27:  Kroenig, 2020.] 

The Requirement of Nations
	The notion of a Cold War incorporates a state of political hostility between nations. This hostility is characterised by threats and propaganda but remains short of open warfare directly initiated between the nations.[footnoteRef:28] While some scholars argue that the ancient kingdoms and the Roman Republic were insufficiently defined to be referred to as nations, the argument is based on a modern concept of national sentiment.[footnoteRef:29] Geary noted that the Romans saw the concept of the “other” in the same terms as the classical and Hellenistic Greeks, with depictions of barbarians being outside of the Roman identity.[footnoteRef:30] While Geary does admit that some Romans may have been of a nature that could be considered nationalistic, the author then argues that outside of the Roman ability and Senate, the common populace or plebeian “remained firmly attached to their province and especially to their city” rather than holding a firm modern attachment to an ethnic system or the Roman state.[footnoteRef:31] [28:  Bu, 1999, pp. 393-415.]  [29:  Geary, 2003, pp. 63,64.]  [30:  Geary 2002, 70.]  [31:  Ibid. ] 

	However, even modern states are rarely composed of individual ethnic groups, and over their existence will change significantly. For example, the Roman Republic started as a set of core ethnic groups that developed first across the Italian peninsular and then continued to increase by co-opting other nations and cultures through the grant of either full or partial citizenship. In this way, it becomes difficult to argue that Rome did not comprise a civic nation.[footnoteRef:32] Equally, Wallace-Hadrill demonstrates the arguments of Livy and Tacitus and shows that the assertions of culture around defining the “true Roman” as the individual disciplined in manliness or narratives of virilitas.[footnoteRef:33] [32:  Smith, 2001, pp. 42-46.]  [33:  Wallace-Hadrill, 2008.] 

	Tacitus argued that the Roman “national morality” necessitated hardship and endurance, saying that individuals should stand rather than sit.[footnoteRef:34] The Roman elite sought to differentiate themselves from the Greek cultural displays and moralities by displaying an outward appearance of Stoicism. Gruen presents evidence that the Greek versus Roman cultures formed a national character for each group.[footnoteRef:35] Wallace-Hadrill goes beyond the argument for the elites and states that a mass movement with mass appeal formed the basis of the Roman character and its political, cultural and religious identity.[footnoteRef:36] Through this, it becomes difficult to argue that the Roman Republic cannot be considered a nation even though the Roman culture differs significantly from most modern nations. [34:  Tac. Ann. 14.20]  [35:  Gruen, 1992, p.  31.]  [36:  Wallace-Hadrill, 2008, p. 12.] 

	Montefiore argued that both Roman and Hellenistic kingdoms formed individualistic cultures and extended this into the argument that the religious communities of the Jewish people are in the region were also nations and not merely religious communities.[footnoteRef:37] In what has been called the “age of the successors”, the argument is laid that the Hellenistic kingdoms divided into several regional identities based upon the ideas of the classical Greeks carried forth by Alexander, but that ended up distinctly different through regional localisations.[footnoteRef:38] Finally, Leontis argues that Hellenism transformed from a cultural ideal to a nation-state not at the point of inhabitation but after it was mapped and the construction of a topos was completed.[footnoteRef:39] [37:  Montefiore, 1900, pp.177-194.]  [38:  Hauben and Meeus.]  [39:  Leontis, 2019.] 

	The development of national literature and the increasing tradition of cultural artifacts that differentiate each region, including the distinction between the Ptolemaic or Seleucid Hellenistic kingdoms, became a means for the elites and leadership to recruit soldiery and to create new tools that were “often wielded as a weapon of imperialist policy”.[footnoteRef:40] With these tools and the dissemination of cultural memes and nationalistic propaganda throughout the various Hellenistic kingdoms, it becomes difficult again to argue that these regions were not nations even though they did not meet the standards of modern political systems. A key error in addressing these kingdoms as not being a nation is to assume a position of liberal democracies as the ideal and to argue the failure to achieve alignment goals precludes nationalism.[footnoteRef:41] [40:  Wright III, 2016, p. 71.]  [41:  Moravcsik, 1992, pp. 7-9..] 

