Antiochus III: A great king or a great court? 
In the second century BC, Antiochus III (222 BC to 187 BC) achieved feats not seen since the origins of the Seleucid Empire under Seleucus I. Under his reign, the Seleucids established control over Syria, Asia Minor, exerted influence over the previously rebellious satrapies of Parthia and Bactria, and briefly reconquered Thrace. This study, through examination of literary, epigraphical, and numismatic evidence, explores the role of Antiochus III’s court in his success as a ruler. First, the question of Antiochus’ success is discussed. Secondly, the court of Antiochus is viewed according to classifications established by Herman and Strootman. This defines three main groups within the Seleucid court: family members; philoi, or “friends”, and a looser group including exiles and intellectuals.[footnoteRef:1] Given the vastness of Antiochus’ reign and the number of those who could be considered as courtiers, specific examples within these groups will be discussed, principally; Laodike, the wife of Antiochus; Zeuxis and Hegesianax of Alexandria Troa; and Hannibal Barca. It is argued that the role of the court underpinned Antiochus’ success in a variety of ways, principally by providing a solid foundation to his control of a vast empire by offering key conduits of power and information between subjects and the Great King.  [1:  Herman, 1989, pp. 213. Strootman, 2011] 

Introduction 
During his reign, Antiochus III succeeded in consolidating Seleucid power, reclaiming, for a brief time, many of the territories originally conquered by Seleucus I. Overcoming a treacherous start to his life as ruler, Antiochus managed to exert control, however tenuous at times, over a vast number of territories, bringing the rebellious satraps of Parthia and Bactria back into the fold, and possibly extending control over new territories in Armenia.[footnoteRef:2] Antiochus’ success was not purely military. The Eastern Anabasis did not necessarily include resounding military defeats of enemies, but drawn-out sieges which resulted in negotiation, compromise, and submissions of sorts from Eastern leaders, as in the case of Euthydemus.[footnoteRef:3] Sherwin-White and Kuhrt state that Antiochus III “seems to stand out as one of the most dynamic and successful (when viewed from the standpoint of the middle east) of the Seleucid Kings. His aims, to consolidate the old empire of the founder of the dynasty, Seleucus I, was not a flash in the pan, but a follow up (as elsewhere, such as the Arab-Persian Gulf, India) of consistent policies or goals, familiar to former Seleucid rulers and to earlier empires in the middle east.”[footnoteRef:4] While campaigning in the East, however, Antiochus had a large empire to govern comprised of city states and satraps, with individual cultures, political set ups and needs. To ensure success in conquering new territories required a stable base and for that, the Seleucid king relied upon members of his court.  [2:  Sherman-White and Kurht , 1993, p190-191]  [3:  Polybius, The Histories. 11.34 ]  [4:  Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, 1993, p.215-16] 

For the purposes of this essay, to examine the role of Antiochus’ court in his achievements as king, success will be defined as the ability to assert control and influence over the various city states and satraps within the Seleucid empire and beyond. From the eastern regions of Bactria to Asia Minor and the Seleucid-held cities in Europe, Antiochus required the support of a number of agents and ‘Friends’ to ensure the smooth running of his empire. The court played several key roles during Antiochus reign. First and foremost, it was a source of advice on matters of importance. Secondly, the court presented Antiochus with a clear zone of influence to promote those who showed loyalty and promise.[footnoteRef:5] Some among the courtiers were ‘inherited,’ however, from previous reigns. Finally, the court also functioned as an “intermediary”, as Herman states, between the King and his subjects.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  Herman, 1997, p.200]  [6:  Ibidem. ] 

