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A general (Eulalius Candida) in the pending war with Carthage engages in argument over the nature of this war with his friend, and wealthy aristocrat (Odoacer Centho). 

Candida: I assure you, old friend, this conflict with Carthage is unavoidable and necessary for the greater good of Rome. Carthage is a threat that grows by the day. 

Centho: While I agree that Carthage is a formidable threat. We have no reason to engage with them in formal war. We do not simply go to war for the sake of war. Since the beginning Rome does not go to war for selfish reasons. We are a great power not because we attack those that we see easily conquerable, or seek the expansion of ourselves as a nation, but for the greater defense or us and our allies. Use the first war with the Samites for reference. It was only after the Samnites invaded our companion city that we took action. You know as well as I that responding to the call for aid in Messana is not an attempt for aid, but simply an excuse to go to war with Carthage. 

Candida: On this statement I agree with you, but I argue that our involvement fits the guidelines you so properly outlined. Although the involvement is surely different than those stemming form a direct encroachment.

Centho: Please enlighten me. 

Candida: Of course. I do not disagree with the qualities that we so highly hold for the distinction of a just war, but the immanent conflict with Carthage, you should certainly see as just if you are as concerned with the defense of Rome as you say. While they have not taken any direct action against Rome or her people, they are a threat all the same. Just because we are defensive, does not mean we must be completely reactionary. In fact, it is the reactionary nature that could serve to be the downfall of this great empire. With the size and immense power of Carthage growing close to that of our own, it is inevitable that we will meet them in combat. Whether it be tomorrow, or ten years from now, there undoubtedly will come a time for war between our nations, and each day we wait gives more time for Carthage to grow powerful. Messana is a strategic grab of a prime location giving a path to Rome in a potential war. Do not confuse our constant commitment to defense a sign of weakness. We must exercise our strength in order to ensure future defense. 

Centho: Why do you believe that Carthage would ever attack us. Is mutual recognition without conflict a possibility. I just worry expanding the idea of what constitutes as defense is a slippery slope that can lead to a shift in the ideals we should hold in high esteem as Romans.

Candida: I would love to believe this, and perhaps there is a possibility that this peace could continue, and we will never have to meet on the battlefield. Sadly, there is no way to be certain that this will happen, and betting on peace among great states for an extended time is a fool’s wager. While I could be wrong in my assumptions, the fallout from wrongly believing in the potential peace you speak of is too detrimental. Preemptive defense is defense all the same. When plagued with the opportunity risk the reign of Rome for only a mere possibility of peace, I will never indulge. The potential advantage the city of Messana offers to Carthage is too great to ignore, even if they never intend to encroach on us. Just look to the punishment of those who took solely aggressive and despicable actions against the Rhegium people if you need proof we still uphold Roman ideals of defense. 

Centho: What you say seems true, but your judgement is surely swayed by the gains you seek to obtain from a war of this measure. I feel the entire nation becomes blind to uncharacteristic actions when the prospect of war-obtained wealth arises. After all it seems to be this want for loot that drove the people to support our intervention in Sicily in the first place. How do I know you are not attempting deception to justify your greedy alternative motives for booty and glory?

Candida: There is no denying that I, as well as all Romans, stand to benefit from a successful campaign against Carthage, but this is simply a byproduct of war. I would be amiss if I claimed the prospect does not entice me. However, the fact we will all benefit form a successful war does not skew my judgment of the necessity or justness of the premise of the war. Any gain for Rome only adds to our potential for defense. While the idea of only engaging in just warfare is held strong, this does not mean we act in a completely selfless matter. To continue the present superiority of our nation, and to continue to protect ourselves and our allies, spoils of war are necessary and welcome. Just because we partake in defensive wars does not mean we turn away gain. This would tank morale and make the supreme nature we have reached impossible. By forcing conquered states to submit after engaging in defensive wars we ensure future peace with these nations, as well as increase our own power. 

	Centho: Your words seem to hold substance my friend. Although I may not yet fully accept the premise of this war, you have thoughtfully answered my concerns. I feel it my duty to properly assess the actions of us as Romans and to make sure we uphold her traditions. You have aided me in this task and put my mind at ease.


Explanation
	It is difficult to categorize a nation as immense and complex as Rome in one specific way. To accomplish such a task, we must expand the definition of what a defensive war is, which is what Rome was forced to do in order to justify various wars that weren’t so clearly outlined as just. Examining the war with Carthage through this historical scene provides an encapsulating vessel for the major concepts of the debate on aggression vs defense. Although it didn’t seem entirely defensive on the surface, it is illustrated, through the scene, that even wars that didn’t seem to fit into the strict confines of a defensive wars can prove otherwise upon further inspection. If the first Punic war can be justified as defensive, it solidifies Rome’s expansion in the east as defensive, as it is the first major step overseas.  Other Roman expansion leading up to and following events are more easily characterized as defensive. The second Punic war ensued after a direct attack on one of Rome’s allies from Hannibal. The Macedonian war was a result of Phillip V support of Hannibal in the second Punic war, and his refusal to guarantee no violent action towards. The third Punic war was started because Carthage broke the treaty form the second Punic war by attacking Numidia forces when they were not supposed to wage war. The list goes on. As expansion continued in the east Rome was largely reactionary in their policy and continued their expansion through defensive wars. Time after time wars in Rome are easily characterized as defensive in terms of responding to a direct encroachment by another state on themselves or an ally. It is only in the less common grey area such as the situation surrounding the first Punic war that needs further inquiry to highlight the defensive reasoning. 
	The scene also addressed the argument that Rome was only fronting defensive tendencies an excuse for economic gain. This concept can be represented through the first Punic war but relevant in almost all of Rome’s wars. Gain for the soldiers, generals, people, and leaders of Rome was inevitable, and resulted in eagerness to engage in war. It served as a valuable method to convince the people to agree to war when they may not fully understand the threat, especially in the case of Carthage. This fact does not condemn Rome to an aggressive nature. The gain was just a welcome byproduct of just wars. It is possible to recognize and yearn of the monetary gain war brought without being solely focused or driven by the prospect.