The Developing Hostility
The argument for a Cold War between nations is met by the forms of the early national political system implemented both in the Hellenistic kingdoms and in the Roman Republic. The next aspect of a Cold War would be associated with the development of rhetorical systems and propaganda that encouraged the people jingoistically in support of the political agendas of the elite in each region. Gruen discusses the concept of Roman “imperialism” looking at the character of the word and how the very term “the clouds and bedevils analysis”.[footnoteRef:42] As Gruen notes, the term imperialism is itself a modern term. Consequently, the negative connotations take on a different perspective when viewed against the modern liberal framework, and the ancient perspectives are ignored. [42:  Gruen, 1986. p. 3.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk92374684]	While Mearsheimer has been argued to be an offensive realist whose methodologies differ from classical realism, the argument can also be put forth that such systems merely capture many of the motivations of political leadership.[footnoteRef:43] Importantly, in many ways, Kissane demonstrates how the realpolitik approach adopted by Mearsheimer mirrors the ancient scholarship of Thucydides.[footnoteRef:44] For example, in discussing the war between Athens and Sparta, Thucydides notes that the wall was made inevitable through the growth of Athenaeum power and the fear produced as the Athenians gained economic supremacy.[footnoteRef:45] Likewise, tang argues that the theory of offensive realism leads states to assume the worst intentions of their neighbours.[footnoteRef:46] [43:  Kirshner, 2012, pp. 53-75.]  [44:  Kissane 2007, pp. 381-402.]  [45:  Smith, 1848, 1.23.]  [46:  Tang, 2008, pp. 451-471.] 

	Consequently, the growth in power of the Hellenistic states of Philip V and Antiochus III acted to instil fear within the Roman Senate. The outcome of the actions of both of these kings in dividing the Egyptian lands and provinces was to create the impression of kingdoms that were growing incrementally in power. In the same manner, Thucydides argued it is likely that the advisors and members of the Roman Senate saw the growing power of the Seleukid Empire not as an immediate threat but rather one that would not be contained in time. Kirshner applies a similar argument to the rise of China and the growing animosity between neighbouring states and the United States.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Kirshner, 2012.] 

	In this analysis, the United States is the more powerful nation. Still, the growing economic power of China is presented as one that fears losing control to the growing power of the People’s Republic of China. Similarly, while Sparta was noted to be far more powerful militarily when compared to Athens, the continuing growth of economic power within the Athenian city-state provided opportunities for military expansion. Thucydides noted how this created a scenario of distrust and led to the Spartan war with Athens to attempt to stymie the growth of this power. In this manner, each nation sees itself in a struggle of a “will to survive (or live)”.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Niebuhr, 2013.] 

	Equally, despite the differences in ancient and modern nations, the underlying aspects of human nature have not changed. As Inglehart and Baker note, even as cultures modernise, traditional values are retained.[footnoteRef:49] The underlying aspects of human nature, including fear and distrust for different people, continue to dominate society. Hobbes noted that three primary aspects of humanity had remained the same from the ancient Greek city-states to now. The desire for gain, the fear of the other and the requirement to seek safety and security coupled with the need for honour and prestige within society form the fundamental drivers within human nature.[footnoteRef:50] Importantly, Hobbes demonstrated that the appetite and desire for power are at least partially fuelled by the instinctual will to overcome fear and to improve the safety of our communities. [49:  Inglehart and Baker, pp.19-51.]  [50:  Hobbes, 1886, pp. 185-6.] 