Sources used for this study include literary, numismatic, and epigraphical evidence. Before beginning, the different sources and the challenges of interpretating them will be discussed briefly. 
Polybius is, of course, the primary written source for much of Antiochus III’s reign. Polybius, though writing with a clear moralising agenda to explain the rise of Roman power, is the most reliable source given that his sources include contemporaries of the period in question.[footnoteRef:7] Large sections of his text relevant to the time of Antiochus III are, however, lost and were not included in the works of other historians or were tailored to their own means.[footnoteRef:8] Polybius also relied upon contemporary histories and other sources, such as Silenus and Sosylus, both Greek historians of Hannibal Barca.[footnoteRef:9] Other useful, though less reliable sources include Livy, Appian, and Cornelius Nepos, who all wrote long after actual events occurred.  [7:  Strootman, 2011, p.72]  [8:  Ma, 1999, p.12-13]  [9:  Walbank, 1957, p.28-29] 

Over evidence includes the numerous finds of epigraphical evidence found in Asia Minor. Despite a large base of inscriptions to work from in Asia Minor, this does not come without challenges. Those discovered are primarily honorary decrees, as Ma notes, which poses clear limitations to the level of information that can be discerned. We are left with limited insight into the inner workings of Antiochus’ imperial machine beyond high-level interactions or dedications to and from the king, his courtiers, and cities.[footnoteRef:10] In tandem, those that are available are often highly fragmentary, in some cases only a mere sentence or phrase, further limiting any comprehensive analysis. Despite this, the inscriptions discovered do provide an overview of Antiochus III’s relations with certain key officials, such as Zeuxis.[footnoteRef:11] The controversy over one inscription in particular, a letter to Zeuxis from Antiochus regarding the revolt of Lydia and Phrygia, is discussed in more detail below.  [10:  Ma, 1999, p.18-19]  [11:  Ma, 1999, p.19] 

Finally, in discussion of Hannibal’s role at the court of Antiochus III, numismatic evidence, dating to the Second Punic War are discussed in relation to his potential influence in the Greek world. In this regard, the question of how widely the coins minted were distributed to Greek territories is one which cannot be ascertained as with other coin discoveries.[footnoteRef:12] Seleucid coins are not discussed in detail given the focus of this study on members of the court of Antiochus. The coins of this period do not feature Laodike and the first Seleucid queen is not introduced to coinage until the reign of Antiochus III’s son Seleukos IV.[footnoteRef:13] Laodike III did, however, appear on imperial seals.[footnoteRef:14] While out with the scope of this study it is perhaps significant that despite the importance of Laodike to the reign of Antiochus, her image was not impressed on coinage during this time, a privilege which would be left for her daughter.  [12:  Howgego, 1995, p.88-90]  [13:  Erikson, 2019, p.126-127]  [14:  D’Agostini, 2019, p.45] 

Family at the court: Laodike
Laodike was not merely the wife of Antiochus. Throughout his reign, the position of queen of the Seleucid empire was one of great importance, as attested by several inscriptions. Strootman goes as far as to describe her as “Antiochus’ most trusted favourite.”[footnoteRef:15] As will be discussed below, there is evidence to hold up this statement.   [15:  Strootman, 2011, p.79] 

Initially, Antiochus III’s marriage to Laodike cemented an alliance with Mithridates II of Pontus. An arrangement that, at the time, was mutually beneficial to both sides and furthered Seleucid ambitions to reclaim Asia Minor.[footnoteRef:16] This alliance was consistent with past Seleucid dynastic marriage policy and, as D’Agostini underlines, allowed the creation of a ”pan-Seleucid" royal couple, effectively restabilising a “discourse on power that had been abandoned by the main dynasty during the reigns of Antiochos II and his progeny.”[footnoteRef:17]As queen, however, Laodike proved to be far more than a political and strategic convenience. In her role as queen and a member of the inner circle of the court, Laodike interacted with city states in her husband’s name and her own, influenced cultural and religious practices, and provided an air of stability to the imperial household. As will be discussed below, these aspects were an additional pillar to the success of Antiochus’ reign.  [16:  Saprykin, 2019, p.232-3]  [17:  D’Agostini, 2021, p.202-203] 