	Morgenthau noted that the struggle for power and peace is built upon the anarchic relationship between the powers.[footnoteRef:51] Therefore, the lack of certainty about the actions of the other nations leads to possibly unnecessary struggles. The earlier alliance and friendship between Antiochus III and Rome enabled both nations to grow and prosper.[footnoteRef:52] As Vasilyev documents, the writings of Livy concerning “‘friendship and alliance’ (socium et amicum Populi Romani) between Roman people and king Antiochus III already during the negotiations of 198 BC, when Romans refused to give to Pergamum help against him (Liv., XXXII, 8, 13), may serve as indirect evidence of the early establishment of diplomatic relations between Rome and Seleucid Empire”.[footnoteRef:53] [51:  Morgenthau, 1948.]  [52:  Dmitriev, 2011, pp. 104-130.]  [53:  Vasilyev,  2018, p. 226.] 

	However, at this point, it was the negotiations between balanced powers where the conflict between Rome and Philip V had not extended the relations against Antiochus III. The argument by Gruen proposes that the Roman Republic had little of anything to fear from Illyria and the Seleucid Empire but acted to pre-emptively ensure the security of sea routes.[footnoteRef:54] Further, such an action would both enhance the trade interest of Rome as well as in projecting power and support to Rome’s southern Italian allies. In modern terms, the non-offensive realism theory of politics notes that the conduct of a preventative war comes with high diplomatic costs.[footnoteRef:55] [54:  Gruen, 1986, p. 366-7.]  [55:  Lebow, 1984, pp. 147-186.] 

Diplomacy Then and Now
Dare notes that the bellicose aspect of the Roman Republic differed little inform from either the political attributes of Carthage, the poleis of classical Greece or the Hellenistic states.[footnoteRef:56] In part, the expansion of the Seleukid Empire during the reign of Antiochus III demonstrated that the Hellenistic kingdoms were themselves expansionist and assertive. One key difference in the Hellenistic kingdoms to the Roman Republic was the stability delivered through a more stable succession plan.[footnoteRef:57] When coupled with the settlement plans and grants of citizenship for outside communities, the Roman Republic became more than a traditional city-state and started to engage its neighbours in the form of an early nation. [56:  Dare, 2016. , pp. 54.]  [57:  Mousourakis, 2015.] 

	Diplomacy has changed even in the last two centuries from a process of aristocratic dilettante statesman and individual seeking to represent their nation frequently through less formal means into a highly structured and regimented bureaucratic process.[footnoteRef:58] The most effective form of diplomacy noted by Jones as kinship diplomacy is an appeal to “brothers” or the “family of civilisations”.[footnoteRef:59] Whereas such a system differs greatly from modern diplomacy, [58:  Paret, Craig and Gilbert, eds, 1986, pp. 49, 70.]  [59:  Jones, 1999, pp. 2, 6, 52.] 

the Greek kingdoms did develop recognisable bodies of men whose primary skill set was in negotiation and who understood politics and warfare.[footnoteRef:60] While this differs from the elaborate array of training of modern professional experts, integrating distinct processes and methodologies did occur. [60:  Ibid. pp. 18.] 

	Jones further notes the development of diplomatic discourse through the community of descent relationships (syngeneia).[footnoteRef:61] For example, Philip V and Antiochus III sent representatives to accompany official ambassadors and Crete. Philip V of Macedon had already been engaged in war, which started to go against Philip around 208 BCE.[footnoteRef:62] However, the Roman neglected the war around this time allowed Antiochus and Philip to use the peace of 205 to strengthen an alliance. The various exploits of these kingdoms, including the seizure of Teos by Antiochus in 204 or 203 incorporated, communications between multiple cities including Crete and calls to declare the various city-states as kinsman or at times “familiar” (oikeioi). In this way, not only would Antiochus act directly, but others such as the Alabandans would claim that the relationship of Antiochus III as a “benefactor” allowed them ancestral rights.[footnoteRef:63] [61:  Ibid. pp. 13.]  [62:  Ibid. p. 58.]  [63:  Jones, 1999, pp. 58-62.] 