Several inscriptions exist attesting to the varied role Laodike held in the court. While Antiochus and Laodike spoke as one, or on behalf of the other, in official communications with city states within the Seleucid empire, there is evidence to show a differentiation in terms of areas of influence.[footnoteRef:18] The Taos dedications to Antiochus and Laodike show this difference clearly. Laodike receives a specific dedication of a fountain from which priests are to draw water during sacrifices and new brides are to make use of it as well before their marriage.[footnoteRef:19] A similar entry into the marital sphere is recorded in a dedication to Laodike from the Iasians in 196 BC. This latter dedication was in response to the intervention of Laodike into Iasian affairs on behalf of Antiochus. The city had presumably suffered from a disaster, possibly an earthquake.[footnoteRef:20] Laodike took up the matter: “I have written to Strouthion, the financial official to have brought to the city every year for the years 1,000 Attic medimni of corn to be delivered to the people’s representatives.”[footnoteRef:21] This support was to be distributed among the ”daughters of the poor citizens” as dowries.[footnoteRef:22] Here we see a clear example of Laodike exerting her influence and using the financial weight of the empire to support the Iasians. In return, the Seleucid influence permeates further into the city’s civic and religious life, through the creation of cult traditions in honour of their benefactor, Laodike. In this fashion, Laodike assumed the role of an intermediary or direct interlocutor with city states on behalf of her husband while maintaining a zone of influence which was her own, part of but also separate from the crown.  [18:  Caneva, 2012, p.89-91]  [19:  Ma, 1999, p.311-317. Caneva, 2012, p.91]  [20:  Austin, 2006, p.357]  [21:  Ma, 1999, p.329-335]  [22:  Ibidem.] 

The uniqueness of Laodike and Antiochus III’s relationship is such that they have been identified as the first Seleucid “power couple”.[footnoteRef:23] This definition, described as a couple “in which both partners had significant personal wealth and/ or power and who promoted their partnership with the idea to benefit from it” and were members of a political elite.[footnoteRef:24] Laodike and Antiochus appear to fit this bill, in part for the reasons described above. In addition, Widmer argues the political use of affection, and its public demonstration through inscriptions, were key to the development of an image of the royal couple as heads of a stable dynasty, leading to, among others, the description of their relationship as that of brother and sister.[footnoteRef:25] The usefulness of this image of stability, particularly following the challenging outset of the king’s reign and the internecine conflict which preceded it, is not negligible. As we have seen, such a close bond between Laodike and Antiochus had certain significance, enabling the former to speak on behalf of the latter, enacting decisions, which may or may not have been taken in isolation. While many of the political and strategic decisions were perhaps taken by Antiochus in discussion with his other court members, the gaps in the historical record do not provide much visibility over Laodike’s role aside from the evidence above and other inscriptions. Thus, her actual part in supporting Seleucid power may indeed have been much larger than we understand it currently. It can be seen, however, that the role of Laodike in the management the empire was of importance as she acted as symbol of political stability, a connection to the diverse roots of the original Seleucid empire, and as an active political agent engaging with city states on her own and in the place of her husband.  [23:  Widmer, 2019, p.32-41]  [24:  Sanchez, 2019, p.1-2 ]  [25:  Widmer, 2019, p.35-37] 

Friends at the court: Zeuxis and Hegesianax
Among those courtiers whose role is perhaps better understood than most is Zeuxis, thanks to the discovery of epigraphical evidence from Asia Minor. Zeuxis first comes to prominence as a commander during the civil war with Molon.[footnoteRef:26] Later, Zeuxis acted as satrap to Sardis and viceroy of Asia Minor from 213/211 into the 190s.[footnoteRef:27] His role at the court is emphasised by the title “father” to which he is often referred to by Antiochus in official letters and decrees. Furthermore, as he was not a “royal kinsman”, his career and the possibilities it offered are considered by Ma as “more typical of the ‘normal’ Seleukid officials.”[footnoteRef:28] For this reason, his role in the success of Antiochus’ offers a good case study. [26:  Polybius. 5.220.51]  [27:  Dreyer, 2011, p.54 ]  [28:  Ma, 1999, p.126-130.] 

As Ma notes, the Seleucid rule over city states in Asia Minor was often fragile: “The poleis were capable of resistance, whether physical or ideological.”[footnoteRef:29] As such, trusted philoi such as Zeuxis played an important role in the empire of Antiochus, offering stability and a vital connection between the king and the cities, in this case in Asia Minor. In a letter from Zeuxis to the recently conquered Amyzonians dated to 203, he speaks on behalf of himself and Antiochus, stating that if they comport themselves well, they will be treated accordingly.[footnoteRef:30] Furthermore, the responsibilities and authority handed to Zeuxis are shown by another inscription to Philotas, who then passes this to his own subordinate Bithys. The original decree from Antiochus states that his Friend Nicanor be appointed high priest of the sanctuaries “in the region beyond the Taurus”.[footnoteRef:31] Zeuxis is given the command and is trusted to carry it out, distributing the tasks to his own subordinates across the region.  [29:  Ibid. p.10 ]  [30:  Ma,1999, p.293-4. For discussion on attribution of the inscription to Zeuxis see Ma et al (1995).]  [31:  Ma, 1999, p.290-291] 

From the above examples, we can see that Zeuxis was afforded a range of responsibilities in his position as satrap-viceroy of Asia Minor yet remained beholden to the king. Zeuxis was in frequent contact with the city states, whose leaders often addressed him directly, rather than Antiochus, and as such he acted as an important go-between, a role played out by other “friends” of the king in other regions, responding to their demands, arranging grants and more.[footnoteRef:32]   [32:  Ma, 1999, p.126, 136. Bringmann, 1993, p.14] 

As a final example of Zeuxis’ role, in order to secure stability in the regions of Lydia and Phrygia, Antiochus sought to send 2,000 Jewish families to the area, recorded in a letter by Josephus.[footnoteRef:33] The letter states: “Learning that the people in Lydia and Phrygia are revolting, I have to consider this as requiring very serious attention on my part, and, on taking counsel with my friends as to what should be done, I determined to transport two thousand Jewish families with their effects from Mesopotamia and Babylonia to the fortresses and most important places.”[footnoteRef:34] [33:  Schalit. 1960 ]  [34:  Schalit, 1960, p290] 

Although the authenticity of this letter is debated, Bickerman, who dates the origins of the debate to the sixteenth century, argues persuasively that it should not be discounted out of hand due in part to the style employed in the text’s formulation.[footnoteRef:35] The text is of interest to this study for two reasons: first, it underlines Zeuxis‘ subordinate role as an enforcer of imperial orders and second, it points to the importance of dialogue within the court, among the king‘s “friends“ when making decisions.  [35:  Bickerman, 2007, p.295-314] 

In summary, Zeuxis can be seen as a central pillar to achieving relative stability in the Asia Minor region, particularly following the instability of the beginning of the reign and during the time when Antiochus was campaigning in the east. From the available evidence, we can see he supported Antiochus distribute information and orders and engaged individually with city states, handling their concerns among others. 
Hegesianax is a member of the court of Antiochus who appears relatively late in the reign of the king. He allegedly gained prominence after impressing the king during a recital of one of his poems in praise of Antiochus.[footnoteRef:36] His admission into the king’s ranks of philoi is reminiscent of Apollophanes, Antiochus’ court doctor as recounted by Polybius. Indeed, Hegesianax was not only put to use as a historian and court poet, but also took part in at least two embassies to Rome during 190s BC. One in 196 BC and another in 194 BC.[footnoteRef:37] [36:  Dreyer, 2011. p.47-48]  [37:  Visccher, 2020. P.190 ] 