	Dare notes that the Roman Republic and other polities sought power in an anarchic system to achieve a balance of power and ensure the security of the state.[footnoteRef:64] Through this, the Romans would use diplomatic envoys to seek equilibrium and maintain balance rather than the classic claim of power maximisation. Conversely, Philip used diplomacy as a form of opportunism and implicitly demonstrated a desire for world domination and to be on you, Alexander.[footnoteRef:65] In 215, the treaty struck between Philip and Hannibal when the Republic seemed to be losing evidence of this approach. Moreover, Philip used the treaty with Hannibal to gain the freedom to operate against neighbours in Illyria. [64:  Dare. 2016. p. 4.]  [65:  Dare. 2016. p. 71-2.] 

	Consequently, the treaties formed between Philip and Antiochus to partition Egypt and the ties that Philip had held with an enemy of Rome in Hannibal would create what Waltz would argue creates a fear that leads to an uncertainty about the intentions of the others and the power relations they seek.[footnoteRef:66] Moreover, as no central authority existed to enforce benign behaviour or cooperation, an alliance between Philip and Antiochus would not only be seen as directly violating the amicitia between the res publica and the Egyptian Kingdom, which had existed from 273, the standard theories of offensive realism or other political forms of diplomacy would have empowered the Romans to take action.[footnoteRef:67] Most critically, the known intentional Philip to expand his empire and seek world domination when coupled with the treaty of another Hellenistic king to invade a region Rome had friendly relations with would have led the Roman people to question the motivation of the Senate had the Roman political system not sought to stop this expansion. [66:  Waltz, 1979, pp. 106, 109.]  [67:  Hölbl, 1994, p. 54.] 

	Polybius notes that considerable senatorial discussions occurred between Rome and Philip seeking peace in 196.[footnoteRef:68] But, as modern authors of diplomacy and warfare have noted, there is a psychological aspect to such negotiations.[footnoteRef:69] Most critically, there are strategic reasons to defend rather than attack for the Romans of time. Generally, the defence holds an advantage over the attacker, who must expend more resources. So, while it is common for the Roman Republic to be painted an aggressive, imperialist nation, in many ways, the alternative that Rome was responding to provocation can be seen in realist political thought. [68:  Deutschmann, 2012, pp. 10, 13-4.]  [69:  Jervis, Lebow and Stein, 1989.] 

	Mearsheimer and Alterman (2001) argued that there are very few benign states, if any.[footnoteRef:70] In this, the actions of Antiochus III in siding with Philip V, when coupled with the diplomatic request by the Roman Senate that sought to induce Antiochus to withdraw from the cities in Asia Minor that Philip had controlled, would put the Greek kingdom’s intentions into doubt.[footnoteRef:71] Brooks contends that nations act based on a probabilistic outcome that may occur.[footnoteRef:72] This offensive approach to realism differs from a defensive approach to realism, where nations create strategies and engage in tactics based on the probable outcome as it may be seen at the time. In this approach, where information is less reliable than may be obtained through modern surveillance and intelligence systems, the expectation would be that nations would act according to the worst scenario. [70:  Mearsheimer and Alterman, 2001, p. 34.]  [71:  Pol. XVIII 47, 1; Errington, R.M., 1989. pp. 271-2.; Pol. XVIII 44, 4.; Pol. XVIII 50, 5-6.]  [72:  Brooks, 1997, pp. 445-7.] 

	However, the various messages sent from the Roman Senate to Antiochus in 196 demonstrate attempts at diplomacy. Likewise, the various commissions noted by both Polybius and Livi demonstrate efforts from the res publica to persuade others from entering into warfare.[footnoteRef:73] The actions of Rome before 200 and during the 197/196 in issuing decrees requiring Philip to abandon Hellas later linked into the propaganda deployed by the Romans in defining Greek freedom.[footnoteRef:74] Through this process, the Roman interactions with Antiochus III may be seen as defensive but are based on the probabilistic theory of estimating the intentions. [73:  Liv. XXXI, 14, 1-2; Pol. IX 27, 11; Liv. XXXI, 14, 1-2; Liv. XXXIII 28, 12; Liv. XXXIII, 24, 7.]  [74:  Dmitriev, 2011, The Greek Slogan…, p. 173.] 

Diplomacy by other means
Diplomacy can also be a continuation of war by other means.[footnoteRef:75] For example, George noted that diplomacy could act as a means to coerce one’s opposition into acting in an alternative to going to war.[footnoteRef:76] Moreover, Erdkamp notes how the combination of coercion and cooperation allowed the Roman Republic to first extend political control across the Italian peninsular and become a hegemonic power within the Mediterranean region.[footnoteRef:77] In some ways, the strategies deployed by the Roman Republic can be seen in the hard diplomacy and soft coercion strategies of the USSR and later the Russian Republic.[footnoteRef:78] [75:  Watson, 2013.]  [76:  George, 1991.]  [77:  Erdkamp, 2007, pp. 96-113.]  [78:  Sherr, 2013.] 

	The problem of possibility against probability is confounded when it is not possible to understand the likelihood of a probabilistic stand from an opponent’s intention; the other state will be assumed to be aggressive and will not be treated as benign due to the risk of them doing harm.[footnoteRef:79] The expansionist tendencies and the development of an alliance between Philip and Antiochus signalled intentions. Whether these were the desired outcome is unknown. However, it is well-known that Philip and Antiochus expressed a “will to power”.[footnoteRef:80] However, as is noted by 197/196, the constant attrition against Philip’s kingdom through the Roman “smash and leave” policy and tactics undermined the ability and will of the Macedonian people and army to fight.[footnoteRef:81] [79:  Taliaferro, 2001, pp.145-178.; González-Ocaña, 2020, pp. 29]  [80:  Eckstein, 2012, pp. 325, 341.]  [81:  Eckstein, 2012, pp. 341.] 

	Further, diplomatic forces are widely recognised as representing an intelligence and surveillance practice.[footnoteRef:82] Even understanding where the court was at a particular time could be construed as intelligence gathering and necessitated understanding the nation. While Strootman notes that “the monarch was in principle a foreign ‘state’” and the dealings with the monarch and other city-states formed a type of diplomacy and sometimes friendship relations referred to as philia, the Seleukid monarchy was mobile and resided in multiple capitals requiring people to arrange where the court would be.[footnoteRef:83] Consequently, the exchange of royal correspondence was essential and provided evidence of the exchanges between communities and the Kings and is captured in a variety of different letters and decrees.[footnoteRef:84] [82:  Der Derian, 1993, pp. 29-51.]  [83:  Strootman, 2020, p. 59.]  [84:  Ceccarelli, 2018.] 

Differences in Miscommunications between Rome and the Seleukid
The difference between the methodologies used in the Hellenistic kingdoms and that of Rome led to many conflicts through the inability of each side to negotiate through compatible methodologies.[footnoteRef:85] The Roman system of diplomacy involved intimidation and brutality.[footnoteRef:86] [85:  Grainger, 2016, pp. 246-249.]  [86:  Terrenato, 2019, p. 17.] 

	As Eckstein notes, more is not merely a consequence of miscommunication among benevolent and well-meaning entities.[footnoteRef:87] Rather, the shadow of war always applies and that because of the anarchy of states, the series of competing interests leads to conflict. Equally, Ager argues that differences in culture and class led to the failures in diplomacy between Rome and Antiochus III that changed a friendship and alliance Cold War and then subsequently into open hostility.[footnoteRef:88] In this way, the distinctions between the diplomatic forms and the necessary aspects of kinship negotiation that occurred through the Greek nations did not balance with the requirements of the Roman people and vice versa. [87:  Eckstein, 2012. p. 24.]  [88:  Ager, 2009, pp. 15-43.] 

	The Hellenistic kinship diplomacy of compromise and the balancing of city-states differed significantly from the Roman Republic and the concept of just war (Iustum Bellum), which, if extended through hostility, could result in a policy of scorched earth (ustum bellum) as occurred at the end of the conflict with Carthage.[footnoteRef:89] These distinctions and cultural differences lead to honest misunderstandings becoming a battleground of mutual bafflement.[footnoteRef:90] Unfortunately, as Goertz, G. and Diehl note, the spiral from trust to rivalry can become enduring, leading to the long-lasting animosity between Rome and the Seleukid.[footnoteRef:91] [89:  Ibid. p. 20.]  [90:  Tang, 2007, p]  [91:  Goertz and Diehl, 1993, p. .] 