As Austin notes, personality in the court dictated policy. The King’s inner circle influenced policy by providing advice and counsel, but their own personal connections could also be exploited. Earlier in the reign of Antiochus, Apollophanes used his links as a native of Seleukeia to assist in the city’s recapture, according to Polybius’ account.[footnoteRef:38] Hegesianax’s work as a historian, notably as the author of a history of Troy under the false name Kephalon of Gergis, was potentially useful in a similar way in the burgeoning propaganda war with the Romans over the freedom of the Greeks in the 190s.[footnoteRef:39] This work coincided with the expansion of Antiochus‘ power over Western Asia Minor and his advance into Europe. Hegesianax was himself from the region.  [38:  Austin, 2005. p.125]  [39:  Visccher, 2020, p.189] 

Farrow in a list of possible motives behind the work suggests that Hegesianax sought to “flatter the Romans “or in some way indicate that the cities of Troad were longing for Roman intervention.[footnoteRef:40] This appears unlikely given Hegesianax’s position within the Seleucid court and there is no indication that he was in some way seeking to undermine Antiochus’ position. The work is perhaps better interpreted as an example of Seleucid “soft power,” intended to counter Roman claims to the heritage of Troy through the legend of Aeneas.[footnoteRef:41] By admitting Hegesianax into his court, Antiochus could exploit his links to Western Asia Minor and benefit from his other talents. This may also explain the choice of Hegesianax as ambassador to Rome as one well versed in the city’s origin legend as well as the art of rhetoric. A similar connection appears during negotiations between Antiochus and Euthydemus of Bactria. Teleas, an envoy sent to treat with the rebellious leader, hailed from Magnesia, as did Euthydemus. The connection is not explicitly mentioned as a factor in the successful agreement of a peace accord between the two sides, yet the recording of the information implies that the potential bond created by this shared city of origin was significant.[footnoteRef:42]  [40:  Farrow, 1992, p.357]  [41:  Visccher, 2020, p.197-198]  [42:  Austin, 2012, p.337-38.] 

The two examples of Zeuxis and Hegesianax show different paths to prominence within the court of Antiochus. They also illustrate how loyal and capable subordinates were utilised by Antiochus in differing ways to further the goals of the Seleucid empire. Zeuxis effectively managed Asia Minor for several years in the king’s absence with some level of autonomy, but always within the boundaries of kingly power, ensuring that the king had a final say. Hegesianax’s dual position as historian and ambassador also shows the variety of skills required within the court, not only were able administrators in demand, but crafty wordsmiths to assist in the subtle arts of propaganda and soft power.
Exiles at the court: Hannibal Barca
Hannibal Barca is the final example to be considered. His role and interaction with the court of Antiochus is illustrative of the utility of relative outsiders, but also of the tensions that lay between those deemed a potential threat to the King’s power. After his flight from Carthage, Hannibal entered the court of Antiochus III where he was at once an adviser, antagonist to the other courtiers, and an often-ignored voice, as described by the predominantly anti-Carthaginian accounts. Yet, the example of Hannibal is of interest in this discussion as it offers insight into the court dynamics and tensions that existed between Antiochus III and his subordinates. Strootman, in his discussion of court life, describes Hannibal as the “principal favourite” and as a “senior advisor” to Antiochus during the Seleukid-Roman war, enjoying the “full confidence of the king.”[footnoteRef:43] This assertion must be nuanced, however, as the sources do not depict such a harmonious relationship between the two. Instead, jealousy and mistrust on the part of Antiochus and his other, Greek, courtiers, can be read.[footnoteRef:44] In particular, Livy notes the mistrust of the Aetolian leader, Theos, who councils Antiochus to only make moderate use of Hannibal’s talents, lest his fame outshine the Seleucid king.[footnoteRef:45] Here, the reasons for this mistrust and the use that Antiochus made of Hannibal in spite of them will be discussed.  [43:  Strootman, 2011, p.79 ]  [44:  Cassius Dio. Roman History. Frag. 19. Livy. The History of Rome. 35.42. Polybius. 3.11.237]  [45:  Livy, 35.42.] 

In the first instance, Hannibal was an outsider at the court of Seleucus. He did, however, fulfil one of the key criteria for acceptance within the court: he spoke Greek. Miles states that the Carthaginian leader also fitted well into a “post-Alexander mold of a Hellenistic general” on account of his success in leading an army comprised of soldiers from regions across the Mediterranean.[footnoteRef:46]  [46:  Miles, 2011, p.261] 

Roman suspicions of a connection between Hannibal and Antiochus also extended to the Aetolians. Livy recounts that letters were sent from Hannibal to the latter, indicating potential support for Hannibal in the Greek cities.[footnoteRef:47] Livy‘s later account of the mistrust of Thaos of Aetolia noted above initially appears to contradict this. Given that the same account describes a dispute between pro-Roman and pro-Seleucid factions within the Aetolian leadership, which led to the flight of Thaos, it cannot be discounted that Hannibal may also have held some sway within the city. This leads into the role of propaganda, used broadly in this sense, during the Second Punic War. Indeed, Hannibal was attended by two Greek historians, Sosylus and Silenus, who emphasised the symbolic connection between Hannibal and the feats of Hercules to lure the Greek cities of Italy to his cause.[footnoteRef:48] Coinage dating to the period of the Second Punic War, minted by the Barcid family also draws upon connections to Heracles-Melqart. Hannibal’s father Hamilcar began minting coins in this fashion after the capture of southern Spain.[footnoteRef:49] This symbol produced on coinage, connecting the Barcid family to Herakles, was reiterated in the written works of Hannibal’s Greek authors, as argued by Miles, partly with the intention to emphasise the Carthaginian general’s intentions to support the freedom of the Greeks, in a similar way as the mythical hero.[footnoteRef:50] There is evidence to suggest that this propaganda war had some success in the Roman sources.[footnoteRef:51] [47:  Livy, 33.49]  [48:  Miles, 2011. p.264-267.]  [49:  Ibidem]  [50:  Ibid, p.267-70]  [51:  Livy. 21.1.6-9. Miles, 2010, p.274-275] 

The extent to which this courting of Greek sentiment extended to other cities beyond Italy is unclear and limited. Though, later after Hannibal’s death, the circulation of a, presumably false, letter of to the Athenians indicates that to some extent, the legend of Hannibal was exported abroad. As Brizzi notes: “It is at least a stimulating hypothesis that this document, perhaps in the form of a literary pamphlet, may have been circulated very shortly after the Barcid’s death in order to exploit the emotion that the news must have awakened in the whole Greek world.”[footnoteRef:52] Similarly, one of the sole remaining fragments of Sosylus’ history of Hannibal was found in Alexandria, suggesting that these works were distributed across the Greek-speaking world. As Hannibal is believed to have died around 183 BC, sometime after Antiochus’ defeat at Magnesia, it appears likely that some positive sentiment towards him was present during his time at Antiochus’ court. Although evidence is limited, it can be hypothesised that the influence and legend of Hannibal was established enough in the Greek-speaking world for the Carthaginian to have represented a potentially positive influence during Antiochus’ attempts to control mainland Greece. This in turn, may account for the mistrust towards Hannibal noted in sources such as Livy.  [52:  Brizzi, 2011. p.492 ] 

Perhaps for reasons related to the above, the use Antiochus made of Hannibal as a military leader and advisor was limited. Advice was given, an envoy sent to Carthage, and a limited naval command was entrusted to Hannibal which ended in defeat. Badian suggests that Antiochus III indulged Hannibal’s attempts to court his fellow countrymen as part of a “cold war” against the Romans.[footnoteRef:53] Cornelius Nepos suggests, however, that Hannibal made this voyage himself, landing in Africa with five ships. Given the other key details missing from this account it can likely be discounted. [footnoteRef:54] In this sense, continuing Badian’s view that Antiochus was engaging in a limited action against the Romans before the onset of the war, the use of Hannibal as a member of the Seleucid court can be seen through the lens of a continuation of a policy of utilising, or profiting from, members of the Seleucid court to engage with their homeland to the potential benefit of the Seleucid Empire, yet maintaining a check on the consolidation of power in the hands of a potential rival. It is suggested that, at least in part, Hannibal’s fame and reputation in mainland Greece, connected to the pro-Barcid propaganda aimed at Greeks in the Second Punic War, influenced this decision.  [53:  Badian, 1959.]  [54:  Cornelius Nepos. Hannibal XXIII. MacDonald, 2015, p.219] 