	Even today, the development of animosities between states leads to rivalries that make creating a durable foundation of trust that could lead to peaceful interactions difficult. Modern states find it difficult to transform past hostilities developed over time into new relationships that lead to cooperation even now. Thus, it would seem difficult to see how the rivalry between the Greek kingdoms and the Roman Republic could have been solved short of war. The advent of conflict is a form of rivalry that, even with modern tools of international relations, leaves nations harbouring a deep antagonism and the people feeling a deep antipathy between their neighbours.[footnoteRef:92] The development of rivalries into enduring rivalries remains an ongoing problem that faces modern states.[footnoteRef:93] [92:  Thompson, 1995, pp. 196-203.]  [93:  Thompson, 1995, p. 195-6.] 

Conclusion
The slow buildup of tension between the empire of Antiochus III and the Roman Republic may be seen to have occurred over an extended period. In this, the inability of either side to determine the desires and outcomes of the other lead to growing ambiguity around the present and impending intents. In analysing the actions of ancient leaders and the causes of warfare that can be studied, many of the questions of contemporary international politics can be examined against the past actions. The former friendship of Antiochus III and the Roman people was held whilst the Seleukid kingdom maintained the status quo.[footnoteRef:94]  [94:  Badian, 1959.; Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, 1993.] 

	However, the theories of offensive realism lead political powers to assume the worst of another’s intentions. Moreover, even if theories of non-offensive realism are utilised in analysing the causes of warfare in the past, rejecting the assumption of the other parties cannot be used in denying the historical event. In each case, the two positions reflect a different understanding of the actions of the other power. In seeking safety and surety, each nation looks not only to maintaining the status quo but to growing its political reach. Each treaty made extends a path towards future surety and a possible future conflict. Additionally, the creation of a new Archean army through the actions of Philoemen led to several Greek states acting against Philip.[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Eckstein, 2012. pp. 432.] 

	The agreements between the Roman Senate and the Greek states in forming treaties to sell the propaganda around Greek freedom and to promise support of the city-states also acted to bring the Roman military into conflicts when the treaties were violated.[footnoteRef:96] The expansionist tendencies of Philip V can be seen in a rational light not only of Roman might and brutality following Philip’s expansion but also in understanding why Philip would seek an “increase in power and conversely that he might not be powerful enough to protect his allies”. [footnoteRef:97] In seeking to make his kingdom more secure, Philip drove the Achaians to ally with the Roman Senate. Moreover, the inability of Philip to support his allies under Roman attack and the conflicts that he started led the other Greek kingdoms and city-states to reject forming alliances with Philip.[footnoteRef:98] [96:  Eckstein, 2012. pp. 5, 427. .; Gruen, 2020.]  [97:  Nicholson, 2015, p. 201-2.]  [98:  Nicholson, 2015, p. 202.] 

	In analysing the writing of Polybios, Nicholson notes that while Philip was unlikely to be as ruthless or treacherous as some document, the constant pursuit of conquest enacted by Philip demonstrates a path that would lead to the Roman people fearing the long-term intentions of Philip’s actions.[footnoteRef:99] So, when Antiochus III allied with Philip V, the consequence was to align the intentions of the Seleukid Empire against the perceptions of Roman surety. In this, the developing uncertainty changed friendship to what Brooks would deem an “empirical duel”.[footnoteRef:100] Studying these interactions provides opportunities to understand how modern states may overcome the concerns of growing relative economic and political gains and understand how the temptation to cheat may lead to aggression.[footnoteRef:101] [99:  Nicholson, 2015, p. 202.]  [100:  Brooks, 1997, p 445-77.]  [101:  Keohane and Martin, 1995, pp.44-46.] 
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