In summary, the position of Hannibal at the court of Antiochus is perhaps atypical. He was a useful source of advice and a potential thorn in the side of the Romans. Yet the renown and proven ability of the former Carthaginian leader, combining the two traits of political and military success, posed a threat, thus potentially undermining his position. As Herman states, this reluctance to invest too much power in capable subordinates was a persistent challenge for Hellenistic rulers in general.[footnoteRef:55] In this sense, Hannibal‘s case is illustrative of the intricacies of balancing relations at the court of Antiochus among non-Greek philoi. The lack of heed given to Hannibal’s advice is recounted by some sources, in particular Appian, as a reason for the Seleucid leader’s failure against the Romans.[footnoteRef:56] Though how much credence should be given to these sources is debatable. Conversely, Antiochus’ careful management of Hannibal could also be stated as a tactful way of using, but also to an extent neutralising, the skills of a potential or perceived threat to stability within the court and empire. [55:  Herman, G., 1997, p.215 ]  [56:  Cornelius Nepos. 8. Appian, The Syrian Wars. 2.7, 3.14-15.] 

Conclusion 
The outset of Antiochus’ reign was focussed on survival in the face of insurrections and armed revolts by supposed allies. After the death of Hermeias, a period of imperial consolidation began. From then, at various stages, members of Antiochus’ court played an influential role in ensuring stability within the empire. Given the vast nature of the Seleucid influence and the divergent, and not to mention time-consuming, nature of handling the city-states and territories, it was necessary to appoint trusted and capable officials such as Zeuxis to handle the day-to-day business of the empire and the different needs and demands of subjects. This was particularly the case during Antiochus’ 10-year long eastern campaign during which communication would have been constrained by time, necessitating a certain amount of autonomy, which is evidenced by Zeuxis’ actions during the period. Other members of the court, particularly Laodike offered a further bastion of stability, presenting a strong, united family image harkening back to the days of Seleucus I. Laodike also interacted with city-states, speaking as one with her “brother” and engaging directly with local religious cults in the marital realm, culminating in her adoption into the royal cult in 193 BC. 
Other courtiers brought different skill sets. The case of Hegesianax has been discussed, highlighting how more than administrative and military talent were of use to Antiochus as ruler. Literary and rhetorical skill found a use at the Seleucid court for other reasons than simple amusement. These abilities were also useful in creating a connection between localities, in this case by binding the history of the ancient city of Troy to Seleucid power, and Antiochus’ kingdom. Hannibal Barca’s skills and connections were exploited in a tempered way to suit the needs of the king, perhaps in part due to the Carthaginian general’s successful propaganda war in the West posing a challenge to the Seleucid ruler, as had been discussed. Following some of the ancient literary sources, it was by ignoring Hannibal’s advice and not using his skills that Antiochus lost the war with Rome.
Antiochus did not always heed the council of his court and it is important not to overemphasise the power they wielded over decisions. One example is Antiochus’ decision to maintain Xerxes, the King of Armenia, as a satrap of the region, against his court’s desire to install Mithradates, Antiochus’ nephew.[footnoteRef:57] Other examples exist of the king taking his own decisions or not heeding his courtiers to varying degrees. As has been discussed above, however, the power and relative success of Antiochus III as a Seleucid ruler was in no small part based upon a solid foundation of allies, Friends, and family members who carried out a multitude of roles, some of which may remain underrecognized due to a lack of evidence. Given the high-level nature of the evidence provided, we do not have visibility over the other functionaries, administrators, and other minor rulers who supported those in his court to carry out their tasks. The Seleucid king may have been great, but the evidence suggests that he was by no means an island.  [57:  Sherwin-White and Kuhrt, 1993, p.190. Polybius. 8.23] 
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